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To:  Members of the Planning and Sustainability Commission 

From:  Alice Blatt, 15231 NE Holladay, Portland, OR, 97230  

Re:  Employment Zoning Project 

Brief summary of Columbia South Shore history:  The Columbia River floodplain, before 
construction of the Marine Drive dike, has functioned for many thousands of years as a broadly-
connected wildlife corridor from the Gorge to the Willamette confluence, an invaluable natural 
resource.  In the 1970’s/80’s, establishment of the Industrial Sanctuary between NE 82nd and 185th, in 
response to the need for more industrial land, necessitated balancing environmental with industrial 
needs (the Natural Resources Management Plan.  In 1990-91 several East Portland communities with 
other interested organizations, recognizing the inadequacy of the Ec slough and wetland protection, 
successfully appealed the NRMP to LUBA (up to the Oregon Supreme Court), achieving 1 ½ years of city 
organized stakeholder (industrial, residential, and environmental participants) meetings.  These 
interchanges of ideas resulted in the Columbia Slough Plan District in 1993 (at least 50 ft. of Ep zones on 
both sides of the Slough and associated wetlands – a major environmental compromise from the 300 ft. 
of connected breadth recommended by the EPA, US and Oregon Fish and Wildlife, Audubon, etc..  Our 
objective, in accepting this balanced agreement, was to enhance (vegetate) and restore optimal 
environmental function in this relatively narrow corridor.  The absolutely most important word in this 
whole process, from the standpoint of wildlife habitat, human environmental contact and recreation, 
water quality, etc., is connectivity. 

 As mentioned in my second, very brief, submission, we appreciated the improvements entered 
into the second draft. 

 Several serious concerns remain: 

1) A Question of Mapping:  The Prime Industrial Overlay on the Preliminary Employment 
Zoning Map shows no recognition of the 50 ft. Ep zones along the slough as open space, the 
absolutely crucial connecting link between the various recognized open space zones, some 
others of which have also not been included.  In 1996-7, an overlooked mapping error at the 
Inverness Jail (114th and the Slough) forced us into an extended, costly appeal to a hearings 
officer to avoid creation of a bottleneck in our wildlife/human recreation trail corridor.  At 
that time mapping errors took precedence over conflicting text (see Portland City Council 
minutes February 12, 1997, Item 201 and June 25, 1997, Item 997).  We don’t know whether 
this problem with the zoning code has been corrected. 
 
Total connectivity, without any disconnection, is crucial to all environmental corridor 
function.  The Overlay Zone must clearly indicate this. 
 

2) Prohibition of Natural Areas:   The prime industrial overlay is laid down indiscriminately over 
land, water, wetlands, and other natural resources, yet natural areas are prohibited.  What 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.S, page 11089



if a developer wanted to restore a parcel of land for natural area, because it was just too 
wet to develop?  

Because the prime industrial overlay is applied without regard to natural resources, and 
because it prohibits natural area restoration, it is acting against what we have been 
achieving in the Slough - active development for jobs AND restoration of watershed health. 

Although it is important to protect the industrial use from conversion to commercial or 
residential use, it is also important to restore the remaining natural resources along the 
Slough.  We need a vibrant economy and a vibrant environment. 

 
 Do not prohibit natural areas in the prime industrial overlay. 
 

3) Columbia Corridor Review:  Delay the Employment Zoning Project until a comprehensive 
review of the whole Columbia Corridor has been completed. 
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From: bobvic8120@comcast.net [mailto:bobvic8120@comcast.net]  
Sent: Sunday, November 01, 2015 11:52 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Testimony 
 
 
We own the property at 8110 SE Bybee Blvd., State ID# 1S2E20AD 800, property has a 
base zone of: EG2, R2.5. We also own 8120 SE Bybee Blvd., State ID# 1S2E20AD 
700, Property has a base zone of: EG2. These property belonged to my husbands 
Grandparents. His Grandparents last name was Jiggar and they bought them about 85 
years ago. We did not inherit them we purchased them and are still paying for them.  
They are both rentals and we are both retired past 65 years of age. We are on a limited 
income. 
Your (PSC) would raise our taxes, and our taxes have gone up every year since we 
purchased the houses. If a house would burn down we could not rebuild. Your change 
would make our property hard to sell.  
This whole plan is not good for us it would hurt us financially very bad. I am sure this is 
true for a lot of other people. 
Thank you, for reading this and remember we did not inherit these houses. We worked 
for them and still are working for them. 
Robert & Vicky Foster 
503-771-5133 
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From: Thomas Karwaki [mailto:karwaki@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 4:36 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Lum, Leslie <Leslie.Lum@portlandoregon.gov>; James Kuffner <kuffner@up.edu>; Kountz, Steve 
<Steve.Kountz@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Employment Zones Testimony EG-2 McCormick-Baxter property (Fig 9) 
 
Planning Commissioners: 
 
The University Park Neighborhood Association's Board and Land Use Committee 
supports the proposed change to EG-2 for the McCormick-Baxter property that is 
currently zoned Industrial.  We particularly support prohibiting housing in the EG 
zones.  Such a use is prohibited by EPA/DEQ for this parcel of land since it is a 
Superfund site, so it would be wise to prohibit it outright in the zoning code as well. 
 
This parcel is included in the University of Portland's approved Conditional Use Master 
Plan as an Institutional Use. While the University does not currently control this 
property, it was approved for a 0.15 FAR and athletic field use.  The UPNA Board 
testified and unanimously supported these uses and conditions in the CUMP 
hearings.  We ask that such conditions continue to be in force for this property. 
 
The UPNA Board and Land Use Committee oppose maintaining the current Industrial 
zone. 
 
UPNA would prefer that this property be Open Space, but understands that there has to 
be a balance between environmental, recreational and employment goals.  
 
We also note that the BPS staff were unavailable to brief the University Park 
Neighborhood Association on this important zoning change at its meetings.  However, 
UPNA Land Use Committee members did attend the PSC briefing last month so were 
able to explain the change at yesterday's General Meeting. 
 
Directly north of the site is a small section of CN2 zoning (Figure 9).  The UPNA 
opposes this designation for the properties south of Willamette Blvd. These are 
residences and UPNA opposes this location and properties to be available for 
commercial use due to the high speed of auto traffic and dangerous curve at this 
location.  We asked for this to be changed to Residential in previous comments, and will 
be doing so again at City Council and again at every opportunity before the Planning & 
Sustainability Commission.  We do not feel that the Bureau of Planning and 
Sustainability nor the Planning & Sustainability Commission has responded to or 
even considered our views on this issue. 
  
Thomas Karwaki 
Vice Chair & Land Use Committee Chair 
University Park Neighborhood Association 
253.318.2075 
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October 27, 2015 
 
To:      Members of the Planning and Sustainability Commission 
 
From:  Linda Robinson 
 
Re:      Employment Zoning Project 
 
As a founding member of the Columbia Slough Watershed Council and a long-time park advocate, I have 
serious concerns about some of the provisions in the proposed Employment Zoning Project. 
 
The outright ban of any new parks more than two acres in size, without a change in the Comprehensive Plan, 
is especially troubling – for a number of reasons. 
• Parks have always been permitted uses in any zone; this is a dramatic change in policy with limited 

public input (e.g., it was never brought to the Parks Board for discussion). 
• The maps show the new zone covering the Columbia Slough itself, the designated buffer zones along the 

Slough, and other areas that already have an Environmental Zone overlay on them. If the proposed 
overlay map must cover the entire lot of properties zoned industrial, then there needs to be a clearer 
statement in the code section that the existing environmental zones are exempt. 

• BDS has known, for years, that there needs to be a review/revision of the environmental zone overlay 
along portions of the Slough, especially in the middle sections where some parcels have no designated 
buffer at all. The prohibitions of the new employment overlay zone should not be strictly enforced on 
those parcels until the review of the e-zones has been completed. 

• It’s not clear how the prohibition of parks greater than two acres applies to trails. There is a proposed 
linear trail along the full length of the Columbia Slough, but only portions have been built. When 
completed, will definitely exceed two acres total.  

• The proposed overlay says that any parks built (two acres or less) must be designed to serve only the 
workers and residents within the industrial area, and not those in the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. This is a major equity issue, especially when many of our poorer, most ethnically diverse 
neighborhoods are located in the impacted portions of North, Northeast and East Portland. 

• There also needs to be clarification as to whether or not natural areas are exempt from this prohibition. 
 
I don’t understand the concern that new parks are going to convert a significant amount of industrial lands to 
open space uses. That has not been true, historically, and is not likely to be true in the future. The real culprit 
has been the conversion of prime industrial land into commercial use (e.g., 120 acres at Cascade Station).  
 
Linda 
 
 
Linda Robinson 
1115 NE 135th Ave 
Portland, OR 97230 
  
 
Organization Affiliations: 
• Portland Parks Board 
• Columbia Slough Watershed Council 
• East Portland Action Plan (Parks Rep) 
• East Portland Parks Coalition 
• Hazelwood Neighborhood Assn (VP and Parks Chair) 
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Planning and Sustainability Commission 
October 27, 2015 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the Proposed Employment Zoning Project on behalf of 
the Northwest District Association Planning Committee. We would like to bring several things to 
the attention of the Planning and Sustainability Commission. We support the existing configuration 
of the Industrial Sanctuary and the Guild’s Lake Industrial Sanctuary Plan District, including existing 
zoning for the reasons stated below: 

General Concerns 

Land Use 
We understand that Bureau of Planning staff and this Commission are considering the Employment 
Comprehensive Plan designation and General Employment (EG) Zoning for property that is 
currently zoned, and being used, for industrial uses. The Planning Committee has multiple concerns 
about the increase of intensity in land use for non-manufacturing purposes that will be one result 
of adoption of the Employment Zoning Project (EZP). This further erosion of the industrial 
sanctuary represents the loss of Prime Industrial Land – currently the only type of property in the 
city that is inadequate to meet existing and forecasted demand. In addition the potential loss of 
manufacturing jobs, triggered or the ultimate result of zoning and land use changes, will occasion 
the loss of manufacturing jobs, jobs that are generally characterized by higher than average wages, 
low barriers to entry and held by a greater diversity of Portlanders. Based on recent reports, manufacturing jobs 
are returning to the U. S. and Portland should not jeopardize it’s ability to receive them.  

Transportation 
The major change proposed to the General Employment Zone is to allow general office uses to be constructed to 
a 3:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR), up from the current FAR of 1:1. This is a tripling of office development potential. It is 
our understanding that a transportation analysis was not done to evaluate whether the transportation system 
(existing and planned) has the capacity to handle a significant potential increase in traffic that could result from 
this change. Existing and proposed EG zoning often is located in close proximity to already heavily congested 
locations, including freeway interchanges. 

Specific Concerns 

In the early 2000’s, while the Northwest District Plan was under consideration, ESCO asked for Employment 
Zoning on their General Industrial (IG) property north of NW Vaughn. A transportation analysis, done by their 
consultant, showed that the maximum FAR that could be accommodated at the time was 1.85:1. Based on this 
analysis, City Council asked staff to amend the Guild’s Lake Industrial Sanctuary Plan District to allow a 
Comprehensive Plan designation of EG, but retaining the IG zoning. As you know, since that time, traffic has 
increased significantly and is currently near failure at key intersections such as NW 23rd/Vaughn/1-405. 
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As the Northwest District Plan states, “ NW Vaughn Street between NW 23rd and NW 27th Avenues is a unique 
area of interface between a successful industrial district and a mixed-use urban neighborhood.” Since it was 
unknown at that time, when ESCO would request EG zoning, the Guild’s Lake Plan District was amended to create 
“Subdistrict B that would allow for the potential for office uses up to a 1:1 FAR (EG Base Zone) and retail uses up 
to 10,000 square feet per site, under certain conditions. A bonus option allows up to an additional .85 FAR of 
office use when the property owner contributes to the Northwest Transportation Fund (created at the same 
time).” The problem that is created by the EZP is that, by increasing the FAR from 1:1 to 3:1 for office uses, it 
grants, BY RIGHT, additional FAR that was never anticipated by the Guild’s Lake Plan District, the NW District Area 
Plan or by tenants, businesses and residents in either neighborhood. In addition, by recommending that the 
current IG zoning be replaced by EG zoning, this increase in development potential is allowed without any 
transportation analysis. 

It is our understanding that in addition to ESCO, other property owners are requesting EG zoning to allow the 
same 3:1 FAR for office uses if the Employment Zone Project is adopted. This will ultimately lead to the potential 
loss of manufacturing jobs at ESCO and other sites. These jobs are critical to the future of a Portland that retains a 
well-functioning middle class that has access to high-quality housing, schools, recreation, and transportation 
facilities that are dependent on taxes generated by a mix of employment types. That mix is threatened by the 
proposed EZP and related zone/comprehensive plan map changes.  

Recommendations 

� Pending a detailed transportation analysis, there is no evidence that the transportation system 
can support this tripling of office development capacity from 1:1 FAR to 3:1 FAR. The NWDA 
Planning Committee is requesting that the proposed 3:1 FAR increase for offices be dropped 
from the EZP.  

� In addition, the Committee is requesting that the Guild’s Lake Industrial Sanctuary Plan District 
be amended to clarify that the maximum FAR for office uses is 1:1 with the allowed bonus of 
.85:1 as the Plan District and City Council intended. Currently, only the EG Base Zone spells out 
the 1:1 FAR for office uses. 

� At City Council, as part of our testimony on the Comprehensive Plan, we will be asking that the 
recommended Comprehensive Plan designation of Prime Industrial Land be placed on properties 
currently Zoned IH in the Guild’s Lake Industrial Sanctuary and that the existing designation of 
Employment be retained on the properties within Subdistrict B of the Guild’s Lake Industrial 
Sanctuary Plan District that are currently zoned IG. We believe it is essential to maintain the 
current designations and zoning to protect jobs and to not overwhelm the streets and freeway in 
the vicinity of these sites.   

 

Thank you for your careful consideration of these recommendations. 

 

Sincerely, 

John Bradley 
Chair, NWDA Planning Committee 
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2788 SE 82nd. Ave. Ste 203 

Portland, OR 97266 
971-340-4866 

www.jadedistrict.org 
 
October 27, 2015 
 
City of Portland 
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100 
 Portland, OR 97201 
 
Re:  Employment Zone in Southeast Portland 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
The Jade District is a Neighborhood Prosperity Initiative (NPI)—located in East Portland along SE 82nd 
Ave. between SE Harrison and SE Franklin, along SE Division Ave. between 81st and 93rd—and 
coordinated by the Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon (APANO). The District is composed of 
432 businesses registered inside its one square mile and the most diverse resident demographic profile 
in the state, with nearly half of the district’s 14,000 residents being people of color.  
 
The Jade District Steering Committee supports the change from General Commercial to General 
Employment zoning on SE 82nd, from SE Alder to SE Mill, provided it includes more living wage jobs, a 
greater variety of jobs, meaningful engagement of impacted residents and businesses, and robust 
health and safety measures taken. 
 
As East Portland residents have demanded in the past, the area needs more living wage jobs. The 
Jade District’s Strategic Work Plan notes that, “There is a history of displacement among communities 
of color to East Portland and beyond. The primary challenge before us now is to build the social capital 
of our communities to better resist involuntary displacement of our residents and small businesses in 
the face of rapid gentrification.” 
 
Beyond more living wage jobs, we believe the area needs a greater variety of jobs, with intentional 
support from the city and Portland Development Commission to support a healthy and diverse economy 
in this area. Although we believe this change in zoning has the potential to offer meaningful 
employment to people residing in East Portland, we do not believe this can happen without early 
engagement, follow-through, and commitment from the city. We demand that the Bureau of Planning 
and Sustainability work with the Portland Development Commission to recruit employers that offer living 
wage jobs and can provide workforce training opportunities to access quality jobs to local residents, 
particularly young workers in the area. 
 
We support this change only if the City includes implementation strategies outlining how this plan will 
create actual living wage jobs. We look forward to seeing the City adopt this implementation plan as 
part of the Comprehensive Plan. Our Steering Committee is composed of a variety of stakeholders, 
employers, and residents and we expect meaningful engagement going forward. 

 
Additionally, if the plan moves forward and industrial businesses relocate to this area, we expect that 
the City will implement adequate health and safety measures, such as proper air filtration systems to 
ensure that people living nearby are protected from toxic or noxious sounds and fumes. The growing 
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2788 SE 82nd. Ave. Ste 203 

Portland, OR 97266 
971-340-4866 

www.jadedistrict.org 
 
concentration of people of color and low-income people in Outer SE Portland, facing disproportionate 
risk of exposure from air toxics and a host of other health impacts is the result of the intersection of 
poor land use planning and decades of inequitable infrastructure investment. The area has a higher 
preponderance of mixed-use zoning and auto-centric transportation infrastructure, resulting in a close 
proximity between residents and heavy commercial and auto/freight use. Future development in this 
area must be predicated on improving quality of life and stability for its current residents and economic 
opportunity for its businesses. 
 
Members of the Jade District Steering Committee look forward to working with the City and other 
stakeholders for a more resilient, healthy, and promising future. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jade District Steering Committee 
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From: Alice Blatt [mailto:aliceb@pacifier.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 4:54 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Employment Zones Testimony 
 
To: Members of the Planning and Sustainability Commission 
  
From: Alice Blatt, 15231 NE Holladay, Portland, OR, 97230 
  
Re: Employment Zoning Project 
  
Credentials:   Founding member of the Columbia Slough Watershed Council and longtime 
advocate for its principles 
                       Long time Board Member of the Wilkes Community Group, from whose slopes 
flow three springs‐fed streams, directly through areas of high groundwater level, into the 
slough. 
  
    I submitted written comments (8‐28‐15) following the earlier draft, and appreciate many of 
the subsequent changes, but wish to express my agreement with and subscribe to the current 
submissions of Linda Robinson and Judy BlueHorse Skelton, Chair, Portland Parks Board. 
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October 26, 2015 
 
Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 7100 
Portland, Oregon 97201 
 
RRe: Testimony for the Discussion Draft of the Employment Zoning Project  
 
Members of the Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission,  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on the Discussion Draft for proposed amendments to the 
Employment Zone and related chapters of the Portland Zoning Code.   

The Multnomah County Drainage Districts (Districts) represents three drainage districts (Multnomah County 
Drainage District No. 1 and Peninsula Drainage Districts Nos. 1 and 2).  The Districts operate and maintain a 
series of drainageways, pumping facilities, and levees to protect land in the Columbia Corridor, an area that 
encompasses 12,000 acres on the south shore of the Columbia River in the Portland, Oregon Metropolitan area, 
from both external and internal flooding.  

Recognition of all aspects of Levee Ready Columbia   
The City of Portland, along with over twenty other stakeholders, is participating in the Oregon Solutions Levee 
Ready Columbia process, a multimillion-dollar project that aims to both maintain Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) accreditation for the levees in the Columbia Corridor as well as remain active in 
the US Army Corps of Engineers Rehabilitation and Inspection Program (RIP). These levees are critical 
infrastructure for the region. Without maintaining accreditation, FEMA will remap much of the land behind the 
levees as a Special Flood Hazard Area, which will have multiple impacts on the opportunity for future industrial 
development.  

The majority of the Employment Zoning area lies between levees managed by the Districts that provide flood 
protection from the Columbia River. It is also in an area where wetland storage and pump stations maintained 
by the Districts maintains the Base Flood Elevation (BFE). Significant changes to wetland storage areas could 
have a direct impact on the Districts ability to maintain the BFE effectively and would likely necessitate 
additional pumping capacity.   

There are many unknowns in this process, particularly around potential federal mitigation requirements. 
Extensive mitigation, in excess of two acres, may need to occur onsite within the Prime Industrial Overlay.  It is 
important that the prime industrial overlay, meant to protect industrial lands, should not hinder the 
accreditation process and the ability to remain in the RIP. The proposed code language prohibition on certain 
types of mitigation could be a hindrance. Actions that allow for both accreditation, and compliance in the RIP, 
should be exempt from the industrial overlay conditions. 

To facilitate accreditation and active status in the RIP within the Columbia Corridor, the Districts’ request that 
language be added to the Employment Zone Project that recognizes the importance of the Levee Ready 
Columbia program, intended to ensure continued integrity of the flood control system in the Columbia Corridor 
through a comprehensive coordinated effort of the City, Districts, and partner agencies. Language that should 
be included in the Employment Zone Project should recognize the importance of the Levee Ready Columbia 
program.  

 

Multnomah County Drainage District #1 
1880 NE Elrod Drive  Portland  Oregon  97211 

(503) 281-5675  FAX (503) 281-0392 
www.mcdd.org 
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RRecognition of Floodplain Management Services 
The managed floodplains of the Districts contain much of Portland’s prime industrial land as well as the Portland 
International Airport, major transportation facilities including interstate highways and multiple transit lines, and 
the Columbia South Shore well field. Thus, these flood protection and management activities are critical to the 
City’s economy, transportation system, and infrastructure. Fundamentally, the Districts support the 
Comprehensive Plan update’s Guiding Principles of Economic Prosperity, Human Health, Environmental Health, 
Equity, and Resilience. The Districts’ contribution to these Guiding Principles, especially Portland’s resilience—
our ability as a community to recover from natural and human-made disaster, climate change, and economic 
shifts—is essential to Portland’s continued vitality.  

To facilitate floodplain management activities within multiple employment zones within the Columbia Corridor, 
the Districts’ request that language be added to the Employment Zone Project that recognizes the act of 
floodplain management. Language that should be included in the Employment Zone Project should recognize 
the importance of the Districts operations and the need for support and coordination between the City and the 
Districts.  

The Districts have participated in the Recommended Comprehensive Plan (Plan) update that is now before the 
City Council for hearing and adoption. With our urging, the Plan updates a number of policies that recognize the 
importance of our operations and the need for support and coordination between the City and the Districts. 
What is before you today, in the form of Draft Zoning Code additions and modifications, is the major 
implementation measure of those Plan policies and, of particular interest to us, those related to interagency 
coordination (Policy 8.6) and flood management (Policies 8.73 through 8.77). The Districts believes this is the 
appropriate time and place to bring our concerns and suggested changes before you given the amount of prime 
industrial land that is in the managed floodplain and the status of the Levee Ready Columbia program, intended 
to ensure continued integrity of the flood control system in the Columbia Corridor through a comprehensive 
coordinated effort of the City and Districts.  

To provide these critical services within these zones, the following list of zoning code additions and 
modifications are requested: 

Proposed Zoning Code Additions and Modifications 
The existing Zoning Code does not recognize the critical importance of the Districts’ flood management 
operations to the extent now contained in the Recommended Comprehensive Plan. Definitions of flooding, 
flood-prone areas, and flood management, as well as inclusion of flood management facilities as a basic utility 
need, and regulations regarding flood management facilities and activities need to be incorporated to meet the 
Recommended Plan policies. Following are a number of suggested additions or modifications to the proposed 
Draft Zoning Code amendments that the Districts believe will help define or clarify the flood management 
efforts we undertake: 

33.910 Definitions 

� Replace Public Safety Facilities with Public Facilities as defined in the Recommended Comprehensive Plan:  

Public facility: Any facility, including buildings, property, and capital assets, that is owned, leased, or otherwise 
operated, or funded by a governmental body or public entity. Examples of public facilities include sewage 
treatment and collection facilities, stormwater and flood management facilities, water supply and distribution 
facilities, streets, and other transportation assets, parks, and public buildings. 

As it exists in the Zoning Code, Public Safety Facilities are limited to those under the operation or control of 
the City: 

Public Safety Facility. A facility necessary to respond to an immediate hazard to the public health and 
safety, and that is owned, leased, or operated by the City of Portland. Public safety facilities include fire 
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and police stations, flood control facilities, water towers and pump stations needed for emergency service, 
and emergency communication broadcast facilities. 

The Plan definition of Public Facilities is broadened to include other public entities such as the Districts, 
recognizing their role in providing safety, services, and infrastructure to the City.  

� AAdd Special Service District as defined in the Recommended Comprehensive Plan: 

Special service district: An independent governmental unit that exists separately from the general purpose 
government. Special service districts provide specialized services to persons living within a geographic area. 
Examples include drainage districts, port authorities, and mass transit agencies. 

This addition recognizes non-City service providers and allows the opportunity, through land use 
regulations, to offer the specialized services under the same restrictions as equivalent City utilities and 
services.  

� Add Managed Floodplain: 

Managed Floodplain: The land protected from flooding through a combination of flood management facilities 
that are managed by the City or a Special Service District.  

The Zoning Code already defines Special Flood Hazard Area, so a Managed Floodplain would include those 
portions of the Special Flood Hazard Area protected by the levee system. The Managed Floodplain also 
includes areas where stormwater is managed through pump stations, drainageways and other stormwater 
facilities to maintain the Base Flood Elevation (BFE). The term Managed Floodplain identifies the land 
protected by the District facilities and maintenance activities throughout the Columbia Corridor.  

Special Flood Hazard Area. Land area covered by the floodwaters of the base flood, as shown on the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps in effect on November 26, 2010. The base flood is 
the flood having a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. This is the 
regulatory standard also referred to as the “100-year flood.” 

� Add Flood Management Facilities: 

Flood Management Facilities: the internal and external system that includes drainageways, flood storage 
areas, pump stations, flood walls, closure structures, and levees under the control of the City or Special Service 
District for the purpose of flood management and protection.  

This definition clarifies the operational facilities that are necessary for flood protection operations and 
activities.  

� Add Flood Management: 

Flood Management: The act of reducing, controlling, or preventing flooding through the control, use, or 
operation of Flood Management Facilities.  

This definition simply recognizes that Flood Management Facilities may need to be operated to provide the 
desired level of flood protection.  

� Add Flood: 

Flood: Overflowing of water beyond its normal confines of water bodies, drainageways or stormwater facilities.  

Addition of this definition distinguishes floods from normal stormwater drainage, and requires additional 
measures to protect surrounding land from inundation.  

33.920 Descriptions of the Use Categories 

� Add Flood Management Facilities to 33.920.400.C, Basic Utilities Examples:  

C. Examples. Examples include water and sewer pump stations; sewage disposal and conveyance systems; 
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electrical substations; water towers and reservoirs; small scale energy production, water quality and flow 
control facilities; water conveyance systems; water harvesting and re-use conveyance systems and pump 
stations; stormwater facilities and conveyance systems; telephone exchanges; mass transit stops or turn 
arounds, light rail stations, suspended cable transportation systems, transit centers; fflood management 
facilities, and public safety facilities, including fire and police stations, and emergency communication 
broadcast facilities. 

Under the existing definition, it is not clear that flood management is considered a basic utility. This 
acknowledges the facilities required for flood management as a basic utility similar to but distinct from 
stormwater facilities and conveyance systems, and recognizes them as an allowed/conditional use in the 
Industrial and Employment Zones (Table 140-1).  

33.475 Prime Industrial Overlay Zone 

� Add Flood Management to 33.475, Prime Industrial Overlay Zone (Use Regulations): 

Use Regulations 
… 
33.475.090 Flood Management. All proposed development within a Drainage District boundary must obtain 
review and written approval from the Drainage District prior to issuance of a development permit to ensure 
development meets District and Federal regulations related to flood management.  

Development within Drainage District boundaries affects the ability of the District to carry out its obligations 
for flood management. This requirement will provide the ability of the District to review a development 
proposal proactively to determine conformance with District requirements.  

33.475.050 Parks and Open Areas 

The Drainage Districts support significant land and water trails for all ages. Boat ramps and access to the 
slough and other drainageways are beneficial for maintaining the stormwater conveyance system while 
trails provide access to Drainage District crew for both maintenance and emergency activities.  

We recommend that there is no acreage limit for trail and boat launches, although the accessory facilities 
are limited to two acres. Since trails are a linear feature, it is possible that their footprint will be larger than 
two acres on large lots, thus, it is important to retain flexibility for both trails and boat launches.  

In conclusion, the Districts have a long history of providing flood management services while also serving as 
environmental stewards. We believe these proposed modifications clarify our role in providing flood 
management services within the Columbia Corridor and support Portland’s vision for growth and prosperity.  

The Districts very much appreciate the time and effort the City has invested in working with us to explain the 
process, discuss issues, and accommodate our specific needs. We look forward to continuing this dialog during 
any future review of the Code amendments. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Reed Wagner 
Executive Director 
Multnomah Drainage District No. 1 
Peninsula Drainage District No. 1 
Peninsula Drainage District No. 2 
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October 26, 2015 
 
 

 

 

Mr. Steve Kountz 
Senior Economic Planner 
Portland Bureau of Planning 
1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 4100 
Portland, OR 97201-5380 

Re: PSC Employment Zones Testimony 
 Our File No.: 713046.0018 
 
Dear Bureau of Planning and Sustainability: 

Our firm represents Jameson Partners LLC, dba Freeway Land II (“Jameson Partners”).  
Jameson Partners is the owner of that certain property commonly referred to as the “Freeway 
Land” and more specifically located east of I-205 and south of SE Foster Road. We 
previously provided testimony to the Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
(“PSC”) in March 2015 regarding the proposed Comprehensive Plan designation change on 
the Freeway Land from Central Employment to General Employment. In March we 
supported the change because we understood that the new designation would encourage a 
wide variety of uses and would provide increased opportunity and flexibility for future 
commercial development of the Freeway Land. 

Our review of the Employment Zoning Project discussion draft found that the proposed 
implementing zoning code language for General Employment does not actually encourage a 
wide variety of uses for future commercial development.  We provided comment to this 
effect on the discussion draft, but our concerns were not addressed by the Employment 
Zoning Project proposed draft released last month. 

We strongly encourage the City to reconsider the proposed zoning.  We specifically propose 
that the City implement a large-scale master plan for the Freeway Land, to allow balanced 
development that serves the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, benefits the residents of Lents 
Town Center, and encourages the necessary market-driven investment. 
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The Freeway Land Site 

The Freeway Land presents a unique opportunity for the City.  The site is an unusually large 
100 acres, all located within the Lents Town Center Urban Renewal Area (“URA”).  The site 
is just .5 miles from the heart of the Lents Town Center and sits at the junction of the SE 
Foster Civic Corridor and the SE Woodstock and SE 92nd Neighborhood Corridors.  (See 
Comp. Plan Figure 3-2.)  The site also has excellent existing access to public 
transportation—it is .6 miles on foot from the Lents Town Center/Foster Rd Max station and 
.9 miles on foot from the SE Flavel St Max Station. 

A master plan would preserve a significant portion of the site for employment purposes 

The Employment Zoning Project aims to preserve land available for employment uses, and in 
particular to prevent conversion to residential uses.  The current proposed zoning code 
language accomplishes this goal by completely banning residential uses in General 
Employment zones.  This is a reasonable approach for the other proposed General 
Employment sites, most of which are much smaller in size than the Freeway Land and the 
larger of which are generally longer stretches along a commercial corridor. 

In contrast, the Freeway Land is a large, non-corridor, and mostly under-developed site, 
surrounded by residential and open space uses.  A master plan is a more reasonable approach 
to maintaining employment uses on the Freeway Land than a complete ban on residential.  A 
master plan would allow the City to maintain a significant portion of the site for employment 
uses, with some interspersed residential and commercial uses designed to create and maintain 
the desired town center character and meet the area’s housing needs. 

A master plan would allow considered development of residential as required to fight 
displacement and meet the Comprehensive Plan’s goals regarding town centers 

Lents is one of the City’s most diverse areas.  Its residents are also at high risk of 
displacement.  (See Lents Five Year Action Plan.)  Additional residential development is key 
to maintaining housing affordability for both homeowners and renters in this area. 

Some residential development at the Freeway Land is also in line with Comprehensive Plan 
Policy 3.33, which provides: “There should be sufficient zoning within a half�mile walking 
distance of a Town Center to accommodate 7,000 households.”  A complete ban on 
residential uses at the site will compromise the City’s ability to meet this goal in Lents, 
which in turn will contribute to rising housing costs and/or failure to develop the area as a 
thriving, pedestrian friendly, “complete neighborhood.” 
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A master plan would encourage employment growth without disrupting Lents Town 
Center 

Lents has long borne more than its fair share of the negative impact of development, at least 
since the 1983 construction of the I-205 freeway that “literally divided the neighborhood in 
half, leaving the area with both physical and emotional scars that remain today and that have 
been a significant factor contributing to the current depressed economic conditions.”  (See 
Lents Town Center Urban Renewal Plan p. 2.) 

The size of the Freeway Land means that dedicating the entire site to employment and 
industrial uses is likely to have a negative impact on the character of Lents Town Center and 
the area’s residents.  On the other hand, the size of the Freeway Land also means that 
development can be more flexible and sophisticated than just a large cluster of flex or office 
space surrounded by a ring of residential. A master plan tool could be used to maintain the 
major portion of the site for employment uses in a way that is better integrated into the 
character of the Lents Town Center. 

A thoughtful master plan could help avoid turning the Freeway Land site into something akin 
to the Lloyd District, which has long been an inefficient and use of land, and unappealing to 
residents, a fact which recent significant investment is attempting to change. 

A master plan would allow development to take advantage of the site’s unique natural 
features 

The Freeway Land has some appealing natural features, including the Springwater Corridor, 
which runs along the north portion of the site.  A master plan would allow the flexibility to 
make the most of these features. 

We look forward to the opportunity to work directly with City staff to develop appropriate 
master plan zoning code language that will preserve the unique opportunities and challenges 
presented by the Freeway Land property to the benefit of the property owner, the 
neighborhood, and the City. 

 Very truly yours, 
 
LANE POWELL PC 

 
Jill R. Long 

 
713046.0018/6467383.1 
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October 23, 2015 
 
 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 7100 
Portland, OR 97201 
 
 
RE:  Proposed Zoning Change for Montgomery Park from EX to EG 
 
 
To Whom This May Concern: 
 
The Board of Directors of the Bill Naito Company do not agree with the proposed zone changes 
at our Montgomery Park site, specifically at 2701 NW Vaughn Street, or State ID # N1E29D.  
The zone change proposed is from EX to EG. 
 
The Board views this proposed zone change as a downgrade in zoning that adversely affects 
the site’s flexibility for future development, notably residential, live/work and mix use. 
 
The Bill Naito Company owns approximately 20 acres of contiguous land that sits on a natural 
bluff that overlooks the Guilds Lake industrial area to the north and is integrated with a 
residential community to the south.  We believe that the zoning for our site should remain at EX 
because of the substantial size of the location near the city’s downtown core (approximately 20 
acres), under one ownership, and which is already integrated with the residential community.  
Loss of the EX zoning and the residential aspects that it provides reduces the planning options 
for our site and potentially its value. 
 
We appreciate your consideration. 
 
If you have additional questions, please contact Marc Fazio at 503-517-4338, or 
mfazio@billnaito.com.  Mailing address is:  Bill Naito Company, 2701 NW Vaughn Street, Suite 
323, Portland, OR 97210 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Marc A. Fazio 
CFO 
Bill Naito Company 
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From: Donald Mattersdorff <donald.mattersdorff@mattersdorff.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2015 4:59 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Subject: PSC Employment Zones Testimony  
  
To the members of the Planning and Sustainability Commission,  
 
I represent the owners of a warehouse at 3430 SE 20th Avenue.  Recently I received a notice in 
the mail of the proposed zoning change for this address to "prime industrial".  I went online and 
read up on the subject, and I am writing now to voice my complaint.  May I say first of all, this 
notice is very late in coming to the affected property owners.  I would expect several months of 
notice at a minimum for such a dramatic change. 
 
I won't even debate whether it is a good idea for the city to take steps to preserve industrial 
jobs.  That discussion appears to be over in Portland, although reasonable people will still differ 
on the merits of the argument. 
 
However, I think it is foolish to reserve such vast swaths of Portland's land area to industrial 
purposes.  I was shocked by what I saw on the map.  The proposed area to be protected with 
the "Prime Industrial" designation is far out of proportion to importance of the goal of 
preserving industrial jobs.  I notice that you propose to designate most of Portland's waterfront 
along both the Willamette and Columbia Rivers.  Is that wise?  Do you not think that there are 
better uses for this land which might be found?  You are placing these large sections of Portland 
in a zoning straitjacket which will deter enterprise and job creation for many years, until the 
rule is lifted. 
 
Secondly, it's a mistake to protect any close-in land at all for industrial purposes.  In my own 
lifetime, I remember when the south watefront and large stretches of Macadam Blvd. through 
the John's Landing area, were primarily industrial.  Those areas have changed entirely to office, 
retail and residential.  Why?  Because office, retail and residential are much higher uses, and as 
Portland grew, the demand for those uses became strong.  The creation of the South 
Waterfront was enormously positive for Portland economically.  It attracts the people whom 
we want to attract to create growth.  It would never have happened if "Prime Industrial" zoning 
had been in place.  As Portland continues to grow and prosper, it will see additional demands 
for close-in residential, which could be satisfied by any of the areas close-in on the east side and 
near the Brooklyn Rail Yards which you propose to designate Prime Industrial. 
 
Thirdly, the new Orange Max line passes right through the Brooklyn Rail Yards.  There are two 
stops in the area which is now proposed for "Prime Industrial".  This is a small area, close to 
Reed College and other leafy neighborhoods, with one of the better high schools in Portland 
(Cleveland High School) close by, which is ideally suited to residential.  Thanks to the Orange 
Line, new residents to the area would be able to commute into downtown Portland in a matter 
of minutes.  It violates all common sense, not to mention sustainability in creating a community 
where people live close to their work, to take steps to protect industry here.  I find it hard to 
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believe that many industrial jobs are protected anyhow.  The warehouse which we own 
provides employment for two people.  The northern end of this zone, close to Powell Blvd and 
Cleveland High, and before the tracks widen out into a real rail yard, are absolutely not suited 
for Prime Industrial. 
 
In summary, I find the scope of these zoning changes to be an absurd over-reach on the part of 
the PSC, and I implore you to reconsider.  We have made huge investments in infrastructure 
and public transit to create a live/work city.  We have been very successful and have created a 
vibrant city with a national reputation.  These proposed changes take us in the opposite 
direction, especially with regard to the close-in neighborhoods on the east side of the 
Willamette and the around the Brooklyn Rail Yards. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely Yours, 
 
Donald Mattersdorff 
 
(510) 842-6060 
donald.mattersdorff@mattersdorff.com 
www.mattersdorff.com 
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To: Planning and Sustainability Commission From: Urban Forestry Commission RE:  Employment Zoning Project Date: October 22, 2015    Dear Members of the Planning & Sustainability Commission,  The Urban Forestry Commission was recently briefed about the Zoning Code amendments that are being considered as part of the Employment Zoning Project.  While we recognize that stronger code language for industrial lands is needed to support economic growth, we are very concerned about some proposed changes that will adversely impact the City’s ability to provide sufficient open space and recreation programs for the public, and preclude opportunities for increasing the forest canopy.  The Urban Forestry Commission concurs with several points made by the Audubon Society of Portland and the Parks Board.  Specifically;  The Project proposes to limit parks and open space areas to just two acres or less, serving only employees and residents within the industrial overlay zone.  Restricting public facilities and open space to serve a specific class of users is counter to the equity goals that the City promotes. Not only does this curtail the types of parks and recreation activities that serve the public, it also limits the types of trees and consequently, the city’s ability to gain canopy in the areas where it is needed most; places where trucks, impervious surfaces and blacktop prevail.  We are well aware of the rapid loss of Portland’s large and most ecologically beneficial trees.  And, we are well aware of the challenges we face with density goals. Parks have historically been and must continue to be one of the places where Urban Forestry staff  have the ability to plant and maintain very large trees.   We request that parks and open space are permitted uses in all zones and do not require mitigation. 
 The draft Comprehensive Plan includes visionary goals and strategies that encourage neighborhood parks, recreation facilities 
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and open space within industrial areas, and specifically within the Willamette North Reach and the Columbia Corridor. The Plan also encompasses a systems thinking approach to development that promotes enhancing and sustaining forest canopy, creating climate resiliency, and serving all Portland residents equitably with safe access to natural resources within minutes of their homes.  We would like to see the employment Zone Project take a holistic planning approach that addresses both employment and environmental needs. We request that all lands rated as high, medium or low in the natural resources inventory be removed from the prime industrial land overlay until all of the natural resource inventory can be updated.  On behalf of the Urban Forestry Commission, thank you for taking our strong concerns into consideration as you finalize the Employment Zone Project.  Sincerely,  Meryl A. Redisch, Chair, Urban Forestry Commission   
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Date October 22, 2015 
 
To: Planning & Sustainability Commission 
 Bureau of Planning & Sustainability  
  
From: Judy BlueHorse Skelton, Chair, Portland Parks Board 
 
Re: Proposed Industrial Land Overlay Regulations 
 
 
 
On several occasions over the past two years, the Portland Parks Board has 
submitted comments to the Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (BPS) 
on elements of the City’s Comprehensive Plan Update.   We were aware that BPS 
was undertaking several Early Implementation Projects, even while the 
Comprehensive Plan itself is still under public review.  We only recently became 
aware, however, of Zoning Code amendments adversely affecting the City’s ability 
to provide parks, open space and recreation programs proposed as part of the 
Employment Zoning Project.  We wish to advise the BPS and the Planning and 
Sustainability Commission of our significant concerns with the proposed Code 
amendments and with the overall planning direction taken by the Project.  We also 
wish to recognize that, in response to community concerns, BPS has made 
substantive and important improvements to the original proposed Code 
amendments.  We also acknowledge that stronger protection for industrial lands is 
needed both to support job growth and economic prosperity, but also to respond 
to State direction related to its periodic review of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Concerns 
 
We have identified at least five (5) major concerns about the Employment Zoning 
Project and proposed Code amendments.  We note that other groups share 
identical or similar concerns, including Audubon Society of Portland, Verde, East 
Multnomah Soil and Water Conservation District, Columbia Slough Watershed 
Council, and Urban Forestry Commission. 
 

 
Portland Parks Board 

 
Judy BlueHorse Skelton, Chair   

Tonya Booker  ∙  Kendall Clawson  ∙  Patricia Frobes ∙  Kathy Fong Stephens 
Ian Jaquiss  ∙  Dion Jordan  ∙  Andy Nelson  ∙  Jim Owens  ∙  Linda Robinson    

Gladys Ruiz  ∙   Christa Thoeresz  ∙  Sue Van Brocklin 
Julie Vigeland  ∙  Mauricio Villarreal   Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.S, page 11253
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1. The Employment Zoning Project represents planning in a vacuum. Rather than 

planning holistically and concurrently for what visually appears to be about 15-
20% of the area of the City of Portland, BPS proposes to prioritize economic 
development over other land uses and community goals.   The Project 
essentially makes industrial uses sacrosanct in a large portion of the City and 
precludes (except through intentionally onerous exception processes) other 
land uses, including parks, recreation facilities and open space. This single use 
approach to zoning is old school land use planning; we have not planned like 
that for decades and for good reason --  it doesn’t and has never worked 
except in spot-zoning applications.   Why BPS is not planning and zoning 
concurrently for industrial uses, natural resources and other land uses in the 
North Reach and Columbia Corridor areas is not explained.  As noted in 
Audubon Society of Portland’s August 28, 2015 comments: “This approach is 
inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan public involvement process which 
sought to address natural resources and industrial land demands in 
tandem…and the draft Comprehensive Plan itself which recognizes the 
interconnectedness between industrial lands policies and the natural resource 
policies.” 
 

2. The Employment Zoning Project conflicts with Comprehensive Plan policy direction.  
Nothing in the Proposed Comprehensive Plan Update suggests that parks, 
recreation facilities and open space be discouraged or prohibited within 
industrial areas.  To the contrary, the Comprehensive Plan specifically directs 
the opposite: 
 

• Economic Development Policy 6.39.e:  Protect prime industrial land for 
siting of parks, schools, large-format places of assembly, and large-
format retail sales.  (Current language that is apparently in error; BPS’s 
edited language would substitute “from” for “for”.) 

Note:  We have been informed that this is a typo and this policy was actually 
intended to prevent the siting of parks on prime industrial land.  We support the 
uncorrected policy language and strongly oppose a policy that prohibits the siting of 
parks in any zone.  This is a significant change in lomg-standing City policy that has 
not been discussed outside the Employment Zoning Project; it was certainly never 
brought before the Parks Board.  To use an Early Implementation Project with a 
limited topical focus is an inappropriate way to effect such a significant policy change 
and smacks of trying to sneak something through the back door.   
 ,   
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Other Comprehensive Plan policy direction encourages parks, recreation 
facilities and open space within industrial areas, and specifically within the 
Willamette North Reach and the Columbia Corridor: 

• Guiding Principles Environmental Health: Weave nature into the city 
and foster a healthy environment that sustains people, neighborhoods, 
and fish and wildlife. Recognize the intrinsic value of nature and sustain 
ecosystem services of Portland’s air, water and land. 

• Urban Form Policy 3.72: Recreation.  Improve conditions along and 
within the Willamette and Columbia rivers to accommodate a diverse 
mix of recreational users and activities.  Designate and invest in strategically-
located sites along the length of Portland’s riverfronts for passive and active 
recreation activities that are compatible with nearby land uses, historically 
and culturally important sites, significant habitat areas, restoration sites, 
and native fish and wildlife usage. (emphasis added) 

• Urban Form Policy 3.79-81: Enhance the role of the Columbia River 
(Willamette River) for river dependent industry, fish and wildlife 
habitat…recreational uses. (emphasis added) 

• Design and Development 4.72: Access to Nature.  Promote equitable, 
safe, and well-designed physical and visual access to nature for all 
Portlanders, while maintaining the functions and values of significant 
natural resources, fish, and wildlife.  Provide access to major features, 
including:   Water bodies such as the Willamette and Columbia Rivers, 
Smith and Bybee Lakes, creeks, streams and sloughs… 

• Economic Development goals and policies “intent”: Ensure parks, trails, 
natural areas and a healthy environment continue to protect the City’s 
quality of life that attracts and retains businesses and work force. 
 

3. Although now dropped, the Employment Zoning Project had earlier proposed a 
draconian mitigation concept that would have set a terrible precedent.   Parks have 
historically and appropriately been a permitted use in all zones.  The draft 
concept to offset the loss of industrial land associated with new parks and 
open space through an $8 per square foot represented requiring the public to 
pay a surcharge for having a public facility or resource.  It is very difficult to not 
translate this as:  “You can have a park anywhere except in an industrial area 
unless you’re willing to pay double for it.”  Again, Audubon Society of Portland 
has submitted a more detailed and technical argument in opposition to the 
proposed offset requirement.  
 
4. While the Employment Zoning Project promotes equity and environmental justice, 

it cannot achieve such when it limits or precludes access to parks, recreation 
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programs and open space for all of Portland’s citizens.  The Project proposes 
to limit parks and open space areas to two acres or less, serving only 
employees and residents within the industrial overlay zone.  Restricting 
public facilities and open space to serve a specific class of users is the 
antithesis of equity and contrary to the goal to provide all Portland citizens 
with access to all types of park facilities.  Again, it is hard not to translate 
this as:  “You can have only a small neighborhood park intended to serve 
the employees of nearby industrial businesses, but no facilities that serve 
surrounding neighborhoods or the City as a whole.”  Parks and open space 
of any size have always been permitted outright across the City.  It is 
certainly not equitable to now impose a size and type restriction in a single 
zone and to target public facilities and open space to a limited but worthy 
class of users.  It is not how we plan for parks in this City. 
 

5. The Employment Zoning Project represents a lost opportunity to expand and 
improve riparian areas, open space and public access along the City’s two major 
waterways.  Rather than expanding public access to the rivers that define 
this City, the Project, as previously noted, proposes to restrict the size and 
types of public facilities within the industrial areas that front our rivers.   
This is an opportunity lost not only for recreational uses but for the 
protection and enjoyment of cultural and natural resources that will be 
extremely difficult and costly to achieve in the future.   Given the 
timeframe between Comprehensive Plan updates, it will likely be 20+ years 
before we can re-engage in a public conversation on how to make the two 
rivers more a part of the City rather than walling them off to public access 
and use.  As an example of the single-use focus of the Project, there is no 
review of the adequacy of existing riparian buffers, despite the following 
Comprehensive Plan direction: 
 

• Willamette River Watershed Policy 7.39:  Riparian corridors.  
Increase the width, quality and native plant diversity of vegetation 
buffers along the Willamette River.  (Also, Columbia Slough 
Watershed Policy 7.45.) 

• Willamette River Watershed Policy 7.40:  Connect upland and river 
habitats.  Enhance habitat quality and upland connectivity between 
the Willamette riverfront, the Willamette’s floodplains and upland 
natural resource areas.  (Also, Columbia Slough Watershed Policy 
7.47.) 
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Requested Actions 
 
The Parks Board appreciates BPS’s efforts to address concerns raised by the Parks 
Bureau and interest groups and recognizes that the Project has greatly improved, 
from a parks and open space perspective, from earlier versions.  Nonetheless, we 
remain concerned with the general approach taken to industrial land planning and 
potential effects on the City’s ability to serve its citizens with a full range of parks, 
recreation programs and open spaces.  Based upon the concerns outlined here 
and raised by other groups, the Parks Board respectfully requests:   
 
 Table the Employment Zoning Project as currently proposed and instead 

engage in holistic and comprehensive planning for the North Willamette Reach 
and Columbia Corridor that addresses recreation uses, environmental overlays 
and open space zoning along with employment zoning. 
 

 Continue to recognize parks and open space as permitted uses in all zones and 
delete the requirement for a Comprehensive Plan amendment for parks and 
open space larger than two acres. 

 
 Delete any requirement that parks, recreation facilities and open space are to 

be designed to serve only employees and residents within the industrial overlay 
zone. 

 
 As requested by Parks Bureau staff, clarify with Metro staff that natural areas 

are exempt from the proposed overlay and new regulations and request that 
the 10-acre maximum in Title 4 for a developed park specified in Title 4 
without a Comprehensive Map Amendment be removed.    

 
 As part of holistic and comprehensive planning for the North Willamette 

Reach and Columbia Corridor, review the adequacy of existing riparian buffers 
per Comprehensive Plan direction. 
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Oct. 22, 2015 
 
Dear Members of the Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission: 
 
I represent Kevin Flanigan, owner of Schooner Creek Boat Works located at 3255 N. 
Hayden Island Dr. 
 
We strongly object to applying the proposed Prime Industrial Overlay Zone to our site. 
This overlay zone would reduce and/or eliminate our ability to develop the site as we 
have planned. One-half of our site is developed with Schooner Creek Boat Works, 
which is an allowed use in the Industrial Sanctuary. We intend to develop the remainder 
of the site with land uses that would enhance the current use of the site and address our 
riverfront opportunities. We have detailed architectural drawings for our plans and have 
been working with a number of public and private entities who have shown support for 
these plans. 
 
Additionally Hayden Island has limited development opportunities because it: 
- Has no rail access 
- Has limited truck access  
- Has a shortage of parking   
- Can be accessed by only a single bridge.  
 
Further, the street that accesses our site is a dead end with no proper turn around. 
 
While we support the general concept of protecting the Industrial Sanctuary, this is not 
the right site for increasing land use restrictions as proposed in the Employment Zoning 
Project. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
Laurie Wall, Planning and Development Consultant 
laurieawall@yahoo.com 
503-200-0011 
7904 SW 4th Ave. 
Portland,OR 97219 
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East Multnomah Soil and Water Conservation District 
October 21, 2015 

 

EMSWCD  |  5211 N Williams Ave, Portland OR 97217  |  (503) 222-7645  |  www.emswcd.org/ 
 

Page 1 of 2 
 

Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
1900 SW 4th Ave., Suite 7100 
Portland, OR 97201 
 
Subject: EMSWCD comments on Employment Zoning Project 
 
Dear members of the Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission: 
 
Please accept the following comments from the East Multnomah Soil and Water Conservation District 
(EMSWCD) on the Employment Zoning Project. 
 

EMSWCD’s mission is to help people care for land and water. To accomplish this, we collaborate with 
government agencies, non-profit organizations, community groups, and residents to improve and 
protect soil and water-related resources in areas lying east of the Willamette River centerline within 
Multnomah County. Within the urban part of our service area, among other efforts, we assist partners 
with protecting priority natural resource areas and providing equitable opportunities for people to 
access natural areas, particularly in underserved communities. One recent example is EMSWCD’s 
contribution of $1,000,000 towards the City’s purchase of the Colwood Golf Course site for the 
establishment of the Colwood Natural Area. 
 

In general, EMSWCD understands the City’s desire to protect important industrial land in Portland to 
provide for the region’s industrial land needs, including making better use of existing industrial lands 
through densification and re-development of brown field sites, rather than converting new areas to 
industrial uses. There are, however, important natural areas in the North Reach and Columbia Corridor 
industrial areas, particularly along the Columbia Slough, that function as wildlife habitat and corridors, 
help manage stormwater, and provide recreational opportunities for the communities of north and 
northeast Portland. These natural areas and natural resource values cannot, for all intents and purposes, 
be replicated anywhere else and deserve protection and restoration.  
 

We have concerns that the proposed industrial overlay zone is overly restrictive and will place an undue 
burden on the protection and restoration of new natural areas. This planning initiative would be a good 
opportunity to recognize important environmental and natural resource areas and exclude them from 
the industrial overlay zone. Addressing industrial concerns, while not addressing environmental 
concerns at the same time, only serves to perpetuate conflicts between industrial and environmental 
interests. 
 

EMSWCD welcomes the initial changes to the Employment Zoning Project from the discussion draft, 
including: excluding existing parks from the industrial overlay zone; allowing stormwater facilities as 
identified by BES; and allowing for the off-site mitigation of natural resource impacts in prime industrial 
areas. In addition, we support excluding the industrial capacity off-set requirement for the 
establishment of new parks and natural areas in the industrial overlay zone. 
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In addition to the above, the EMSWCD: 
 
1) Does not support the two acre size restriction on parks, especially for areas near (less than 0.5 miles) 

underserved communities currently without adequate access to parks and natural areas. Requiring a 
comprehensive plan amendment to establish a park larger than two acres places an undue burden 
on the establishment of new parks and natural areas and the ability to meet park and natural 
resource protection goals. 

 
2) Supports all areas identified as high or medium natural resource value in the City of Portland Natural 

Resource Inventory, regardless of current protection status, being excluded from the industrial 
overlay zone, or be an allowed use without any size restriction or mitigation requirements for new 
natural area establishment. 

 
3) Supports concurrent updates of the environmental overlays with the industrial overlay for the North 

Reach River and Columbia Corridor. In doing so, important open space and natural resource areas 
that should be protected can be identified and future conflicts over the use of those areas 
minimized. 

 
Thank you for considering these comments. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
 
Jay Udelhoven, Executive Director 
East Multnomah Soil and Water Conservation District 
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Date: October 11, 2015 
Re: Audubon Society of Portland Comments on Employment Zoning Project 
From: Bob Sallinger, Conservation Director,  Audubon Society of Portland 
To: Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
 
 
Dear Members of the Planning and Sustainability Commission, 
 
Please accept the following comments from the Audubon Society of Portland regarding the 
Employment Zoning Project. Audubon opposes the requirement in the proposed prime industrial land 
overlay which would require that conversion of industrial land be simultaneously mitigated with 
conversion of other land use types to industrial use, cash payments into an industrial land fund or 
financial investments in industrial infrastructure.  
 
Audubon is supportive of the general approach that the Draft Comp Plan takes to industrial lands 
In general, Audubon is supportive of the approach that that PSC recommended draft of the 
Comprehensive Plan takes regarding industrial lands. Specifically we support an approach that focuses 
primarily on intensification of use of the existing industrial land base, clean-up and return to productive 
use of contaminated brownfield sites and limiting up zoning of industrial lands for other uses, rather 
than conversion of open space and natural areas for industrial uses. We applaud the PSC for recognizing 
that we need to make better use of the industrial lands that we already have rather than destroying 
additional natural resource areas along our already severely degraded urban river system. 
 
Audubon is deeply concerned about the proposed prime industrial land overlay 
We believe that the Employment Zoning Project goes too far in terms of limiting the ability to protect 
natural resources on lands that would be covered by the new prime industrial land overlay. The 
employment zoning project would establish an new “prime industrial land overlay” across much of 
Portland Harbor and the Columbia Corridor which would require that any new natural areas established 
within this overlay be mitigated by either 1) an equal number of new acres of industrial lands, 2) an $8/ 
square foot charge toward an industrial land fund or 3) new investments in industrial transportation 
infrastructure. This would dramatically increase the cost to protect natural areas and for all intents and 
purposes prevent the establishment of any new natural areas within the prime industrial land overlay 
zone. Additionally, the new overlay zone would prohibit altogether the establishment of any new active 
parks greater than two acres in size within the prime industrial land overlay without a Comp Plan 
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amendment. This would functionally prevent the establishment of any new parks. Neither restriction is 
appropriate. 
 
While we agree that is it is important to exercise caution in protecting the industrial land base from both 
conversion to other uses and a proliferation of non-industrial activities within industrial zoned lands, it is 
not appropriate to treat industrial lands sacrosanct at the expense of both the environment and the 
surrounding community. It is important to recognize that the lands along North Portland Harbor and the 
Columbia Corridor are not only prime industrial land, but also among our most important and severely 
degraded natural resource lands. It is also important to note that interspersed among these industrial 
lands are communities, many of which are park deficient. The new prime industrial land overlay would 
make it difficult if not impossible to remedy either of these situations. 
 
We believe that the policies currently in the draft Comp Plan combined with the five year Goal 9 reviews 
are sufficient in and of themselves to serve as a significant barrier to indiscriminate conversion of 
industrial lands without the draconian measures that would be implemented with the prime industrial 
land overlay.   
  
The proposed Prime industrial land overlay would create a perverse incentive for industrial 
landowners to up-zone their properties. 
It is important to note that much of the recent up zoning has occurred on industrial land has been done 
at the direct behest of industrial land owners. These lands have not somehow been “taken from 
industrial interests” as much of the rhetoric around this issue would suggest. Rather many industrial 
interests have been more than willing to convert their own lands when there was money to be made. 
Recent examples include: Terminal 1, Cascade Station, South Waterfront, Hayden Meadows and the 
Pearl. This has set-up a dynamic in which industrial land owners cash out existing industrial land through 
up zoning to more lucrative uses and then turn around complain about a lack of industrial land. The 
proposed prime industrial land overlay creates the ironic unintended consequence of actually promoting 
this type of behavior in that, now when the industrial community supports conversion of industrial lands 
to other uses, it will also have more leverage to simultaneously demand greenfield sites to compensate 
for the lands they are converting---a win/ win for industrial landowners at the expense of the 
community and the environment.  
 
Moving forward with updating industrial land overlays while postponing updating natural resource 
overlays in the North Reach and Columbia Corridor is inconsistent with the Comp Plan 
We are deeply disappointed that the City has chosen to move forward with new zoning in the North 
Reach and Columbia Corridor in a piecemeal fashion that prioritizes addressing industrial land concerns 
now while delaying natural resource issues to a later date. This approach is inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan public involvement process which sought to address natural resources and 
industrial land demands in tandem (in fact Audubon served on the joint industrial lands/natural 
resources subcommittee that developed many of these concepts) and the draft Comprehenisive Plan 
itself which clearly recognizes the interconnectedness between the industrial lands policies and the 
natural resource policies. We do not understand why the City would now deviate from a strategy that 
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recognizes that industrial land issues and natural resources need to be addressed holistically, 
comprehensively and concurrently in favor of a new approach that treats them in isolation and 
frontloads industrial concerns while delaying natural resource concerns 
 
Recommendations: 

1) First and foremost we urge the PSC to eliminate the mitigation requirement from the prime 
industrial land overlay. The policies in the draft Comp Plan and the five year Goal 9 reviews 
should be sufficient barriers to preventing frivolous conversion of industrial land without the 
draconian mitigation requirements included in the prime industrial land overlay. The city and 
industrial landowners should take the conversion of industrial lands seriously, but establishing a 
punitive mitigation scenario in which the community is forced to either convert other types of 
lands to industrial use or pay massive sums of money into industrial land and infrastructure 
funds, when lands are converted to meet legitimate community needs does not serve the best 
interests of the community. 

2) We urge the City to simultaneously update environmental overlays in the Columbia Corridor 
and North Reach concurrent with any changes that are made to industrial overlays: It simply 
does not make sense to update the industrial lands and employment zoning in the North Reach 
and Columbia Corridor without concurrently designating what new areas will be protected for 
open space and particularly natural resource value. The only way that the public can truly 
understand and evaluate the implications of the significant zoning changes that are being 
considered on industrial lands is if it can simultaneously evaluate new zoning proposals that 
would be applied to protect natural resources. While the Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) 
does include provisions that would accommodate expanded environmental zones in both the 
Columbia Corridor and North Reach, this in no way guarantees that these protections will ever 
actually be adopted and industrial interests have repeatedly signaled their intention to oppose 
expansion of natural resource protections if and when they are brought forward. The City has an 
historic opportunity to resolve long standing conflicts between employment lands and natural 
resource protection in the North Reach and Columbia Corridor, but that will only happen if both 
are addressed concurrently. To do otherwise is to deliberately set up a scenario in which it will 
be significantly more difficult to come back later and add new environmental protections. In 
fact, we expect that some industrial interests will quickly turn around and use the designation of 
“prime industrial land” as a basis for arguing that the environmental zoning updates should not 
move forward at all.  This repeats an historic pattern in the North Reach and Columbia Corridor 
where the sequential designation of industrial lands prior to environmental protections has 
been later used as a basis to justify opposition to natural resource protection.   

a. Airport Futures: Even if the City does not more forward with comprehensively updating 
environmental overlays concurrent with establishing prime industrial land overlays, it 
should move forward with the long delayed environmental overlay updates included in 
the Airport Futures Plan. The Airport Futures Plan included an ESEE (Economic, Social, 
Environmental and Energy analysis) to determine where to apply environmental 
protection and conservation zones within the Airport Plan District. However pending 
completion of the Economic Opportunities Analysis, the Airport Futures project applied 
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updated e-zones to Port of Portland and City of Portland lands, but not to other parts of 
the plan district. Now that the EOA has been completed, there is no reason to further 
delay implementing the environmental overlay zones in the rest of the Airport Plan 
District consistent with the ESEE.  

3) If the City retains the mitigation requirements in the prime industrial land overlay, it should 
include the following provisions: 

a. All storm water facilities as defined by the Bureau of Environmental Services within 
the prime industrial land overlay should be designated as an allowed use and 
exempted from the prime industrial land mitigation requirements. Our understanding 
is that this change is already being recommended by staff and we appreciate that 
recommendation. 

b. All lands identified as high, medium and low natural resource value within the City of 
Portland Natural Resource Inventory (NRI) within the North Reach or Columbia 
Corridor should be designated as an allowed use and exempted from the prime 
industrial lands mitigation requirements. The City, Metro and NGO stakeholders have 
all identified natural resources that require increased protection either through fee 
simple acquisition or increased regulatory protection in order to restore the North 
Reach and Columbia Corridor to ecological health. Ideally the City would establish new 
natural resource protections concurrent with establishment of the prime industrial land 
overlay (see recommendation # 2). However, given that the city wants to take these 
steps sequentially and likely with a multi-year gap before the nature resource zoning 
updates will occur, it should exempt all high, medium and low rated natural resource 
lands from the prime industrial land overlay mitigation requirements until the natural 
resource zoning updates can be completed.    

c. All new parks established of any size within a half mile of a park deficient community 
within the prime industrial land overlay should be an allowed use and be exempted 
from the prime industrial land overlay mitigation requirement. There a several park 
deficient neighborhoods interspersed with the lands that would be covered by the 
prime industrial land overlay. The city should ensure that the prime industrial land 
overlay does not preclude these neighborhoods from reaching a basic level of service for 
parks and openspace. 

d. The City should ensure that its prime industrial land overlay excludes all lands that 
have already been converted for use as parks or natural areas: Our understanding is 
that there are several sites that the current proposed prime industrial land overlay maps 
mistakenly designate as industrial when in fact they have already been acquired as parks 
or natural areas. Both Metro and Portland Parks have identified some of these sites. 
These errors should be corrected. 

e. Mitigation required for natural resource impacts on prime industrial lands, under 
federal, state or local mandates should be designated as allowed uses and be 
exempted from the prime industrial land overlay mitigation requirements. Our 
understanding from staff is that this is the intention of the revise code. If this is the case, 
it should be clarified and made explicit. We are particularly concerned that the city 
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retain the ability to adopt environmental regulations that go beyond federal and state 
regulations without triggering the offset requirements. We also want to ensure that any 
requirements specifically associated with ESA, Clean Water Act Superfund, NRDA and 
any requirements to meet Fema floodplain insurance programs are exempted from the 
offset requirement. 

4) Golf Course acreage should not be converted to industrial use.  Audubon does not support the 
rezoning of portions of golf courses for industrial use. Large contiguous open space parcels are 
rare and uniquely valuable.  The prior Comprehensive Plan explicitly recognized the importance 
of permanently protecting these parcels as open space. The current proposal to convert 
portions of these properties to industrial use is not driven by a strategic approach to land use 
planning, but rather by a dogmatic adherence to eking out marginal acres to meet address a 
goal 9 industrial land deficit.   The limited job gains from converting portions of these parcels to 
industrial use are outweighed by their value as open space and they should be preserved in their 
entirety for this purpose. To the degree that any conversion does occur, it is essential that the 
city put in place strict provisions that ensure that real job targets will be achieved on these sites. 
If the City does allow conversion of golf course acreage, we urge it to consider zoning other than 
IG2 which virtually assures low density industrial development. In addition the set backs (25 
feet) and plantings proposed for the buffer areas are insufficient and should be expanded to 
better protect natural  resources and neighborhoods.  

 
We strongly urge the PSC to eliminate the mitigation requirement associated with the new prime 
industrial land overlay. While preservation of industrial land is important, the city also needs to flexibility 
to adapt to changing economic and community needs and to accommodate multiple community goals. 
The new prime industrial land overlay locks the city into a rigid structure that places the protection of 
industrial land above all other community objectives, will make it significantly more difficult to protect 
and restore natural resources in the North Reach and Columbia Corridor and will perpetuate a cycle of 
environmental degradation and land use conflict in these areas of the city.   
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
Bob Sallinger 
Conservation Director 
Audubon Society of Portland 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.S, page 11283



From: James Winkler [mailto:jhw@winklercompanies.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 11:20 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Employment Zones Testimony 
 
I am the managing member of Madrona Cutter LLC which owns the property located at 
6845 N Cutter Circle on Swan Island.  On or about September 22, I received notice of a 
proposed zoning code and/or map change that may affect the permissible uses of our 
property.  I contact the bureau and asked to speak with planner dealing with this matter 
and have not received a return phone call.  Due to my travel schedule, it is unclear I will 
be able to attend the October 27 hearing to give verbal testimony and am writing this 
email to record my opposition to the proposed overland (‘l’) that would limit certain uses 
of the property and prohibit self-storage and major event entertainment uses.  Should 
the current tenant leave the property we have developed contingency plans for possible 
re-uses of the property and wish to maintain the current IG2 zone without additional 
overlays limiting the economic value or uses to which the property can be put. 
 
Thanks for considering our view. 
 
Jim 
 
-- 
James H. Winkler  
Winkler Development Corporation  
210 SW Morrison Street, Suite 600  
Portland, OR 97204  
jhw@winklercompanies.com  
tel: 503.225.0701  
fax: 503.273.8591 
www.winklerdevcorp.com 
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From: kim moore [mailto:rchrisbost@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 05, 2015 4:58 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Employment Zones Testimony 
 
RE:  6135 NE Bryant St 
State ID:  1N2E18AA 100 
 
Current Overlay:  RF 
 
Proposed Overlay: "I" 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
At this point, I am NOT interested in adding the proposed "Industrial" overlay to my above 
referenced property for the following reasons: 
 
1.  The industrial overlay would decrease the value of the surrounding homes, including mine, 
25 percent. 
 
2.  The industrial overlay may increase property taxes to an unknown tax amount that may 
force myself  and other property owners to sell our beloved properties. 
 
3.  Also, city of portland has also required all property owners at my above referenced address 
and other abutting property owners to hook up to city sewer and water, which cost us as home 
owner a substantial amount to keep our properties.  The City of Portland also installed a 
pumping house that we (all the property owners that live in the general area) paid for, which is 
located off of NE 63rd Avenue at the end of the road. 
 
SIncerely, 
 
Full Name:  
Rose Christina Fredrickson 
Mailing Address: 
P O Box 1110 
La Pine, OR  97739 
503.484.7181 
 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.S, page 11285



From: Bob Schatz [mailto:bob@allusaarchitecture.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2015 3:30 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Employment Zones Testimony 

Hello 

I just received notice that you are proposing to change the zoning of my property from EX to EG1.  I 
purchased the property with intensions on developing the land and understanding the allowed regulations 
that came with the property.  It appears that if the property was to change zones then it would remove 
potential development that I currently own.  For example the height regulation would be reduced from 65 
feet to 45 feet, the front setback increased from 0 to 5 feet and the coverage changed from 100% to 85% and 
I would have a required landscaping regulation that I currently don't have. 

These changed restrictions would reduce the development potential of my land and thus reduce the value.  I 
urge you to consider property owners like myself to have the ability to retain the zoning regulations we 
purchased into and consider future property owners to be regulated by the proposed changes.  Either that or 
I would feel the need to be compensated for the reduced value. 

ARCHITECT BOB SCHATZ  
2118 SE Division street, Portland, OR 97202 
Phone(503) 235-8585   Fax (503) 235-0835 
See our web site at   Allusaarchitecture.com 
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