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Moore-Love, Karla

From: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D. <tprince@pdx.edu>

Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 10:41 AM

To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: Hearings Officer misled on % of MAC members concerned about parking

Dear Ms. Moore-Love,

To expedite research for Commissioners, here are the quotes | referred to in my testimony yesterday
against the MAC's/Mill Creek's requested zone change (LU 14-105474 CP ZC).

The Hearings Officer was relying on incorrect information. Page 7 of the Hearings Officer's report

states:
"On the issue of TDM, the applicant noted the parking survey conducted by the MAC showed that 70

percent of members said inadequate parking is a problem."

In fact, the opposite is true. As indicated in the document | provided of the MAC President's Report on
February 8, 2011: "71 percent were satisfied with the amount of available parking." MAC surveys
since 2011 continue to reflect that an average of 70 percent of members do not have a problem with

parking.
Sincerely,

Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Scholar in Residence

Portland State University

Portland Center for Public Humanities
http://www.pdx.edu/public-humanities/profile/tracy-j-prince




Moore-Love, Karla

From: Robert Davis <rbtadavis@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 7:19 PM
To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: Re: Proposed Block 7 Rezone
Attachments: Memo 19.docx

Mr. Moore-Love, I am a property owner in the Goose Hollow neighborhood. I have attached here a letter
concerning the proposed rezone of Block 7 in the neighborhood. I am respectfully requesting that you provide
the letter to members of the Portland City Council. Thank you for your courtesy and assistance as to this
matter. Robert Davis



2021 SW Main, #67
Portland, Oregon 97205

October 1, 2014

Members of the Portland City Council
1221 SW 4™ Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97205

Re: Proposed Rezone of Block 7, Goose Hollow

Dear Members of the Council:

| am the chair of the Royal Manor Condominium located in the Goose Hollow
neighborhood. Our building is “catty-corner” from the proposed structure as
advocated by the Multnomah Athletic Club. | write on my own behalf and do not
purport to speak for our building population as a whole (though there is
considerable opposition in our building to the proposed structure).

We are part of the highest density square mile in the State of Oregon. We are not
pikers when it comes to density.

We are, however, an especially impacted area:

To the northeast of our building are the Providence Stadium and the Multnomah
Athletic Club. To the south of our building is Jefferson Street, which serves as an
exit for east-bound traffic coming off Highway 26.

The stadium, the club, and the highway generate a great deal of traffic through
the neighborhood. The Multnomah Athletic Club now proposes to build a
structure entirely out of proportion to its immediate surroundings and to build it



Re: Proposed Rezone of Block 7
October 1, 2014
Page 2

in such a way as to create over 100 apartments without parking. The effect of this
would be to create more traffic in the area as the residents of the apartments
circle the neighborhood in search of parking spaces. Further, the club’s members
would likely be driving through additional parts of the neighborhood to reach off-
premises parking in the proposed building. It is unclear to me what efforts the
Multnomah Athletic Club has ever made to reduce automobile traffic to its
facility. Furthermore, the club owns property in a more clearly commercial area
where a parking garage would be much more suitable.

It has long been the understanding in the neighborhood that the MAC agreed it
would not propose a commercial use for Block 7. It is now doing just that. It
proposes to construct a residential structure including a hotel and a commercial
parking garage. The neighborhood is already an area greatly affected by high-use
factors such as the club and stadium and Highway 26. | ask that we have no
further commercial uses that will impact the many residents of the neighborhood
in a negative manner. | ask that you deny the rezone to commercial as to Block 7.
Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,

Robert Davis



Testimony at City Council, October 1, 2014

My name is Michael Wallace. [live at 3213 SW Upper Cascade Drive, a little west of Block 7,
which | pass by every day on my way to work. | am opposed to rezoning for the purpose of
commercial construction in Block 7. The MAC has repeatedly promised never to develop Block
7 beyond residential zoning, and now MAC is ignoring this commitment to the neighborhood.
&

Do we need more commercial area in Portland? In historic neighborhoods? Commercial
rezoning would increase traffic congestion, increase competition for on-street parking, increase
noise and air pollution, decrease pedestrian safety, and decrease livability in a historic,
residential neighborhood. Can the City Council not say "no" to development say “no” to more

traffic, and maintain livable residential space in Goose Hollow? L s -4 his praposd v dlele 7

The neighborhood does not need nearly 300 new apartments, particularly when one-third of
them will have no parking. Current residents will have to compete with new residestial traffic
and compete for limited on-street parking. If the MAC needs more parking, let the MAC- owned

property on SW 20" and 21% be developed, close to the clubhouse and Providence Park. .1 s v N o M\
¢ %qg)# &Mh»

As Portland grows, City Council must be increasingly aware of its obligation to the general

public, and not be beholden to interests pushing for commercial expansion. Rezoning would

allow MAC an exclusive garage that is not public. Rezoning would allow MAC to build hotel

suites that will require supply trucks in a residential neighborhood, and increase traffic far

beyond that of the added residents of the new apartments. Trash collectlon will occur on a 24- o
hour basis, further disrupting the residential neighborhood. Fhissismetright. 1 s s < mw*\Aﬂx‘" le 2

This zoning proposal does not provide net benefits to the City of Portland, nor to the residents
of Goose Hollow. The only beneficiaries are the developer and some of the members of the
MAC. Neither of:the-petential-bereficiaries represents the general public of the City of
Portland, which the C|t ouncul is committed to serve. This zoning proposal should be denied.

Thank you.
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October 1%, 2014

Portland Mayor Hales and Portland City Commissioners Fish, Fritz, Novick and Saltzman

Subject: GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee’s Final Report® of April 24, 2014

Ref: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602, Mill Creek Realty Trust LLC to the City of Portland.

My name is Susan Younie, | have lived in Goose Hollow for 25 years, and owned my home at Arbor Vista for 16
years. | am a life-long member of the MAC, and use the facilities frequently. | love the MAC, but | think that they
are not honoring promises made to the neighborhood.

| am going to talk to you about the GHFL sanctioned Block 7 Committee report and the lack of follow through on
promises by the MAC to the City to provide regular updates and progress on managing parking demand. Copies of
the GHFL Block 7 report are in your packet.

In the report you will find that the Block 7 Planning Committee found that the proposed CX rezone of Block 7
undermines numerous applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, in particular, Goal 6 Transportation,
Goal 3 Neighborhoods, Goal 5 Economic Development, and Goal 8 Environment. We respectfully disagree with
the hearings officer’s analysis.

Comprehensive Plan Goal 6 Transportation and Dependent Goals 3,5 and 8

Block 7 Committee Report finds that CX zoning, which enables MAC parking and guest suites, stimulates
additional traffic into Goose Hollow, undermining Goal 6 and thereby goals 3, 5, and 8:

a) Worsening traffic congestion, parking, and safety on our local streets (G6)

b) Reducing mass transit ridership, eroding TriMet revenues (G6)

¢) Degrading the environment via escalating noise and air pollution due to traffic and parking (G8)
d) Eroding neighborhood livability and stability (G3)

e) Enabling the MAC to compete unfairly with area convention centers {G5)

f)  Offering little or no economic benefits to area businesses (G5)

MAC has Not Practiced Effective Parking Demand Management

Hearings Officer has not challenged MAC’s poor management of parking demand or considered the negative
impacts on the Goose Hollow neighborhood.

Policy requiring members to be in the Clubhouse when using MAC parking is routinely violated:

u  Lack of enforcement enables members to park in the garage when going downtown for entertainment or work, and
while attending Timbers, Thorns, PSU, and Lincoln High School games.

" On August 27, the MAC GM was observed returning by train to the MAC garage from the Moda Center to retrieve
his car, a violation of ciub policy.

MAC should practice proven parking demand management schemes such as:
m  Establishing parking fees that are competitive with mass transit, also peak-,and off-peak pricing
= Establish a time limit (for example 3 hours) for parking in Club facilities, and enforce it
a  Limiting the number of parking permits to one or two per membership
= Monitoring parking policy violations and levying meaningful penalties

Let’s see some actual demand management (as promised) before we approve additional parking.

MAC’s lack of Parking Demand Management discourages carpooling and mass transit ridership while creating
traffic and parking problems for Goose Hollow residents. Consider for example:

= MAC offers unlimited free parking to members

= MAC allows members to obtain parking permits for as many as 4 vehicles/membership



Please note that the Hearings Officer derived his assessments of Goals 3, 5 and 8 from his assessment of Goal 6
Transportation. The lack of effective parking demand management negativeily impacts parking and therefore
traffic arriving and leaving the MAC garage and proposed new Block 7 parking. Because Goals 3, 5 and 8 are
directly dependent on Goal 6 Transportation, the Hearings Officer has also thereby erred in his assessment of

Goals 3,5 and 8.

Sincerely, Susan Younie, 2024 Howards Way, 103, Portland, OR, 97201, susie.younie@gmail.com
Attachment: GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Report, April 24, 2014
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City of Portland Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response to
Mill Creek / MAC Request to City of Portland to
Amend the Comprehensive Plan Map and the
City’s Zoning Map on Block (RH to CX)

- Executive Summary

Final Report
Submitted April 24%, 2014

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee

Chaired by Linda Cameron

Committee Members:

Harvey Black | Jerry Powell
Dale Cardin : Karl Reer
Nic Clark Doug Richardson
Annette Guido Daniel Salomon
Connie Kirk Jesse Spillers
Casey Milne , SR Ann Thomson
Tom Milne | Kal Toth
Timothy Moore . Tina Wyszynski

Resolution of the GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee passed April 23, 2014
Moved by H. Black, seconded by R. Leachman, the Committee resolved, by a vote of 18 to 5 (3 abstentions) that:

“The GHFL Block 7 Committee takes the position of opposing the Mill Creek-MAC application for zone change on
Block 7 because of the application’s failure, on balance, to be compliant with the 12 goals of the City's
Comprehensive Plan, and because the proposed zone change of Block 7 to CX is in direct contravention of the
MAC Master Plan and the MAC agreement with the GHFL and the City to develop Block 7 in conformance with the
existing RH zoning.”



City of Portland Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies

Organization of this Report

This report to the GHFL Board consists of this Executive Summary packaged with the reports of the GHFL Block 7
Planning Committee groups, each group assessing how well, on balance, the Mill Creek / MAC application and
request to rezone Block 7 from RH to CX complies with the 12 goals of the City of Portland's Comprehensive Plan.
The applicant’s burden of proof is to demonstrate compliance with all 12 goals.

The applicant’s submission consists of context-setting introductory sub-sections (pp. 4-17) followed by 12 main
sections, each identifying a Comprehensive Plan Goal and the Applicant’s responses to each goal.

The Annex foliowing this Executive Summary contains the reports of the committee’s working groups starting with a
report addressing the introductory sub-sections of the submission, followed by reports addressing each goal of the
Comprehensive Plan. Each report articulates the goal and policies being addressed, Mill Creek’s response(s), and
the GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee's responses.

Background Relevant to the Mill Creek Submission

On 7/23/81, the GHFL and the MAC entered into an agreement to develop Block 7 within RH which led to the 1981
MAC Master Plan approved by the City (4/06/83) to develop Block 7 within RH. On 6/28/90, the GHFL Board
passed a resolution to amend the 1981 MAC Master Plan. Subsequently, the GHFL and the MAC entered into an
agreement to amend the MAC Master Plan creating the 1983 MAC Master Plan which specified the intent to
develop Block 7 within RH.

This sequence of events provides objective evidence that the GHFL Board has been committed to the development
of Block 7 within RH since 1981 - 33 years ago. The current proposal by Mill Creek, the MAC’s development
partner, to develop Block 7 within CX, breaks with the MAC’s commitment to build within RH on Block 7.

Mill Creek’s Context Setting Response to the Comprehensive Plan

Mill Creek (the applicant) asserts that their proposal to develop Block 7 under CX is more supportive of the goals
and policies of the City’'s Comprehensive Plan under CX zoning than under RH because the proposal will improve
upon the existing traffic problems in the area and that MAC’s parking deficiency will be solved. The proposal does
not provide objective evidence that validates the claimed traffic problems that will be improved upon. And solving
the MAC's parking deficiency does not appear to further any of the Comprehensive Plan’s goals.

Summary of Assessments

The summarizing assessments below are supported by the detailed assessments documented in the Annex. The
reader should begin by reviewing the summarized assessments below, and subsequently explore the detailed
assessments found in the annex to this report.

Goal 1 Metro Coordination: With respect to Title 6, additional free MAGC parking will increase reliance on the
automobile, discourage ride-sharing, cycling, walking and public transit, and thereby fail to protect the region’s and
the City's investments in high capacity transit. With respect to Title 12, the proposal escalates parking and traffic
congestion which elevates noise and air pollution.

Goal 2 Urban Development: Goose Hollow is a historic district consisting of a considerable number heritage
homes. The MAC/MIll Creek proposal for Block 7 would seriously undermine Goal 2's mission to retain this
character of this neighborhood. Executing a zone change on Block 7 from "RH" to "CX" would support a public
policy allowing the building of a commercial parking garage in the middle of the residential neighborhood, thereby
compromising the character of this neighborhood, and lowering the quality of life for all its residents. Although
Block 7 is not officially "designated" an open space, it has been freely used as such for over 30 years, neighbors
enjoying a variety of large shade trees, grass, and an assortment of flowering plants, birds and small animals. Block
7 has made an enormous contribution to the quality of life in the neighborhood. A rational plan for development of the
block would be to set aside at least a portion of the property as a green space while permitting high-density residential
development with smaller buildings of comparable size to those already present in the neighborhood, such as the
Four Seasons or Royal Manor condominiums. The submission presents a relatively massive 9-story block structure
with no setbacks from the sidewalks. Other factors compromising Goal 2 conformance by Mill Creek include traffic
congestion, pollution, on street parking problems, mass of the structure which are covered later in this report.



City of Portland Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies

Goal 3 Neighborhoods: Block 7, zoned RH, is bounded on the east and west sides by RH zoning with 132 homes
in total. The southern boundary of the block faces 6 Victorian-era houses — 3 of them with residential uses, and 3
of them with commercial (small business) uses. The northern side faces the existing MAC parking garage. Block
7 is the keystone RH element joining Block 2 (RH) to the foot of mostly residential Kings Hill. Rezoning Block 7
would bifurcate this contiguous RH-zoned residential area — inserting a CX zoned property with commercial parking
and hotel suite elements. Introducing hote! suites into the neighborhood further commercializes the area comprised
of primarily residential homes and a few small businesses.  This is not a good fit for the neighborhood.
Furthermore, traffic congestion elevated by the additional MAC parking will significantly worsen traffic on the local
streets around the block, these streets being already overburdened during rush hours and Timbers games. This
will threaten livability including pedestrian and cycling safety (also motorized wheel chairs). Residents will be
obliged to compete more rigorously for already scarce on-street parking because an estimated 50-76% of Block 7
residents will not have parking, and because during busy periods MAC members will be seeking out on-street
parking to avoid the queues of cars waiting at the two garage entrances. The mass of the building, escalated by the
need to achieve economic viability of the project to pay for MAC parking and hotel suites, puts downward pressure
on the number of parking spaces constructed for Block 7 residents, which additionally increases area competition
for on-street parking.

Goal 4 Housing: The applicant's proposal satisfies the housing need but trades off too much livability for high
density housing. MAC parking for an additional 225 parking stalls plus 14-16 hotel suites escalates building mass
which undermines residential features. For example, the high cost MAC parking has eliminated possibilities of a
true pocket park and the court-yard depicted in previous renderings of the proposed structure.

Goal 5 Economic Development: The proposed additional MAC parking is for the exclusive use of MAC members
and guests who will directly benefit from MAC free parking. Area residents and small businesses in the
neighborhood will not have access to MAC parking to satisfy their own parking needs. This will hurt local
businesses and residents rather than benefit them. With respect to the conservation of natural resources, the
neighborhood is “park-deprived”. This proposed project intends to eliminate a plot of land (over 40 trees and
shrubs) that provides clean air for the area and is home to a variety of wildlife and old trees.

Goal 6 Transportation: The applicant has asserted, without attribution, that there will be “no new trips” to the Club
for parking as a result of the proposed reconfiguration of parking. Inevitably, the additional 225 (42%) MAC parking
spaces and 14-16 hotel suites will generate more trips because of the availability of MAC parking, enabling the club
to increase the number and size of special events and attract many more members and guests to fill the available
capacity. It appears that the MAC’s current overflow parking facilities will remain available for the MAC to continue
using (MAC has not stated whether this parking will, or will not, continue to be used — see Annex). The lack of
MAC parking demand management (parking is free, number of permits/members not controlled, etc.) exacerbates
this problem. These factors will combine to drive up the total volume of cars entering and exiting the area thereby
elevating noise pollution, air pollution, pedestrian safety, and cycling safety and other livability factors.

Goal 7 Energy: Additiohal MAC parking increasing the number of MAC trips to the club will increase energy
consumption by MAC members in comparison to other citizens, such as Timber's fans, who use alternate means of
travelling to the stadium, namely, transit, walking and cycling.

Goal 8 Environment: Goose Hollow residents have a number of livability concerns. The excessive mass of the
proposed building necessitates:removing all of the-40-large trees and other vegetation on-the block which destroys
the habitat for a wide variety of animal life. This removes the natural purification system and significantly degrades
local water quality. The proposed green roof will only partially off-set this loss of flora. Meanwhile, increased
congestion on the small area streets will increase air and noise pollution which will additionally degrade livability for
area residents. Escalated traffic congestion and parking caused by the proposed project will also significantly
threaten pedestrian and cycling safety. Neighbors are also concerned about the landslide and seismic conditions
which are not addressed by the applicant. Using the precautionary principle, the applicant should be required to
conduct a comprehensive geologic study that concretely explains such risks to residents, as well as city officials.

Goal 9 Citizen Involvement: [f the zone change to CX with restrictive covenant is approved, neighborhood
involvement in future changes on Block 7 will be significantly impaired given public notice, meetings and hearings
would not need to be held under such a restrictive covenant. Area residents are also very concerned about the
efficacy of the proposed restrictive covenant itself. Unanticipated changes to the CX zoning designation that are
not allowed under RX would harm the interests of individual Block 7 residents as well as neighbors. The proposed
restrictive covenant could permit uses under CX that are not allowed under RH, for example, overnight trash
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pickup. Also, as mentioned above, owners of Block 7 could open negotiations with the City at virtually any fime to
remove restrictions on Block 7 or even cancel the covenant ... without involving neighbors.

Goal 10 Plan Review and Administration: The requirements of Goal 10 are not met because Policy 10.7 (1-4) of
the applicants’ request specifically asks that commercial parking and hostelling activity be allowed on the site.
These are activities that are specifically not allowed under the present Comprehensive Plan designation and
implementing zone. The applicant's intent well may be that no net loss of housing would result on site, but
numerous policies of the Portland Comprehensive Plan cite potential threats to the sustainability of the residential
character of the surrounding properties... and thus to the broad range of housing opportunities that exist now in'this
residential area. Furthermore, this plan amendment and zone change request would enable the Multnomah

Athletic Club to expand its public parking supply into a nearly solidly resudentlal portion of the Goose Holiow/Kings
Hill neighborhood, albeit through an underground access.

Goals 11 Public Facilities: Although addressed by Mill Creek, this goal is not applicable {o the Block 7 zone
change request.

Goal 12 Urban Design: The proposed structure does not fit with Goose Hollow’s unique identity anchored by
Victorian homes and an extensive tree canopy — the proposed structure is inconsistent with this historic
neighborhood. The additional MAC parking draws additional traffic into the edge of the City’s downtown core, and
discourages use of mass transit. Better urban design options more compatible with the surroundings are available.
For example, the MAC owns several properties to the west of its clubhouse that are adjacent to developments that
are not residential in nature. The impact on the neighborhood of using one of those properties (e.g. the surface lot
on SW 20" across from the stadium) would be less expensive to build and would have little or no negative impact -
on Goose Hollow's residential neighborhood.

Recommendations Proposed by Committee Members

1. The GHFL and the City should sustain its agreements with the MAC to develop Block 7 within RH.

2. The GHFL should recommend to the City that it reject the application to rezone Biock 7 to CX because the
proposal fails to support, on balance, the City of Portland’s Comprehensive Plan Goals.

3. The GHFL should recommend to the City that it deliberate no further about the applicant's submission to
rezone Block 7 to CX without the applicant taking the following actions:

(a) Obijectively determining the MAC's parking deficiency by way of a Central City Parking Review (CCPR) or
equivalent independent quantitative study;

(b} Completing an independent environmental impact study that determines the impacts on the netghborhood
of the proposed project on water quality, air pollution, and noise pollution;

(c) Completing an independent geologtc study that determines the combined risks and impacts on the
neighborhood of landslide, seismic, and rainfall conditions during the excavahon phase of the proposed
construction.

Please see Annex which follows for comprehensive assessments of the Applicant’s request.
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Annex
GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Reports

Response to Introductory Section of Mill Creek Submission
Goal 1: Metropolitan Coordination
Goal 2: Urban Development
Goal 3: Neighborhoods
Goal 4: Housing
Goal 5: Economic Development
Goal 6: Transportation
Goal 7: E_nergy
Goal 8: Environment
Goal 9: Citizen Involvement
Goal 10: Plan Review Administration
Goal 12: Urban Design
‘Evaluation of the MAC-Mill Creek CPM;ZC AppliCation. S
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Response to the Introductory Sub-Sections of
Mill Creek Submission

segment of the GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response addresses the subsections found in pages 1-17
e submission.

Land Use Reviews Requested (pp. 4-5)

Mill

Creek Request for Block 7

(@) The MAC, who owns Block 7, has partnered with Mill Creek Residential Trust to develop Block 7.
(b) The MAC is providing the land; and Mill Creek has committed to build MAC uses for the Club’s exclusive

and private use, namely, MAC parking and MAC hotel suites (a.k.a. MAC units).

(c) Proposal summary:

»  Amend Comprehensive Pian Map from High Density Multi-Dwelling to Central Commercial
*  Amend zoning RH to CX
" Allow the construction of:
o 260-280 rental apartments (non-MAC residential apartments)
o 191 parking for apartments (non-MAC residential parking stalls)
o 225 MAC parking stalls/spaces (MAC parking stalls)
o 14-16 MAC hotel suites (MAC units).
(d) The current zoning of RH on Block 7 must be amended to CX to allow 225 car MAC parking.
{(e) Such a zone change also requires an amendment to Portland's Comprehensive Plan MAP which requires
City Council approval.

GHFL. Block 7 Planning Committee Response

0
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)

(vii)

(viif)

(ix)

7/23/81 GHFL and MAC entered into an agreement to only develop within RH on Block 7 [3]
4/06/83 City approved 1981 MAC Master Plan to develop only within RH on Block 7 [4]
6/28/90 GHFL Board passed a resolution to amend the 1981 MAC Master Plan [5]

7/23/81 GHFL and MAC entered into an agreement to amend the MAC Master Plan [6]
3/01/93 City approved 1993 MAC Master Plan to only develop within RH on Block 7 [7]
11/17/95 S. Janik letter to City of Portland stated:

“The Master Plan is a separate land use decision that continues to apply to all properties discussed in the
Master Plan, until the Master Plan terminates, which will be when all the development allowed by the
Master Plan is completed.”

The submission states that the sole purpose of the application is to allow MAC uses under CX.

The submission and proposed development project therefore breaks the MAC's commitment and signed
agreements with both the GHFL and the City to develop Block 7 with RH zoning on Block 7.

GHFL and City should enforce its agreements with the MAC by rejecting Mili Creek’s zone change request.
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(10]

Summary of Documents in the GHFL’s files, Susan Hali, Vice President GHFL, 6/7/1990

City Council Hearing Minutes Regarding MAC Application to Build Parking Garage, 1/28/81
Agreement and Master Plan negotiated between the GHFL and MAC, 7/23/81

1981 Multnomah Athletic Club Master Plan submitted 8/5/81 and approved by the City 4/6/83

GHFL Board Resolution re. Amendmaent to Agreement and Master Plan, 6/28/90

Amendment to Agreement of 7/23/81 between GHFL and MAC dated 8/2/90

1993 “Multnomah Athletic Club Master Plan” draft dated 5/21/92, final dated 3/1/93 approved by City
MAC President D. Cusack letter to GHFL President S, Paget, 5/30/1995

MAC President D. Cusack letter to J. Claypool, City of Portland Bureau of Planning, 6/30/1995

S. Janik, Ball Janik & Novack letter to City of Portland Planning Department, 11/17/1995
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Mill Creek Proposes
To attach a Restrictive Covenant on the Block 7 legal title (draft included with submission):

= Restrictive Covenant on Block 7 could be canceled or modified by current or future owner applying to City
without neighborhood involvement or public hearings. This would damage neighborhood interests.

= The neighborhood is concerned that a zone change would permit other uses under CX, for example, early
morning trash pickup which is not permitted under RH.

= This could occur if the Restrictive Covenant is ambiguously drafted, poorly enforced, cancelled or modified.

Proposal Overview (pp. 6-7)
Mill Creek Submission:

= Additional MAC parking will serve existing demand (“no new trips” to the MAC for parking).
= Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is based this assertion of no new trips.
= Submission also claims that traffic and parking conditions will realize improvements.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

« Response under Comprehensive Plan Goal 6 Transportation provides objective evidence that automobile
trips to MAC parking are rising, not remaining flat.
= This, thereby, compromises the efficacy of Mill Creek’s submitted Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA).

Background (pp. 7-11)
Mill Creek Submission

= Proposal states there are no maximum or minimum parking requirements in Central City Plan District.
Proposal also concedes that parking requests exceeding 60 spaces normally undergo Central City Parking
Review (CCPR).

= Proposed 225 parking spaces exceeds this threshold - applicant has not submitted a CCPR.

= Proposal asserts that PCC Table 266-2 implies that MAC needs 1,060-1,891 parking spaces and is
therefore under-parked because current MAC parking totals 652 (536+116).

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

= PCC Table 266-1 confirms that under CX zoning the City could approve zero parking (see box “none”).
= |n the absence of a comprehensive Central City Parking Review (CCPR), the applicant has not provided
objective evidence that the MAC is parking deficient.

Mill Creek Submission

= Proposal states that a substantial portion of the properties in the vicinity of Block 7 are currently CX.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Applicant does not acknowledge that the predominant character of the area surrounding Block 7 is residential, not
commercial.

= Block 7 is bordered by 132 residences (all RH) on the western and eastern sides
= On the south side, the block is bounded by 6 properties zoned CX, 3 of them being multi-family residences
= Block 7 is bounded on the north by the MAC parking garage which is zoned CX.

Neighborhood concerns:

&« |f Block 7 is rezoned to CX:
o This predominantly residential area would be bifurcated (split in two)
o RH zoned Block 2 would be surrounded by CX and isolated from rest of residential neighborhood
= |f CXis approved on Block 7 there is a risk that the Restrictive Covenant would be eliminated or modified to
allow non-residential (commercial) uses on Block 7 without neighborhood involvement.
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Chapter 33.810 — Comprehensive Plan Map Amendments (pp. 12-17)

Mill Creek Submission

Applicant asserts (on p. 14) that the proposal will, on balance, be more supportive of the Comprehensive Plan
under CX zoning than under RH zoning because the proposal will have a positive effect on the MAC's parking
deficiencies and overall traffic in the study area.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

As detailed in the neighborhood response to Goal 6 Transportation, and as highlighted above, having not
completed a Central City Parking Review (CCPR), the applicant has not provided objective evidence of parking
deficiency. Furthermore, objective evidence provided confirms that MAC parking is actually increasing which
discredits the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) together with any benefits this study is claimed to provide.

= Before deliberating any further, the City should require the applicant to complete and submit a Central City
Parking Review (CCPR), and provide objective evidence that MAC needs additional parking as claimed.

= The GHFL and the City should take actions to enforce their agreements with MAC to develop Block 7 within
RH by rejecting this zone change application.

Summary

The GHFL and the City should reject the application to rezone Block 7 to CX because the proposal fails, on
balance, to meet most of the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and documented the sections that follow addressing
Comprehensive Plan goals 1 through 12.
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Goal 1 Metropolitan Coordination

The Comprehensive Plan shall be coordinated with federal and state law and support regional goals, objectives and
plans adopted by the Columbia Region Association of Governments and its successor, the Metropolitan Service
District, to promote a regional planning framework.

Title 6 — Centers, Corridors, Station Communities, and Main Streets

Calls for actions and investments by cities and counties to comply with the Regional Framework Plan including
investments in high capacity transit line.

Mill Creek Response

Proposal only states that the property will remain fully subject to Central City Parking Review.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

The Mill Creek response falls well short of completing and submitting a CCPR fo the City. Before making a
decision about the CX zoning change, the city should require the applicant to demonstrate that the MAC is indeed
parking deficient by completing a Central City Parking Review (CCPR). A completed comprehensive CCPR would
help the City assess the impacts of new MAC parking on Tri-Met usage at the 3 MAX stations close to the Club.

If the City approves the applicant's proposal for a zoning change to CX, this action would enable the MAC to offer
additional free parking to members and guests thereby promoting increased automobile usage over mass transit,
eroding Tri-Met revenues, and increasing the tax burden on the general public. This would damage the City's and
the Region’s investment in high capacity transit.

Title 12 — Protection of Residential Neighborhoods

This title includes helping implement the Regional Framework Plan to protect existing residential neighborhoods
from air, noise and water poliution.

Mill Creek Response

The applicant claims that Title 12.is not applicable because the proposal does not involve a designed park, school,
or neighborhood center.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Commiitée Response

This appears to miss the point. Before making a decision about the CX zoning change, the city should assess the
impacts of the proposed additional MAC parking on air, noise and water poliution.

As detailed in neighborhood responses to Goal 6 Transportation, the number of MAC automobile trips for MAC

parking will increase, rather than decrease as asserted. This in turn will increase noise and air poliution in the
vicinity of Block 7.

As described under Goal 8 Environment, the proposed project will eliminate 40 trees and all vegetation on Block 7
and thereby decrease the quality of water and land resources in the area.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response with Respect {o Goal 1

Applicant does not comply with Goal 1 Metropolitan Coordination primarily because the proposal fails to comply
with or improve upon Comprehensive Plan Goal 6 Transportation and Goal 8 Environment. The City should not
approve the applicant’s proposal for a zoning change to CX since this action enables the MAC to offer additional
free parking which competes with mass transit and erodes investments in high capacity transit. The City should
reject the application to rezone Block 7 from RH to CX.
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Goal 2 Urban Development

Maintain Portland's role as the major regional employment, population and cultural center through public policies that
encourage expanded opportunity for housing and jobs, while retaining the character of established residential
neighborhoods and business centers.

Mill Creek Response

Mill Creek’s proposal under the requested Central Commercial (CX zone) designation is more supportive of Goal 2
than under the existing High Density Multi-Dwelling (RH zone) designation. Under the existing RH zoning, Mill
Creek would be able to develop the proposed Apartments, but it could not provide for the additional MAC Parking.
However, under the proposed CX zoning, Mill Creek will be able to develop both the Apartments and the MAC
Parking, thereby supporting both components of Goal 2. First, the proposal will fully preserve the residential
character contemplated under the current RH zoning designation through Mill Creek’'s commitment to build the
Apartments consistent with the Goose Hollow design guidelines. Second, the additional MAC Parking allowed
under the proposed Central Commercial designation will expand opportunities by remedying the current parking
and traffic deficiencies for the MAC. Both residents and visitors to the Goose Hollow neighborhood will therefore
benefit from Mill Creek’s proposal.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

= Retaining the Character of the neighborhood compromises: The key phrase in Portland's Goal 2 mission
statement is "while retaining the character of established residential neighborhoods", which the MAC/Mill
Creek proposal for Block 7 would seriously undermine. Executing a zone change on Block 7 from "RH" fo
"CX" would support a public policy allowing the building of a commercial parking garage in the middle of the
residential neighborhood, thereby compromising the character of this neighborhood, and lowering the quality
of life of all its residents.

= Increased traffic will damage character of the neighborhood: The proposal includes parking for 225 MAC
members, whose use would be short term resulting in over 1,000 automobile entries and exits daily.

»  On street parking would also be compromised: Additionally, the property would provide 70-90 fewer parking
spaces than apartments, creating increased demand for the already limited parking in the neighborhood for
residents, their families and guests.

*  Mass of the building incompatible with character of the neighborhood: The mass of the building to be built
over the parking will be well over twice the mass of any non-MAC building in the area, thus damaging the
character of the neighborhood

= CX zone change incompatible with existing neighborhood: Rezoning Block 7 to CX would effectively cut off
the residential zoning of the neighborhood to the East, creating a mixture of zoning designations. Executing
a zone change on Block 7 from RH to CX will support a public policy allowing the building of an auxiliary
parking garage on an RH block that bridges or connects RH zoning in adjacent areas. This block is critical in
retaining a zoning continuity between King's Hill and The Flats (both zoned RHd) to the east. If the zoning
of Block 7 is changed, the RHd zoning of The Flats will be disconnected, putting it at risk for zone changes
in future years.

POLICIES & OBJECTIVES:
2.2 Urban Diversity

Promote a range of living environments and employmenz‘ opportunities for Portland residents in order to attract and
retain a stable and diversified population.

Mill Creek Response

This proposal provides a unique opportunity to maximize the effective use of the Block 7 property in & manner
consistent with the surrounding land use pattern. The proposed Apartments will contribute towards
accommodating the demand for housing within the City, while the MAC Parking will reduce existing traffic issues
(as discussed below) and thereby improve the livability of the proposed development and the surrounding area.
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GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

= The Proposal will magnify existing traffic issues: The added MAC Parking will magnify already existing
traffic issues and thereby worsen the livability of the proposed development and the surrounding area.
More parking means "more cars, more noise, more pollution” in our neighborhood. Increasing capacity of the
garage without increasing the number of entrances/exits in the existing garage through use of a tunnel will
back traffic up on already busy SW 20". Conversely, adding entries and exits for MAC parking in the
proposed structure will greatly impact traffic on quiet residential streets.

= Rentals increase resident turnover rate: The creation of 260-280 rental apartments will create a higher
turnover rate of residents than currently exists in owner-occupied residences in the neighborhood.

2.6 Open Space

Provide opportunities for recreation and visual relief by preserving Porlland's parks, golf courses, trails, parkways
and cemeteries. Establish a loop trail that encircles the city, and promote the recreational use of the city's rivers,
creeks, lakes and sloughs.

Mill Creek Response

Although the Block 7 property is presently vacant and undeveloped, it is not zoned or otherwise designated as
open space. More importantly, high density residential development is fully aliowed on the subject property under
the current plan and zone designations. The proposal to convert the site to a Central Commercial designation will
therefore not impact any open space policies.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

The block IS an open space currently and used by neighbors. Regardless of whether the Block 7 property is
officially "designated" as an open space, it is in fact an open space and contains a variety of large shade trees,
grass, and an assortment of flowering plants, and has been enjoyed by residents in the neighborhood for many years
and has contributed to the quality of life in the neighborhood. A rational plan of development for the block could set
aside at least a small portion of the property as a green space, while still allowing high-density residential development
with smaller buildings of comparable size to those already present in the neighborhood, such as the Four Seasons or
Royal Manor condominiums. However, the plan calls for a massive, block-like 9-story structure with no setbacks.

2.9 Residential Neighborhoods

Allow for a range of housing types to accommodate increased population growth while improving and protecting the
city's residential neighborhoods.

Mili Creek Response
The applicant did not respond to this policy.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

The commercial parking component of this proposal compromises every facet of residential life in the Block 7
neighborhood by exacerbating air and noise pollution impacts, heightening dangers for pedestrians and bicyclists,
and maxing out the residential road and transportation infrastructure, among others.

2.13 Auto-Oriented Commercial Development

Allow auto-oriented commeicial development to locate on streets designated as Major City Traffic Streets by the
Transportation Element. Also allow neighborhood level auto-oriented commercial development to locate on District
Collector Streets or Neighborhood Collector Streets near neighborhood areas where allowed densities will not
support development oriented to transit or pedestrians. Where neighborhood commercial uses are located on
designated: transit streets, support pedestrian movement and the use of transit by locating buildings and their
entrances conveniently to transit users, pedestrians, and bicyclists and providing on-site pedestrian circulation to
adjacent streets and developmerit.

"
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Mill Creek Response

The applicant did not respond to this critical policy.

GHFL Block 7 Pianning Committee Response

Affected streets are NOT classed as “Major City Traffic Streets” SW 20th Avenue and SW Main Street.in the vicinity
of the current MAC parking garage and the proposed new garage cannot reasonably be deemed "Major City Traffic
Streets”. SW 20th Avenue in particular is already overloaded with traffic, partly owing to through traffic between
Jefferson St and Burnside, and partly due to MAC members entering or leaving the existing garage. Adding a new
parking garage, to boost parking capacity by 40%, will only exacerbate an already bad situation on those streets,
which are classified as "Local Services Traffic Streets" by the City.

217 Transit Stations and Transit Centers

Encourage transit-oriented development patterns at transit stations and at transit centers to provide for easy access
to transit service. Establish minimum residential densities on residentially-zoned lands within one-half mile of transit
stations and one-quarter mile of transit centers that support the use of transit. The design and mix of land uses
surrounding transit stations and transit centers should emphasize a pedestrian- and bicycle-oriented environiment
and support fransit use.

Mill Creek Response
The applicant did not respond to this policy.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

*  The proposal discourages use of public transit: The proposed parking garage does not encourage transit
use but instead encourages and facilitates the further use of private transportation for the several thousand
MAC members who visit the facility regularly.

= MAC has a history of ignoring traffic-related problems: The MAC: historically has not shown a genuine or
concerted effort to mitigate the problems introduced by the first garage, including heavy traffic congestion,
air pollution, car noise, hazardous driving, and the resulting threats posed to pedestrian and bicyclists’
safety, despite the MAC's assurances to the City multiple times in the past.

=  MAC has not complied with assurances to manage parking demand: Despite promises to the city in 1983
and again in 1995, MAC has made only token efforts to encourage use of mass transit. Members may
receive up to 5 parking stickers, and are not limited in length of time for parking. Guests attending the
increasing number of “special events” compete for both garage and on-street parking spaces.

= The proposal is inconsistent with vision of the City: Evidence suggests their proposal will only increase the
car presence in the neighborhood, along with the associated problems. The proposal de-emphasizes and
works counter to a pedestrian, bicycle and transit-oriented environment for the 21st century.

2.23 Buffering

When residential zoned lands are changed to commercial, ensure that impacts from non-residential uses on
residential areas are mitigated through the use of buffering and access limitations. Where R-zoned lands have a C,
E, or |l designation, and the designation includes a future Buffer overlay zone, zone changes will be granted only for
the purpose of expanding the site of an abutting nonresidential use.

Mill Creek Response
The applicant did not respond to this policy.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

= Neighborhood Goals not supported by the Proposal: Portland's goals for housing and neighborhoods
support the notion that community, a social concept, is a necessary component for a sustainable and
enduring residential neighborhood, regardiess of its density, its diversity, or its location. Implicit in that
concept is that the unnecessary intrusion of commerce, industry or institution that doesn’t intrinsically support
the neighborhood is to be avoided.
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= Conveniences of the project don't benefit residents: The ultimate aim of the MAC/Mill Creek proposal for
Block 7 is to create added features and conveniences for visitors (but not residents), and will be
experienced only by visitors on a temporary, intermittent basis, at the expense of residents in the
neighborhood, who will be forced to deal with more significant noise and ftraffic impacts on a regular,
permanent basis.

s MAC has not made reasonable efforts to limit parking demand: The MAC has shown great reluctance to
impose any kind of cost or limits on its members parking privileges at the club. The parking for members is
free and unlimited, and no serious attempt is made to recommend or encourage the use of mass transit or
any other means of transportation by its membership.

2.23 Central City Plan

Encourage continued investment within Portland's Central City while enhancing its attractiveness for work,
recreation and living. Through the implementation of the Central City Plan, coordinate development, provide aid and
protection to Portland's citizens, and enhance the Central City's special natural, cultural and aesthetic features.

Mill Creek Response

Mill Creek’s proposal under the requested Central Commercial designation better supports the foregoing Goal 2
policies than under the existing High Density Multi-Dwelling designation. Mill Creek's commitment to fully
developing the property with the Apartments - project designed consistent with the current RH zoning will ensure the
protection of the residential character of the surrounding properties as well as increase the residential density of
the Central City area, thereby supporting Policies 2.9, 2.11 and 2.15. However, as discussed above, the Central
Commercial designation will allow Mill Creek to develop both the Apartments allowed under the current zoning and
the MAC Parking allowed under. CX zoning, thereby maximizing the utilization of the currently vacant and
undeveloped site in support of Policy 2.19 and 2.20. Finally, by amending the plan designation to -accommodate
Mill Creek’s proposal, the City will ensure a continued investment and development of the Central City Plan area
pursuant to Policy 2.25. The development contemplated by this application is -exactly the kind of efficient use of
land that is the key to continuing to promote the Central City and Goose Hollow district as a vibrant place to live
and work.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

=  Proposal is a strategy for increasing MAC Parking: The driving force behind Block 7 -- really, the sole
reason for its existence - is the MAC's desire for more member parking. The one point of design that is
completely non-negotiable in the Block 7 project is the MAC's absolute requirement for 225 new off-street
parking spots. Since early on, we've seen many other aspects of the design evolve, but never that.

= High Cost of MAC Parking will drive size of the building: Building a parking structure of this size (especially
underground) is very expensive, so MAC is partnering with Mill Creek. But Mill Creek itself will need,
eventually, to recoup the high cost of building the MAC parking structure, so they're planning to construct a
very large, 260-t0-280 unit apartment building on top of it. As Mill Creek plans to own and operate the
building, renting or leasing apartments in it, it makes sense to have the largest possible number of units to
let. Therefore, Mill Creek plans to stretch the Clty s building code to the max, and having Block 7 rezoned to
"CX" will help a great deal with that, by removing design issues such as "set-backs" and i increasing the FAR
("floor-area ratio") allowance to its furthest limit.

= While the project may maximize use of the property, it is at the expense of the neighborhood and is
achieved by bending the intent of the zoning rules and comp plan: The massive scale of the proposed
development is excessive and should not be approved. If this development is allowed, the two corporate
entities will each get what they want, but at the expense of the Goose Hollow neighborhood we live in.
They're only pretending to be ”géod neighbors" here, while really concentrating on getting their way.
Rezoning the property just to make possible the construction of parking spaces is a bending of the rules and
intent of zoning laws and the comp plan.

= A much better option would be to find added parking for MAC elsewhere: The community would be vastly
better off if the rezoning of Block 7 to "CX" is denied, forcing the MAC to look elsewhere for additional
member parking (and there are such places, already owned by MAC, to the northwest of their clubhouse).
Meanwhile, a better, smaller, but still high-density apartment building (or pair of buildings) could be designed
for Block 7 in a manner more appropriate to the neighborhood, and perhaps one that leaves at least some of
the ample greenery now on the site in place, for the future use and enjoyment of all area residents.
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Goal 3 Neighborhoods

Preserve and reinforce the stability and diversity of the City’s neighborhoods while allowing for increased density in

order to attract and retain long-term residents and businesses and insure the city’s residential quality and economic
vitality.

Mill Creek Response

MAGC parking...will improve the quality of the surrounding area for residential uses” and acknowledges zero
negative effects of constructing the 225 additional MAC-only parking spaces beneath Block 7.

GHFL. Block 7 Planning Committee Response

The Mill Creek response asserts that the proposal will have no impact on the neighborhood and will improve both
existing and expected conditions. These assertions are made without objective evidence or sound arguments.

In fact, the opposite is true. The proposed Mill Creek re-zoning of and commercial development of Block 7 harms
the neighborhood for the following reasons:

1. Increase Traffic Density and Congestion. The proposed project will add 225 parking spaces, which will
generate an estimated 675 vehicle entrances/exits daily, from 5:00 AM until 11:00 PM, in a neighborhood
already dense with traffic, thus undermining the livability of the neighborhood.

2. Increase Toxic Pollution from Vehicles. The added vehicle use substantially increases exhaust pollutnon
harmful to everyone, but particularly toxic to elderly persons and those with lung and heart ailments. it further
reduces the desirability of living in the neighborhood, negatively impacting residential stability.

3. Increase Traffic Risk to Pedestrians, Students and Bicyclists. The increased parking garage capacity will
exacerbate the existing dangers from cars speeding and darting in and out of the two garage entrances.

4. Displace Residentially-Zoned Space. The proposed zoning change continues the encroachment of
Commercial (Cx)/entertainment development in the neighborhood, reducing the total space zoned Residential
(Rh) and decreasing the residential character of the neighborhood. Once the zoning has changed, any limiting
“contractual covenant” language can be easily and quietly revised to permit greater commercial use of the
property.

5. Worsen Parking Problems for Neighborhood Residents. Only MAC members and their guests can use the
garage. Neighborhood surveys have shown that fewer than fifteen MAC member cars regularly park on the
street. The garage will encourage additional vehicle usage related to MAC Special Events and a continuing lack
of Demand Management of the MAC parking. Moreover, the construction of the residential building on the site
will have an estimated 100 units without available off-street parking. '

6. Damage Local Businesses. Small shops, restaurants and pubs in the neighborhood benefit from people
walking by or using nearby public transportation. Shops lose business when cars go directly to and from a
parking garage.

7. Generate Chaos and Back-up at the Garage Entrances with the Development of the Proposed
Underground Tunnel. The added 225 parking spaces will be accessed only through the two existing Parking
entrances/exits, adding crowding at the two sites and generating dangerous congestion and back-up out into
the passing streets. : ' _ ,

8. Reduce Neighborhood Livability, Stability and Property Values, Beginning with Construction.
Excavation of the one-acre property and construction of the garage and large residential building will cause
havoc in the surrounding streets and chaos within the existing MAC parking structure for close to two years.
The excavation itself will risk landslides while the earth is being removed, particularly during Portland’s rainy
season. The resulting noise pollution and construction chaos, plus the resulting traffic congestion and
worsening neighborhood parking problems will reduce livability and property values within the neighborhood.
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Goal 4 Housing

Enhance Portland’s vitalily as a community in the center of the region’s housing market by providing housing of
different types, tenures, density, sizes, costs, and locations that accommodate the needs, preferences, and
financial capabilities of current and future households.

Mill Creek Response

By a straight plan designation/zone comparison, both the existing RH zoning and proposed CX zoning for the site
promote residential development. While RH zoning is focused specifically on high density residential
development, all types of residential development are also fully permitted within CX zone. See PCC Table 130-1.
Moreover, residential development is strongly encouraged in the CX zone in the Central City Plan District (and the
subject site) through FAR and height bonuses. See PCC 33.510.210(C); Map 510-3. The only significant
differences between the CX zone and RH zone for residential purposes is that the CX zone allows a range of
commercial uses other than residential development and the development standards (setbacks, building coverage,
eto) are slightly different.

Mill Creek’s proposal, however, fully addresses any potential risks of adverse lmpacts to the residential character of
the area that could be caused by proposed plan/zone change. The Apariments component of Mill Creek’s
proposal will remain unchanged between the existing RH zoning and proposed CX zoning. The only change in
use will be the addition of the MAC Uses. As discussed above, Mill.Creek- will execute a restrictive covenant in
favor of the City to ensure that no other commercial uses open to the public are located on the site. Finally, as
discussed below, Mill Creek’s TIA demonstrates that the MAC Parking spaces will improve both the current and
projected (if the project is built under RH zoning) circulation, parking, and level of service functions of the
surrounding area, thereby improving conditions for the residential uses on the site.

GHFL. Block 7 Planning Committee Response

A. Parking & Traffic Impact on Neighborhood: The assumption above that both parking and traffic circulation
will be improved is highly subject to further objective evaluation due to the impact of the development on
nearby neighbors...not only upon traffic circulation and parking accommodation for MAC members and
their visitors, A recent traffic survey by the neighborhood as well . as MAC's contracted traffic and parking
study deserves serious scrutmy before concluding.that this requirement is, in fact, met by MAC and Mill
Creek.

B. Building Size and Design Characteristics: The setbacks and building “coverage” (e.g. footprint, scale, and

- FAR) deserve fair consideration for the neighborhood as:regards how they affect its character, existirig
‘natural resources, continuity and compatibility in design with nearby houses on Madison street, and with
.. the long and well recognized historical significance and special value of this close-in to downtown area.

C. Geological and other Natural Resource Adverse Impacts to the Neighborhood: As adverse impacts are
concerned, the known slide potential -for this. location should -weigh in favor of preserving this
environmentally vulnerable block for more natural, undisturbed purposes as currently existing in its open
space value as might be suggested by previous geological mapping and possibly by testing done recently
by MAC itself.

D. A recently made available natural resources mventory of the space by resident Daniel Salomon also lays

. ‘out the variety of natural resources in the form of irreplaceable plants and animals offermg diversity, air
protection, aesthetics, and contributing to the overall mental and physical health to neighbors collectlvely
and individually.

Mill Creek Response with respect to 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3

Mill Creek’s proposal fully supports Policies 4.1 and 4.2 by committing to develop the currently vacant Block 7 site
with the Apartments and by executing the proposed restrictive covenant in favor of the City to ensure that, except
for the additional MAC Parking spaces, the site will be used exclusively for residential development. Because the
property is located within close proximity to the MAX line, the Applicant's commitment to developing new
residential uses on the property supports Policy 4.3.
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GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response with respect to 4.1

This development does not appear to seek to meet the affordability of people seeking to become inner city
residents but rather a more financially well off community privileged with an auto-focused lifestyle and a higher
income resident with less commitment to a permanently established connection with a neighborhood and lts
alternate transit options.

k. The design features of this development as addressed in objections under other goals is not consistent with
respect for the character, historical, natural resources, and aesthetic qualities of the neighborhood.

F. The proposal does not “encourage housing design that supports the conservation, enhancement, and
continued vitality of areas of the city with special scenic, historic, architectural or cultural value of the
neighborhood. ‘

G. Though not violating the comprehensive plan goals as it applies to the existing Block 7 lot this does apply
to efforts to seek alternate locations for the mixed use development on nearby existing surface lots within
the neighborhood.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response with respect to 4.2

The extra parking component alone for members and guests purposes appears to go against the original intent of
this provision within the plan. Otherwise the apartment units alone would seem to qualify for inclusion with the
development.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response with respect to 4.3

This development, by no means, supports sustainable development so far as conserving pre-existing natural
resources as it absolutely eliminates them in a previously established open space by virtue of having demolished
many years before former housing neighborhood stock and allow land value to accrue on the market. Nor does it
facilitate park use for either its future residents or nearby neighbors as it actually eliminates its availability and
worsens easier access fo both on a level terrain where such facilities are concentrated.

On the face of it, the development appears to support mass fransit while in actuality with its liberal parking
component added to if, essentially cancels out the benefit of such perceived accommodation for the neighborhood,
members, guests, and residents.

C. Location of such a development facilitating resident, club member or guest facility parking at a location
adjacent to the club itself as well as being nearby mass transit would be better placed on a similarly
convenient surface lot within the neighborhood as opposed to efiminating the benefats from already existing
green or open space in favor of parking related residential purposes.

D. Considering the presence of considerable plant and animal life, the geological consistency of the space on
the block, and vulnerability to such a massive development which includes space provision for exira
parking, the impact could be lessened by saving a portion and at a minimum dividing it for preservation of
some of these currently existing natural resources on the land (as identified within Daniel Salomon’s natural
resources inventory of the plants, animals, and geology on the property).

Mill Creek Response with respect 4.7

Because the proposed Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map amendments are requested for the sole purposes of
allowing the "additional MAC Uses, and will not otherwise affect the apartment development component of the
development, this application will not have any impact on Goal 4 housing opportunity and housing affordability
policies and objectives.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response with respect to 4.7

Though the MAC and Mill Creek has a general right to constructing such an auto-focused development, due to its
increased cost by providing the additional parking element will likely be less affordable to prospective renters and
absolutely will not be contributing toward a more balanced and economically diverse neighborhood.

Mill Creek Response with respect to 4.11

Because the proposed Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map amendments are requested for the sole purposés of
allowing the additional MAC Uses, and will not otherwise affect the apartment development component of the
development, this application will not have any impact on Goal 4 housing opportunity and housing affordability
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policies and objectives.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response with respect to 4.11

MAC has not demonstrated a good faith commitment to full utilization of MAX light rail or local bus availability, car
share, or shuttle service on an everyday basis through existing transit use policy for existing members or future
residents. 1t can easily further explore expansion on use of additional alternate transit modes such as car share,

carpooling, and potential shuttling of members and guests from an outlying area such as near the zoo to support
existing event parking.

On the basis of design features for additional parking, setback, coverage, and which are not compatible with the
character, aesthetics, scenic, historical, architectural, cultural, natural resources preservation for the surrounding
neighborhood, the environmental quality of its air as a result of the increased traffic impacting the health and
promotion of that for the general community... this specific Block 7 location would best be considered for an
alternative nearby surface lot location if legitimate need for any additional parking can in fact be proven by the
Multhomah Athletic Club in an already well served mass transit served community.

Merely from the standpoint of contributing to the neighborhood toward a greater diversity of income levels
benefiting from the nearby efficient transit options and encouraging use of a wide variety of transit modes for a
more diverse population including families and children, this particular project places auto-oriented provision for
less long term committed individuals over the best interests and livability of the surrounding neighborhood.
Opportunities for the existing community and possible future residents, at the expense as well of losing a prime
green space of considerable value, and particularly when new nearby projects are relieving pressure already for
housing and lower elevations hold promise for further appropriate location in the future, this project is not

sustainable from an environmental viewpoint and by virtue of its additional parking goes against past neighborhood
/ MAC understandings for the block.
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Goal 5 Economic Development

Foster a strong and diverse economy, which provides a full range of employment and economic choices for
individuals and families in all parts of the cily.

Mill Creek Response

As discussed above, a significant feature of this proposal is the Applicant's commitment to execute a restrictive
covenant limiting the uses on the property to the proposed Apartments and MAC related uses. Even with this

limitation, however, the Applicant's proposal is more supportive of Goal 5 than simply developing the Apartments
under the existing RH zoning.

The proposed Apartments themselves support Goal 5 by increasing living opportunities within the Central City and
Goose Hollow area, thereby providing an additional local customer and employee base to support economic
development in these areas. However, the additional MAC Parking allowed through the proposed Central
Commercial designation will provide two additional key economic benefits. '

First, the additional parking will benefit the MAC itself, which employs over 500 employees, supports over 17,000
resident members, and serves many important social, athletic, and cultural functions for the City. -

Second, by improving the present traffic conditions at the surrounding intersections, the MAC Parking will
necessarily benefit customer access to surrounding local businesses.

Finally, although not a direct economic benefit, the improvement in traffic conditions will also improve the livability of
the project vicinity for residents.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response
This proposal does not meet the Comprehensive Plan for Goal #5 (see arguments below)

= Mass transit is working in Portland, encouraging more cars on the road reduces livability and could have a
negative effect on the city's economic development

= Goose Hollow needs more family owned housing. 52% of residents living in the area earn less that $25,000.
Another 43% earn between $25,00 and $100,000. Approximately 90% live in rental units (most very small
and not adequate for families). What is needed for this neighborhood to be more vibrant and diverse is
family owned housing.

= The MAC has not demonstrated an effective command for demand management of their parking facility and
options. The vast majority (over 70%) of MAC members do not report a problem finding adequate parking.

=  MAC owns many other properties better suited for parking (closer to businesses) that could be used for
mixed use with events at Providence Park and that are located outside the core residential area.

= This proposal goes against the city’s objective to increase the use of mass transit and reduce the need for
parking.

Goal 5 Policies & Objectives

51 Urban Development and Revitalization.

Encourage investment in the development, redevelopment, rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of urban land and
buildings for employment and housing opportunities.

Mill Creek Response

The subject site is currently vacant and undeveloped. The Applicant’'s proposal will lead to the development of the
site with both the proposed Apartments and the additional MAC Parking, thereby encouraging investment in
development for both housing and employment opportunities.

GHFL. Block 7 Planning Committee Response

=  The proposal encourages the use of cars
= The character and effective revitalization of the neighborhood is not well addressed in the current proposal
by Mill Creek/MAC
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= As mentioned earlier more family owned homes are needed not additional rental units.
= This proposal does not improve or enhance livability of the neighborhood

5.3 Community-Based Economic Development

Support community-based economic development initiatives consistent with this Comprehensive Plan and
compatible with neighborhood livability.

Mill Creek Response

The Applicant’s proposal will support the development of a high quality residential apartment project that reflects the
existing zoning and the land use pattern of the area, while also addressing the existing deficiencies in the MAC
parking situation, and thereby improving the overall livability of the surrounding neighborhood.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

As described in the Annex under Goal 3 Neighborhoods, Goal 6 Transportation, and Goal 8 Environment, the Mill
Creek/MAC proposal's insertion of MAC parking and hotel suites undermines livability of the neighborhood. The
asserted high quality of Mill Creek’s proposed apartment building cannot off-set these negative livability impacts.
Development of a structure(s) more compatible with the nature of the neighborhood - without MAC uses - would
boost economic development without the negative livability impacts.

5.3 Transportation System

Promote a multi-modal regional transportation system that stimulates and supports long term economic
development and business investment.

Mill Creek Response

th :

The subject site is one block north of NW 18 Avenue, which is classified as Regional Transit Way & Major Transit
Priority Street and provides blue and red line MAX light rail service. The proposed Apartments will benefit from the
MAX service and increase the potential rider base. More importantly, the proposed MAC Parking will reduce the
impacts of existing traffic conditions and vehicle demand, and will not increase vehicle usage and demand. By
improving the current traffic system conditions, the Applicant's proposal supports long term economic development
and business investment in the area. ‘

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

= Encourages the use of cars by adding 225 additional parking spaces for MAC members & visitors

= Prioritizes auto oriented uses before transit oriented uses within the vicinity of a valuable transit station.

s Creates added conveniences for visitors, -experienced on a temporary, intermittent basis (e.g., closer
parking than the alternative), which will come at the expense of permanent residents, forced to deal with
more significant impacts on a regular and permanent basis.

s The MAC has not shown a concerted effort to mitigate the problems introduced by the first garage, including
traffic congestion, air pollution, noise, hazardous driving, and threats posed to pedestrian and bicyclists’
safety. Evidence suggests their proposal will only enlarge their presence in the neighborhood, increasing
problems. As such, the proposal de- emphasizes a pedestrian- and bicycle-oriented environment.

= Conservation of natural resources: The neighborhood is park deprived. This proposal intends to eliminate a
plot of land (over 40 trees and shrubs) that provides clean air for the area and is home to a variety of wildlife
and mature trees. Solutions that preserve a goodly portion of these mature trees would be much better
received by the neighborhood. '

19



City of Portland Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies

Goal 6 Transportation

Develop a balanced, equitable, and efficient transportation system that provides a range of fransportation choices;
reinforces the livability of neighborhoods; supperis a strong and diverse economy; reduces air; noise, and water
pollution; and lessens reliance on the automobile white maintaining accessibility.

Summary: Mill Creek's application for zone change on Block 7 does not meet the City's Transportation Goal. Despite
repeated assertions of “no new trips” in the Mill Creek application, non-local car traffic will increase markedly after
Block 7, owing largely to the planned 42% increase in MAC reserved parking stalls. This will negatively impact the
livability of our entire neighborhood. Air and noise pollution will increase, as wili reliance on the automobile, even
though mass transit facilities exist nearby as alternatives to travel by car. The MAC's current parking management
policy is not sustainable, as it is based on always seeking more parking, instead of managing the demand by its
members and guests for its existing parking facilities.

Mill Creek Response
Mill Creek asserts the number of car trips to the MAC will not increase owing to Block 7 project

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

*  Application repeatedly uses catch-phrases "no new trips" and "will not generate any new trips"
= Phrase is used so often in the Mill Creek application, we call it the "no new trips"” mantra
= Assertion of "no new trips" is unsupported by any traffic-study evidence in the Kittelson TIA

Does not arise from any actual traffic data or analysis in the Kittelson TIA report

Derives instead from statements about the size of MAC's membership and its facilities
Ignores the effect of adding a pool of 225 new reserved parking spaces for members
Used to falsely extrapolate from present traffic conditions to future conditions after Block 7
o Needed by Mill Creek for positive spin, but is not a plausible, believable, or likely result

o o 00

= Proposal for Block 7 will increase the number of MAC reserved off-street parking stalls by 42%
»  Adding a pool of 225 reserved parking spots will in itself attract more members and guests to MAC

o "build it and they will come" or "nature abhors a vacuum" -- take your choice of metaphors

=  New pool of reserved parking will enable MAC to host more "special events"” for members & guests
»  Number and frequency of car trips to the Club by members and guests will increase sharply
»  Result will be many more trips, on many more occasions, with much more demand for parking

Mill Creek Response

Mill Creek says excessive traffic circulation and on-street parking problems in the MAC vicinity will be
rectified or eliminated by Block 7 project :

GHFL. Block 7 Planning Commitiee Response

= Relies on unproven and unlikely "no new trips" hypothesis, unsupported by any actual evidence
= Increasing by 42% the number of cars entering the MAC Garage will cause traffic congestion issues

o Internal congestion in MAC garage will rise as search for an empty stall is made more difficult
o External congestion at entrances to MAC garage will rise as cars queue longer to enter and leave

Proposal will not alleviate on-street parking issues in the neighborhood around MAC and Block 7

o More MAC members will park on-street to avoid long queues and congestion in the garage
o New MAC member parking on Block 7 will soon fill to capacity and spill out onto streets

= More reserved parking for MAC members on Block 7 will worsen traffic congestion in the area
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6.2 Public Involvement
Mill Creek Response

Mill Creek asserts it attended numerous public meetings in the neighborhood

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response
s Submitted a "log" of neighborhood meeting places and dates as. part of its application for Block 7
= Failed to record or note the high degree of opposition in the neighborhood to their Block 7 plans

6.11 Street Design Classification

Mill Creek Response

Proposal asserts Block 7 will not change local street classifications

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response
= Most streets in the immediate vicinity of Block 7 are classified as "Local Service Traffic Streets"

o SW 20th Avenue, SW Main St, SW 19th Avenue, SW Madison are local residential streets
o Only Salmon St and SW 18th Ave are rated to handle heavier car traffic loads

#  Local streets were not designed or intended by the City to bear high, sustained levels of traffic

"Local Service Traffic Streets" are meant o serve the local residents of a neighborhood

Not designed for through traffic or high levels of commercial or non-residential traffic

SW 20th Avenue is already heavily used as a short-cut from Burnside St .to Jefferson St
Adding more parking for MAC members will worsen the situation on SW 20th Ave considerably

O 0O 0 O

6.15 Traffic Calming

Requires applicant to manage traffic on local streets in a manner consistent with their classification, in order to
preserve and enhance neighborhood livability

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response
= Adding 42% more MAC member parking will flood local residential streets with out-of-area cars
= More traffic on local streets in the area wiﬂ sharply reduce the “livability” of the neighborhood
6.19 Transit-Oriented Development

Urges applicant to reiﬁforoe link between transit and land use

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

MAC is served by three MAX stations and numerous Tri-Met bus lines ‘

MAC has failed to adequately incentivize its membership to use Portland's mass transit system
Limits itself instead to encouraging only its employees to use mass transit

Much more could done to reduce automobile use by MAC members and guests

6.22 Pedestrian Transportation

Urges applicant to help create pedestrian network in neighborhood
Mill Creek Response

Mill Creek proposal says they will construct sidewalks and do light landscaping around Block 7 (1)
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GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

= Infact, increased traffic congestion will make walking unpleasant and hazardous after Block 7
= The disabled and elderly will be put at further risk when crossing streets at many intersections

6.23 Bicycle Transportation

Urges applicant to help make the bicycle an integral part of daily life

GHFL. Block 7 Planning Committee Respaonse
= Mill Creek uses "no new trips" mantra to suggest bicycling in area will become safer with Block 7
= Instead, more traffic congestion will make bicycling on local streets more hazardous after Block 7
6.25 Parking Management

Urges businesses and residents to strive for certain important goals, including neighborhood vitality, auto trip
reduction, and improved air quality, when managing parking

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Block 7 proposal will increase reliance on the automobile as the preferred means of transportation
Many cars entering the MAC parking garage during the average day are single-occupant vehicles
Meanwhile, MAC is served by three MAX stations, two MAX lines, and numerous Tri-Met bus lines
MAC's parking policy maximizes car trips at the expense of air quality and neighborhood vitality

6.28 Travel Management

Urges developers to mitigate the impact of development-generated car traffic by implementing a Parking Demand
Management program

GHFL. Block 7 Planning Committee Response
*  MAC doesn't seem to have a meaningful or effective Parking Demand Management program

o Club offers virtually unlimited free parking to members (and often, to guests as well)
o Club will issue as many as four (4) concurrent parking stickers per member

= Parking Demand Management is a policy aimed at regulating the use of existing parking capacity

o Demand management requires establishing a reasonable cost for the use of parking facilities
o Demand management by the MAC should discourage excessive use of its parking facilities

o Should prevent or penalize all-day or long-term parking in the MAC garage

o Should limit number of parking stickers it issues to just one or two per member

= Free parking is a strong disincentive for MAC members and guests to use the mass transit system

o Cost of parking should be at least as high as the cost of using mass transit
o Adding more free parking for MAC members will just make matters worse in the long run

= The aim of a Parking Demand Management program is to achieve sustainable and balanced use

o Cost structure of a parking facility is adjusted over time to prevent or minimize saturation
o Effective demand management system can prevent costly and unpleasant parking overloads

= At present, the MAC is practicing Parking Source Management instead of Demand Management

o MAC strives to endlessly expand its pool of reserved parking for members and guests
o When it runs out, MAC seeks more parking to "save the day" and continue functioning
o And so on, ad infinitum -- this is not a sustainable plan for the MAC or the neighborhood

= MAC needs to implement an effective and sustainable Parking Demand Management program
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6.42 Central City Transportation District

Block 7 is within the Central City Plan District, so the applicant must address the Central City Transportation
Management Plan (CCTMP) Goal:

CCTMP GOAL

Provide for and protect the public’s interest and investment in the public right-of-way and in the transportation system,
and support the Central City by:

o Increasing use of mass transit, biking, walking, and carpooling as alternatives to single-occupant vehicles

o Improving access and circulation within the capacity of the street system for all modes of transportation -

o Minimizing demand for parking without negatively impacting development opportunities by managing
long- and short-term parking and providing incentives to encourage the use of alternative modes

o Minimizing and mitigating the effects of high-density development on adjacent neighborhoods

= Applicant uses the "no new trips™ mantra yet again to assert that all the CCTM goals will be met

o Says vehicle circulation in neighborhood will be reduced by adding new MAC member parking
o Claims reduced circulation of member cars will enhance environment for pedestrians & cyclists

= [nstead, the provision of 42% more reserved parking stalls for MAC members and guests will:

o Inevitably worsen the current traffic environment on local streets in the Block 7 area
o Draw many more cars from all across the city to the Goose Hollow neighborhood

= Any supposed benefit of reduced circulation on our local streets will be purely transitory

Block 7 will lead to much worse traffic congestion than there is now, at many times of the day
New parking facility will soon fill to capacity as more members become aware of it

MAC will inevitably schedule more "special events” to fully utilize new reserved parking
Eventually, MAC member cars will once again spill out onto local streets looking for parking

The status quo ante will then be re-established, only at an even higher level of traffic congestion

= Inthe long run, it is unlikely any of the laudable goals of the Portland CCTMP cited above will be met
= And the Goose Hollow neighborhood will be forever the poorer for it

0 0 000

Conclusions

= The Mill Creek application for Block 7 does not satisfy Goal 6 of the Comprehensive Plan
= The GHFL Board should decide against approving this project for development

-~ end ---
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Goal 7 Energy

Promote a sustainable energy future by increasing energy efficiency in all sectors of the city by ten percent by the year
2000.

Mill Creek Response

The proposed apartments and parking contemplated by this application will incorporate energy efficient and
sustainable designs and materials throughout in compliance with all applicable energy and building code standards.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

While Mill Creek plans to build an energy-efficient LEED certified building, this desirable attribute of the proposed
apartment building is not relevant to the application for zone change from RH to CX. What is relevant is that the zone
change is requested specifically to enable a proposed 225-space parking facility for the Multnomah Athletic Club under
the apartments, and this parking facility will only make it easier for MAC members, guests, and special event attendees
to drive more cars more often to the Multhomah Athletic Club.

The Kittelson & Associates traffic study commissioned in support of the application for zone change provides only
anecdotal information obtained from the MAC regarding current parking usage and does not provide evidence to
support the assertion that additional parking will address current overflow without also facilitating- an increase in
automobile use. Examples of expanded parking leading to increased use of automobiles are too numerous to list in
this brief statement. If the proposed parking spaces eventually turn over roughly three to four times per day, as is the
case for the spaces in the existing MAC parking garage, the additional 600-900 cars per day driving to and from the
MAC will add significant burden of energy consumption and associated emissions and related impacts. It seems
therefore rather self-evident that building additional parking for the MAC in the middle of Goose Hollow does not meet
the criteria of Comprehensive Plan Goal 7.
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Goal 8 Environment

Maintain and improve the qua/ity’of Portland’s air, water and land resources and profect neighborhoods and
business centers from detrimental noise pollution.

Mill Creek Response

The applicant observes that there are no mapped or designated natural resources that will be impacted by the
project and that the proposed MAC parking will not deter the use of alternate modes of transportation. The
applicant also highlights the planned water management plan and discussed noise abatement during construction.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Environmental concerns are only partially explored by the applicant. The proposal asserts consistency with Goal 8's
general policies towards air quality, water quality, and noise poliution. The submission does not explain how the
proposed project will reinforce air quality or avoid detrimental noise pollution.

As detailed in neighborhood responses to Goal 6 Transportation, several factors will increase MAC trips to the Club
for parking which will increase noise and air poliution in the vicinity of Block 7:

= The proposed project will eliminate 40 trees and all vegetation on Block 7 which will decrease the quality of
water and land resources (more below).

=  The applicant, during presentations to residents, has articulated that economics necessitate building larger
structure to accommodate MAC parking.

«  Proposed zone change request to CX escalates the mass of proposed structure. For economic viability, the
number of rental units must be maximized to pay for the high costs of deep excavation, construction of the
225 parking spaces, and tunneling under SW Main Street.

= A smaller structure without 225 MAC parking spaces would avoid deep excavation and construction costs;
preserve some of the mature trees, flora and fauna; and lessen traffic, air and noise pollution.

Restrictive Covenant: Residents are very concerned about the efficacy of the proposed restrictive covenant: for
example, the restrictive covenant may fail to prohibit overnight trash pickup which is not allowed under RH but is
allowed under CX. Also, the City and the Block 7 owner (current or future) could negotiate changes to the
covenant, or even cancellation of the covenant, without neighborhood involvement.

8.3 Air Quality
Mill Creek Response

The proposal does not address impacts of project on air quality.

GHFL. Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Neighborhood response to Goal 6 Transportation describes that new MAC parking will-stimulate additional trips to
the MAC which will increase air and noise pollution in the vicinity of Block 7 and the MAC. Additional MAC parking
during busy periods will cause longer queues for cars at entrances which will also increase air and noise pollution
while idling. o ‘ :

Note: Proposal incorrectly jabels 8.4 “Air Quality” instead of “Ride Sharing, Bicycling, Walking and Transit”.

The applicant should be required to complete an environment impact study that examines the public health and
safety hazards of air and noise pollution due to additional MAC parking in the area before deliberating further about
this zone change application.

8.4 Ride Sharing, Bicycling, Walking and Transit
Mill Creek Response

Proposal asserts that alternate transportation modes will not be deterred because the proposed new MAC parking
replaces existing [secondary] parking.
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GHFL. Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Proposal overlooks the possibility that more trips to the MAC will be generated by multiple factors including: more
frequent trips by members; availability of 42% more parking, continued use of secondary parking facilities, and
growth of special events (these are discussed in more detail under Goal 6. Additional free MAC parking stimulates
more auto use and discourages other transportation modes including ride-sharing, mass transit, cycling, and
walking. Free MAC parking reduces public transit usage, reduces Tri-Met revenues, and increases pressure on
public funding, shifting mass transit subsidies to Portland taxpayers at large.

8.6 Wastewater Systems

Mill Creek Response

Applicant proposes a green roof to off-set loss of vegetation.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Proposal calls for constructing two levels of MAC parking, underneath two levels of residential'parking, said parking
occupying the entire footprint of Block 7. The proposed green roof will only partially mitigate environmental losses
caused by elimination of existing 40 mature trees, numerous shrubs, and other vegetation.

*  Water quality will be degraded by loss of flora and fauna which in turn degrades storm water draining into
sewage system

= Mature trees and vegetation play a critical role in sustaining public health and safety.

Dean Marriott, Director of the Portland Bureau of Environmental Services states: “Green infrastructure, such as
trees, effectively manages storm water”; and “A single mature tree with a 30-foot crown can intercept more than
700 gallons of rainfall annually. So every tree counts”. [Letter to the Editor, Oregonian, Treebates contribute to
green infrastructure, Sept 26, 2013].

The applicant should be required to complete an environment impact study before deliberating further about this
zone change application.

8.12 Natural Hazards

Mill Creek Response

The applicant’s submission did not present a comprehensive geologic study assessing the conditions and risks that
could threaten Goose Hollow residents.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Block 7 is at the foot of a known ancient landslide area. Heavy rainfall, ground-water flows to Tanner Creek, and
seismic conditions could combine, and contribute to, hazardous conditions threatening public safety, including
liquefaction, during deep excavation and retaining-wall preparation. However, the Block 7 Planning Committee
acknowledges further study is needed to validate possible risks and mitigating solutions. Therefore, using the
precautionary principle, the applicant should be required to conduct a comprehensive geologic study that concretely
explains such risks to residents, as well as city officials. It is in this vein, that we urge the GHFL Board to oppose
commercial rezoning of Block 7. In doing so, the opportunity to exhibit due diligence to protect the health and
public safety of area residents has been duly noted on record. a
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‘Goal 9 Citizen Involvement

Improve the method for citizen involvement in the on-going land use decision-making process and provide
opportunities for citizen participation in the implementation, review and amendment of the adopted Comprehensive
Plan.

Mill Creek Response

in the process leading up to this application, Mill Creek attended numerous meetings of the Goose Hollow Foothills
League neighborhood association, and engaged many local Goose Hollow residents, leaders, and business
owners for input and discussions regarding this proposal. A log of meeting dates is attached as Exhibit E. In
addition, as required by the PCC Chapter 33.730, notice -of this application was sent to neighboring property
owners within 400 feet, the Goose Hollow Foothills League neighborhood association, Southwest Hills Residential
League neighborhood association, the Neighbors West/Northwest district neighborhood coalition, the Goose
Hollow Business Association, Metro, and DLCD.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

= Mill Creek Meeting Attendance: Mili. Creek has attended many meetings, has shared evolving drawings of
the proposed building, and has been consistent in the explanation of what their intentions are.

= No records of meetings’ content have been kept: There are no public records of the meetings referenced,
and thus no record of concerns and issues raised by neighbors.

= Citizen involvement constrained by City process: Citizen Involvement seems constrained to the
perspectives of planners and to the limitations of the comprehensive plan regardless of citizens’
perspectives. Planners advocate for density with little apparent concern for quality of life in the urban
neighborhoods. At the DAR hearing for the Mill Creek/MAC proposal, residents: of the neighborhood were
lectured to by a member of the DAR Committee, who stated (paraphrased), “if you don't like density, noise
and traffic, move to the suburbs.”

= Access to application delayed by City: The City process makes it difficult to participate by refusing to post
applications for rezoning and comprehensive plan revisions on its website. It took significant effort and
detective work to obtain-electronic copies of the Mill Creek proposal. Once the proposal was accepted as
complete, the proposal was still not posted on the City website.

POLICIES & OBJECTIVES:

9.1 Citizen Involvement Coordination

Encourage citizen involvement in land use planning projects by actively coordinating the planning process with
relevant community organizations, through the reasonable availability of planning reports to city residents and
businesses, and notice of official public hearings to neighborhood- associations, business groups, affected
individuals and the general public.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committée Response ,
City Process delays access to proposal: As noted above, the city did NOT provide reasonable-access to the
proposal submitted by Mill Creek by refusing to post the proposal on its website.

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Allow for the review and amendment of the adopted Comprehensive Plan which insures citizen involvement
opportunities for the city’s residents, businesses and organizations.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

DAR discouraged sharing perspectives: The DAR member's comments, paraphrased above, were rude and, if
anything, discouraged participation of citizens.
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Goal 10: Plan Review Administration

Portland’s comprehensive plan will undergo periodic review fo assure that it remains an up-to-date and workable
framework for land use development. The plan will be implemented in accordance with State law and the Goals,
Policies and Comprehensive Plan Map contained in the adopled Comprehensive Flan.

Policy 10.4 (Comprehensive Plan Map)

The Comprehensive Plan Map ... designations state the type of area each is intended for, general uses and
development types desired, and the corresponding zone or zones which implement the designation...

Policy 10.7 (Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan)

.... Quasi-judicial amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Map will be reviewed by the Hearings Officer prior to
City Council action, using procedures stated in the zoning code. For quasijudicial amendments, .the burden of
proof for the amendment is on the applicant. The applicant must show that the requested change is:

(1) Consistent and supportive of the appropriate Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies,
(2) Compatible with the land pattern established by the Comprehensive Plan Map,
(3) Consistent with the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals, and

(4) Consistent with any adopted applicable area plans adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan.

Policy 10.7 further states:

When the requested amendment is from a residential designation to a commercial, employment, or industrial
designation, or from the urban commercial designation to another commercial, employment, or industrial
designation, the following additional criterion must be met:

The requested designation will not result in a net loss of potential housing units.

Replacement of potential housing units may be accomplished through any of the following means:

d) Building residential units on the site ... if there is a long term guarantee that housing will remain on the site; or
e) Any other method that results in no net loss of potential housing units.

The applicants have asked for the current “High Density Multi-Dwelling” designation (implemented by an “RHd"
zone) consistent with the residential development of “Kings Hill" as it transitions from the single family homes and
some older medium to high density structures toward SW 18th Ave, envisioned as a transit corridor and a
commercial street, to a "Central Commercial” designation, (implemented by a “CXd" zone).

The designation requested is intended to be the city’s most physically intense commercial designation allowing a
full range of commercial uses. In this case, the developer will be allowed to support a condition of approval that
purports to limit the intended development to that which would be allowed by the “old” High Density Multi-Dwelling”
designation as implemented by the City’s "RHd" zone. ‘

The neighborhood contends that there is no mechanism in either PCC Title 33 or ORS Chapter 197 that enables
enforcement of such a condition. We are reminded that it was only the threat of legal action that compelled the
MAC to call for final inspections and an occupancy permit for the Salmon Street Garage. Fully enacting the
proposed condition may entail passage of supporting legislation establishing penalties and time limits for
compliance.

The neighborhood contends that the requirements of Policy 10.7, (1) through (4) are not met because the
applicants’ request specifically asks that commercial parking and hostelling activity be allowed on the site,
(activities that are specifically not allowed under the present Comprehensive Plan designation and implementing
zone). The applicant’s intent well may be that no net loss of housing would result on site, but numerous policies of
the Portland Comprehensive Plan cite potential threats to the sustainability of the residential character of the
surrounding properties... and thus to the broad range of housing opportunities that exist now in this residential
area. :
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This plan amendment and zone change request would enable the Multnomah Athletic Club to expand its public
parking supply into a nearly solidly residential portion of the Goose Hollow/Kings Hill neighborhood, albeit through
an underground access.

The neighborhood further contends that while the applicants contend that access to the CX parking would be
through the existing accesses on SW 20th Ave and “McAlpin Way”, displacing the entrances and exits to those two
streets does little to mitigate the impact of traffic on the existing neighborhood... and in fact on the proposed
residential building itself. That displacement may in fact, by concentrating entering and exiting on just two
entrances, exacerbate the already severe queuing that occurs presently, generally at evening rush hour, blocking
both SW Salmon and SW 20th Ave when automobiles trying to both exit and enter at the same time find
themselves in conflict with ordinary rush-hour commuter traffic.

The neighborhood is aware of no credible evidence that the Multhomah Athletic Club has made any attempt to
control member or guest demand for parking in the 586 spaces it owns in its Salmon Street parking structure, the
100 spaces it owns in a parking structure on SW 21st, the 100+ surface parking spaces it owns on SW 20th, and/or
the parking spaces it leases to the Timbers organization.

While it is conceivable that the applicant could seek to defend his proposal as economic development, it purports to
support no new economic activity of any kind, rather its desirability is solely based on increased MAC member
demand for access to existing private facilities and programs.

The Portland Comprehensive plan recognizes the importance of residential neighborhoods most sanguinely in
Goals 2, 3, 6 and 12, which establish as policy that: neighborhoods are the fundamental building block of an urban
place and that they are stitched together with infrastructure. Institutions, like the MAC, are important parts of
community life... and are regionally important. They bear responsibility to the community to plan comprehensively
to care for the commons on which they and the community depend.

The MAC and Mill Creek fail that responsibility.
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Goal 12 Urban Design

Enhance Portland as a livable city, attractive in its setting and dynamic in its urban character by preserving its

history and building a substantial legacy of quality private developments and public improvements for future
generations.

Mill Creek Response

The development contemplated by this application will ensure the most efficient use of the subject property by
combining a high quality, high density, apartment project contemplated under the existing RH zoning with an
additional MAC Parking spaces as allowed under the proposed CX zoning. This development will be reflective of
the surrounding development and land use pattern both in its quality and its design, which will be subject to design
review and the Goose Hollow design guidelines. Overall, the proposed development will therefore enhance the
urban character of the Central City and the Goose Hollow neighborhood.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Proposal inconsistent with historic neighborhood: Most of the neighborhood is of a residential nature. CX zoning on
Block 7 will facilitate further commercialization of the neighborhood.

Goal 12 Policies & Objectives

12.1 Portland’s Character

Enhance and extend Portland’s attractive identity. Build on design elements, features and themes- identified with
the City. Recognize and extend the use of City themes that establish a basis of a shared identity reinforcing the
individual’s sense of participation in a larger community.

Encourage innovative design solutions in private development projects that add diversity and depth to Portland’s
character. New development is an opportunity to add to Portland’s character giving themes.

Mill Creek Response

The development contemplated by this application is exactly the type of innovative design solution contemplated by
Policy 12.1(F) by striking a careful balance between ensuring a primary use (the Apartments) consistent with the
existing zoning and allowing for an additional accessory use (the MAC Uses) through the requested map
amendments. Through the design review process, the proposed development will be constructed and designed to
be compatible and supportive of the surrounding area.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Better options more compatible with surrounding development are available: The MAC owns several properties o
the west of its clubhouse that are adjacent to developments that are not residential in nature. The impact on the
neighborhood of using one of those properties (e.g. the surface lot on SW 20" across from the stadium) would be
less expensive to build and would have little or no impact on the residential neighborhood.

12.1  Enhancing Variety

Promote the development of areas of special identity and urban character. Portland is a city built from the
aggregation of formerly independent settlements. The City’s residential, commercial and industrial areas should
have attractive identities that enhance the urbanity of the City.

MAC/Mill Creek Response

The overall project will be made compatible with the Goose Hollow District Design Guidelines through the design
review process. In conjunction with this application, the applicant has submitted the project design to the Design
Review Commission for a design consultation. Further, the MAC is an important part of Portland's and the Goose
Hollow neighborhood's culture, with over 130 years of operations and service to the community. The proposed
MAC parking will continue to ensure that the MAC can provide the highest quality facilities for its members and the
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community.

GHFL. Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Zone change aside, the proposed building is not compatible with the character of the neighborhood. The
arguments should be limited to the zone change. However, since the MAC/Mill Creek argue that the design will be
compatible with the nature of the neighborhood, it is important to point out that the draft design - as well as the
design of all of Mill Creek’s projects in Portland — are all very similar and not at all consistent with the “look” of the
neighborhoods in which they were erected. Mill Creek has made every effort to maximize FAR without
consideration being given to impact of the resulting massing in the neighborhood.

12.4 Provide for Pedeétrians

Portland is experienced most intimately by pedestrians. Recognize that auto, transit and bicycle users are
pedestrians at either end of every trip and that Portland’s citizens and visitors experience the Cily as pedestrians.
Provide for a pleasant, rich and diverse experience for pedestrians. Ensure that those traveling on foot have
comfortable, safe and atlractive pathways that connect Portland’s neighborhcods, parks, water features, transn‘
facilities, commercial districts, employment centers and attractions.

Mill Creek Response

As shown on the attached proposed site plan (Exhibit A), ample pedestrian facilities—including sidewalks, curb-
cuts, landscaping, and signage—will be provided with the proposed development, with final details to be
determined through the design review process. Moreover, the improvements in traffic flow from the proposed MAC
parking will benefit pedestrian access and movement for the surrounding area.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

= Pages 6&7 of design drawings conflict on whether there are actual trees to shade sidewalks. In meetings
with the Goose Hollow Foothills League, the developer has stated many times that all or nearly all of the
mature trees and shrubs on the property will be removed. A small, poorly designed pocket park was
originally included in. Mill Creek’s draft designs, but has been removed. These characteristics are not at all
consistent with approaches to “provide for a pleasant, rich and diverse experience for pedestrian.”

= Increased parking capacity wnth no change in the number of parking entrances/exits will increase trafﬂc
density and increase pedestrian and bicyclist risks: Traffic from the MAC parking garage is already a
danger for pedestrians, with cars trying to enter across traffic on SW 20" while pedestrians are on the
sidewalk, and with cars exiting rapidly at both entrances without exercising appropriate caution for
pedestrians and bicyclists. By increasing the amount of traffic entering and exiting the same two locations
as are currently provided, there is-even greater likelihood of accidents involving pedestrians and bicyclists. -

12.6 Preserve Neighborhoods. -

Preserve and support the qual/tles of individual nelghborhoods that help to make them attractive places. Encourage
neighborhoods to express their design values in neighborhood and commun/ty planning projects. Seek ways to

respect and strengthen neighborhood values in new development pro_/ects that implement this Comprehensive
Plan. L

Mill Creek Response

Through the proposed restnct:ve covenant and the DeS|gn Rev;ew process, the Applicant will ensure that the
subject property will be developed with a high quality residential apartment project as contemplated under the
current zoning. The design and construction of the development will be supportive and compatible with the
surrounding Goose Hollow neighborhood through the application of the Goose Hollow District Design Guidelines
during the design review process.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

= The project removes the attractive trees and shrubs currently on Block 7: Fully replacing a block of
mature trees and shrubs with a massive structure whose size alone doesn't match the character of the
neighborhood is simply not compatible with the neighborhood.
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= Restrictive Covenant a potential risk: Even with the best of intentions, the restrictive covenant may fade
into memory in future years, just as MAC promises to restrict development to RH on the block per their
Master Plan have faded away. Who can assure the intention of the restrictive covenant will be assured into
the future as the property is sold and resold?

12.6 Design Quality.

Enhance Portland’s appearance and character through development of public and private projects that are models
of innovation and leadership in the design of the built environment. Encourage the design of the built environment
fo meet standards of excellence while fostering the creativity of architects and designers. Establish design review in
areas that are important to Portland’s identity, setting, history and to the enhancement of its character.

Mill Creek Response

The property is subject to the design overlay designation, which will be retained on the site. The applicant will
design the project consistent with the Goose Hollow District Design Guidelines, subject to design review approval.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

The Historic Nature of the neighborhood not respected by the proposed development: A 9-story massive building
with fittle or no setbacks from the sidewalk, replacing a beautifully foliaged lot, simply will not contribute to
Portland's identity or history and will certainly not enhance its character.

12.6 Community Planning

When community and/or neighborhood plans are developed include consideration of urban design issues as a part
of them. Use consideration of urban design issues to help establish, preserve and enhance the identity and
character of each community plan’s study area.

Mill Creek Response

The Goose Hollow district does not have a formally adopted community or neighborhood plan. Therefore, this
policy is not applicable to this application. Nevertheless, the project is consistent with the overall land use pattern of
the surrounding area. Further, the design of the project will be made consistent with the Goose Hollow District
Design Guidelines through the design review process.

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee Response

Goose Hollow does indeed have a plan, and the proposal is inconsistent with it. The GHFL adopted the Vision
Pian in 2013. It was circulated widely during its development, but has been ignored by Mili Creek and MAC. At
least four provisions of the plan are clearly violated by the MAC/Mill Creek Proposal:

= Encourage new parking structures proposed by these institutions to be tucked into the hill between SW
21st and SW 20th west of the Stadium and/or underground below a newly redeveloped Lincoln site.

= Create park space within the district boundaries for the ne»ghborhood that contains green space, chlldren ]
play area and an off-leash dog area. '

= Encourage mature landscaping / trees to be preserved or installed on properties slated for redevelopment
and continue to work with the City of Portland's Urban Forestry Department to recognize historically
significant trees and create a Neighborhood Tree Plan.

»=  Recognize the diversity of the district's populatlon and improve upon it by addmg more workforce / mldd!e-
income / family housing opportumtles
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Evaluation of the MAC-Mill Creek CPM-ZC Application

An Evaluation of the Mill Creek/Multnomah Athletic Club request to amend the Portland Comprehensive plan and
Zoning Map to reflect a Central City Commercial (CXd) designhation with respect to Goal 10 of the Portland
Comprehensive plan and section PCC 33.810.050.

| recognize that the City may consider plan and zone designations for this site either as if there were no proposals
to develop the site, or with respect to this particular proposal, and that the applicant has offered to limit it's
development to multiple unit residential, with private Commercial Parking and 14 guest apartments for the
Multnomah Athletic Club.

The applicant notes in his narrative that the housing element of this proposal under the requested CXd zone district
is substantially that which would be permitted were there no Plan Amendment or Zone Change and the project built
under the development standards currently in place. While that is true... as a practical matter, the below grade 225
car parking garage that would not be permitted under the current development standards determines much of the
shape and footprint of the building above. Speculatively, were an RHd conforming project designed for that site
(that is, a project that forgoes the Commercial Parking element), it could be set back from one or all its frontages,.or
even be developed in two or more building masses, so as to be much more in character with the properties to the
East, South, and West. It's not the development standards that make the monolithic building proposed the way it
is... but the building program that's required to meet the engineering requirements of a full block parking footprint
that is in turn required by the applicant's desire to maximize the parking available from two below grade floors of
parking.

The applicant justifies his need for that additional parking without any hard evidence that his need is any more than
a perception based on anecdotes of MAC member complaint and an uncontrolled member survey. The applicant's
narrative admits that there is no minimum parking requirement for the MAC, and pleas for relief from a perceived
hardship. The applicant's “justification” for his application is more relevant to a Central City Parking Review than it
is appropriate for an amendment to Portland's Comprehensive Plan.

"Parking for the MAC has long been inadequate both from a practical perspective and under the City’s code.
Because the MAC is located within the Goose Hollow Subdistrict of the Central City Plan District, there are no
maximum or minimum parking requirements and instead parking exceeding 60 spaces is determined through a
Central City Parking Review. PCC 33.510.265(B)(3).- However, the base zone parking requirements in Table
266-1 and 266-2 can be used as a guide for how much parking is necessary to accommodate the MAC use.
Based on the size of the MAC facilities, Table 266-2 indicates that the MAC would need between a minimum of
1,060 parking stalls up to a maximum of 1,891 parking stalls to meet the needs of the existing MAC facilities
based on these City Code ratios. Consequently, the current MAC parking facilities—536 pnmary stalls and the
Portland Tower's 116 stalls—are severely underparked by the standard of Table 266-2. This is also shown
through the substantial number of peak hour times when the MAC garage is full and turns guests away and the
lengthy waits commonly observed for accessing the MAC parking garage, both as shown in the Applicant’'s TIA
discussed below."

If in fact, any MAC member had been turned away from an event at the MAC due to a lack of parking, it doesn't
appear that the MAC is prepared to substantiate that event

The applicant. further glosses over the other resources avallable to the club to support its membership. Not
mentioned is that the MAC currently leases a hundred and seventy five parking spaces from the Portland Tower
Apartments, and has been offered another floor of that building. Furthermore, the MAC owns well over an acre of
undeveloped / underdeveloped land to the West of the clubhouse (and North of the Portland Towers) that it has
voluntarily encumbered to the Timbers organization that shares a perceived need for more parking.

Neither does the applicant mention that the MAC has on numerous occasions employed a valet parking strategy to
park the vehicles of attendees at MAC catered events in it's ballrooms and lounge facilities. Even if "hardship" were
a defense of a request for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (which it isn't),.the MAC's perceived parking crisis
wouldn't meet that standard either.

| stipulate that there may be no net loss of housing due to the anticipated development on the parcel for which this
Plan Amendment and Zone Change is being requested because the proposed zone (CXd) can actually support
more residential units (due to a higher attainable FAR) than does the current zone (RHd). However we disagree
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with much of the applicant's argument that his proposed development is no more intense or intrusive than would
have been permitted under the present zone and its development standards. The ‘introduction. of commercial
parking into a residential area, regardless of how it's access is arranged, brings more tailpipes, creates more traffic
congestion, and more conflict with residents, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

PCC 33.810.050 establishes a fairly subjective standard with which to judge the merit of an application for a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment. Such a proposal is to be evaluated (on balance) equally or more supportive of
the Goals and Policies of Portland's Comprehensive Pian.

The following evaluation of this project with respect to Portland's Goals and Policies is both an original look at the
approval criteria for this project and a rebuttal of the applicant's narrative:

City of Portland Goal 1 (Metropolitan Coordination):

The Comprehensive Plan shall be coordinated with federal and state law and support regional goals, objectives and
plans adopted by the Columbia Region Association of Governments and its successor, the Metropolitan Service
District, to promote a regional planning framework. : ’

Metro Regional Framework Plan

Under the Metro Charter and state law, cities and counties within Metro’s boundaries are required to comply and be
consistent with Metro’s adopted Urban Growth Management Functional Plans and the Regional Framework Plan.

The Regional Framework plan in its first two chapters posits a clear preference for reducing motor vehicle use and
the environmental, health and infrastructure challenges it exacerbates. Managing Parking and travel demand are
called for by multiple policies, suggesting a range of management techniques including (but not limited to)
incentives and pricing (Chapter 2 goal 4).

In Chapter 7 (7.3.3 and 7.3.4) Local government's Comprehensive plan amendments, Metro Functional Plans and
policies, and those local government decisions that follow are required to comply with Regional Framework Plan

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

This functional plan indeed seeks the "efficient use of land within the Urban Growth Boundary". The relevant
portions of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan appear to be:

Title 1, also known as the meftro housing rule, requires local government to preserve housing capacity by not
permitting a reduction in the number of dwelling units for any particular geography. The applicant correctly
maintains that his proposed project will cause no net reduction in housing capacity, and that the project meets
(actually substantially exceeds) the RH zone standard for housing production. (previously stipulated)

However this application for a plan amendment isn't about housing... it's about manipulating the comprehensive
plan to allow commercial parking in a place currently designated residential. The application does, however,
satisfy this policy.

Title 6: targets our attention to the site of this proposal in the Central City Plan Area, and to the significant public
investment in urban infrastructure there. The proposal ignores that public investment and misuses the Goose
Hollow local service streets for access to an enlarged parking supply. | contend that this proposal enables the MAC
to expand its extent and intensity into a campus-like grouping of buildings that misuses the substantial investment
and expectations of Portland's Central City. The MAC's insistence on ample free SOV parking is inimical to the
City's and the Region's goals.

Interestingly, the MAC, (contradicting it's own transportation consultant), says it has demand that exceeds its
present parking supply and desperately needs relief for the convenience of it's members. Increasing the MAC's
parking supply by around 200 parking spaces must increase the number of vehicles accessing MAC parking, and
therefore using the neighborhood’s local service streets. The policies of this title, along with the METRO
Transportation Functional Plan, suggest that parking and transportation are a substantial central city isste, and that
the issue of parking demand and parking supply ought to be considered seriously... rather than with
unsubstantiated assumptions and anecdote. The applicant fails to show his project satisfies relevant METRO goals
and policies.
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Title 6 of this Functional Plan is operationalized in the Portland Comprehensive plan (Goal 8) and in by Central City
Parking Review. This project has not yet undergone that review, and thus has not yet satisfied this policy.

Title 7: This is a largely aspirational Metropolitan goal that does address affordable housing, but also calls for a
diversity of housing choice. This project offers neither in any real sense. It offers housing not unlike all that that is
already available in the Goose Hollow neighborhood... and offers it at "market prices"... here meaning at rentals
affordable to any household with a $40,000 disposable income. While the proposed apartments could offer one
and two bedroom apartments... we see no mention of family friendly amenities or any other effort to offer a
differentiated residence.

Title 12: This title identifies a substantial Regional interest in maintaining the regions successful residential
neighborhoods. Goose Hollow is an exemplar of the urban mixed use and mixed housing type neighborhood. The
neighborhood has presently an abundance of parking... it's just not right next door fo the MAC - nor should it be.
The appropriate place for commercial parking, whether public or private is at the periphery of the neighborhood,
adjacent, or at least easily accessible to major arterial streets. It's easy to identify the land uses that occasionally
need a large parking supply to draw from.. Two of them are the MAC and its neighbor adjacent, the stadium now
known as Providence Park. A far better use of the public's infrastructure would be to co-locate MAC and stadium
parking on land the MAC already owns (and leases to the Timbers). The applicant fails to show his project satisfies
relevant METRO goals and policies.

Introduction of 50% more auto fraffic to the neighborhood suggests increases in Air and Water pollution, along with
increased traffic congestion attendant to either of the two possnble alternative accesses to MAC parking. Parking
access using the existing entrance/exit ports will geometrically increase the probability of "frictional" slowing and
conflict between automobiles entering and those leaving.. That "frictional" conflict now creates traffic queues that
stretch more than 200 feet from the entrances at times now.

Reverting to the parking access proposal previously advocated by Mill Creek and the MAC, to access MAC parking
from SW 19th street didn't have as extreme a queuing problem as does the current configuration due to the smaller
number of vehicles likely to enter and leave during a high volume evening "rush”. Under that scenario, the queues
would have been on 19th and possibly Madison Street, and while likely shorter in both length and duration, they
would have conflicted directly with the local residential access. The currently favored configuration, using existing
entrances and exits on SW 20th and on SW McAlpin Way, create queues on SW 20th and on SW Salmon in
conflict with commuter traffic on those two streets.

Regional Transportation Functional Plan

The RTFP is largely a regional blueprint of building transportation facilities, but it recognizes the need to manage
those facilities as well, and requires its constituent jurisdictions to establish policies that work to accomplish that
management... including demand management. Title 1 of the RTFP deals with street design... and street purpose.
This project essentially hijacks local streets for ‘an incompatible commercial purpose, and in the case of SW
Salmon, a traffic street, ignores its overloaded state and encourages further misuse of the street for traffic queuing
during periods of high parking access demand. Title 4 of this plan deals specifically with parking management in a
rather broad-brush way, but it requires an inventory of parking supply and usage. The clear message to the Region
in this plan is to reduce reliance on SOVs, provide for alternative modes of travel, and plan with all modes in mind.
This plan is essentially a direction to local government to follow suit... but the policies enunciated are to developers
and users of regional transportation as well. The applicant has shown no inclination to manage MAC parking
demand, even though by limiting his own parking to approximately 80% of his units, the apartment developer is
recognizing those same policies.

2035 Metro Regional Transportation Plan

The 2035 plan largely spoke to the relationship between jobs, housing and the vehicle miles traveled between the
two... but a significant finding was also the relationship between non-work travel in Single Occupancy Vehicles and
traffic congestion during peak hours. (2035 plan, section 1.8, changing travel behavior) The studies cited an
increase in non-work travel (including travel to recreation venues) contributing to congestion and environmental
impacts of additional traffic. The 2035 plan recommends stronger constraints on SOV miles through demand
management.

This proposal equally satisfies the "no net loss" housing policy of both the Metro and City Housing policies.
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However, it fails to meet any other policy area in the Metro Regional Framework Plan, the Urban Growth Functional
Plan the Regional Transportation Functional Plan or the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. The MACs failure to
manage its parking demand is in fact a flagrant misuse of the public realm (where the SOVs the MAC seeks to
attract operate as they go to the MAC and leave it.

State of Oregon Goals and Policies, Goals 2, 5, and 7

According to @ 1900 Sanborn Map of “block 7", several of the houses that no longer exist there were there before
1900, and one in particular likely dated to settlement times. While the buildings have been razed the sites
remained largely undisturbed, and may bear a good deal of the history of Goose Hollow. The applicant appears to
have no particular plan for insuring the careful excavation and possible salvage archaeology on this site.

While several other large buildings have been built in the general area... none have been built since the area has
been identified as having had significant landslide activity. A significant known faultline lies not far to the East of
the site... but seismic risks of major construction on the slump of the magnitude of this recently identified landslide
don't appear to have been considered. Also, previous stratigraphy of the Kings Hill Area has been limited to historic
records (well logs) of domestic water wells from the 19th century. A stratigraphy of this excavation may well fall
within the purview of Goals 5 and 7 for site geology. This goal can be easily satisfied, but hasn't been considered
in the applicant's submission.

City of Portland Goal 2 (Urban Development)

"Block 7" is the outside edge of the King's Hill Historic District, and the center of an ensemble of mostly residential,
partly mixed use and mixed building type urban neighborhood. The scale mostly remains the small to medium
sized frame buildings that it was up to mid 20th century. The exceptions are the existing MAC parking garage to
the North, the Four Seasons and Royal Manor Condominiums to the North-West, and the Legends Condominium to
the South-East. "Block 7" itself was formerly a similar block of smaller frame muitiple dwellings and single family
homes, some of which had been replaced with surface parking lots for the MAC prior to 1970. The streets
surrounding Block 7 are all local service streets, only a block away from two arterials streets, SW 18th and SW
Jefferson... both of which have significant access issues due to the Light Rail tracks in 18th and in Jefferson. SW
Salmon is compromised by traffic queues attempting to enter the MAC Salmon St garage, and the pedestrians
crossing Salmon between the Parking Garage and the Clubhouse.

it's worthwhile to note that within 200 feet of Block 7, there are 271 dwelling units, 83 of which are rental units
(188 are owner occupied), and in the same 9 blocks there are 19 businesses, one church, and the existing MAC
parking structure. It's thus fair to say that this diverse and interesting neighborhood is predominately a residential
neighborhood, with some elements of limited mixed use, in spite of some zoning that conflicts with it's present use.

(Policy 2.1 (Population Growth) The Goose Hollow neighborhood's population has grown since the 1960's when
it had was drastically reduced from its highs of the mid-century boom years. As the number of individuals and
households increased significantly through the last two decades, the population characteristics changed as well.
The population that had once populated Shattuck School with children left with freeway expansions and the few
large-scale development projects. The neighborhood's population profile filled out in the middle a bit, but still
featured a significant elderly population... and few children.

This project will do nothing to change that profile, and will possibly exacerbate it.

(Policy 2.2 Urban Diversity) The clear message in Portland's Comprehensive plan (Station Community Plan) is a
cali for housing diversity (qv), and while the applicant's have stated that the project proposed would be substantially
similar, with generally smalt units targeted to a middle income tenant, it's not housing for families as calied for in the
Station Community Plan. Disappointingly, it's the same kind of housing the neighborhood already has in
abundance.

(Policy 2.23 When residential zoned lands are changed to commercial, ... ensure that impacts from nonresidential
uses on residential areas are mitigated through the use of buffering and access limitations.)

The project's purpose is to introduce additional parking supply that must require additional parking demand to the
neighborhood. That parking demand itself is unsettling, bringing additional automobile traffic, and additional
conflicts with pedestrian traffic.

(Policy 2.9 Residential Neighborhoods) It must allow for a range of housing ...while improving and protecting
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The plan document resulting from that process recommended a number of policies to be applied in the Goose
Hollow portion of the Central City Plan Area:

Policy 15: Goose Hollow

Protect and enhance the character of Goose Hollow by encouraging new housing and, commercial and mixed-use
development which is retains or enhances a sense of community improving the urban infrastructure to support a
more pleasant and livable community.

The Station Community Plan further aspired to:

Create opporiunities for 1000 new households within the district in the next 20 years. Housing created should

provide for those who enjoy a central city location with a neighborhood feel, as well as encourage diversity by
attracting families.

The action plan that resulted from this process included encouraging shared off street parking for commercial and
residential tenants in those mixed use areas adjacent transit stations and “finding” additional public on-street
parking through angle parking and controlling curb cuts.

The. Station Area Community Plan was operationalized in the Action Plan charts... most of which have been
executed. (The thousand new households were.realized within ten years) The subject of commercial parking and
auto-oriented activity was only addressed in very general terms, and generated no particular action items. The
Station Community plan recommended extension of the Central City Plan which brought with it designation of a
pedestrian district and a general prohibition of auto oriented uses and a limitation on new off street parking not
associated with residential buildings or showing a clear public benefit

The additional parking subject of this application is neither public nor residential... it's a private commercial supply
of parking that benefits the public not at all.

Goose Hollow District Design Guidelines

The Goose Hollow Design Guidelines are in three sections .

A Portland Personality
B Pedestrian Emphasis
C . Project Design

It's in the area of project design that this project becomes most problematic. Both the proposed access through the
existing MAC Salmon Street garage and the less favored alternate access to SW 19th street pose inevitable
increases in exposure of pedestrians to vehicular conflicts. Under present conditions, pedestrians are frequently
ignored by drivers approaching or leaving the MAC garage. "Brush-backs" aren't uncommon, and the MAC has
been reluctant to enforce the legal requirement for vehicles to stop before crossing a public sidewalk and to yield to
pedestrians. Because of this, it seems that design concerns of the Goose Hollow Guidelines are relevant to this
application for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

Integrate Parking: ... The siting and location of parking should minimize traffic movement and circulation
throughout Goose Hollow to lessen pedestrian conflict.

Although Design Review is a separate and distinct process under PCC 33.825, the Goose Hollow District Design
Guidelines (Design Guidelines) are an implicit. part of Goal 12, iterated in a separafe document included by
reference (ordinance # 169842).

City of Portland Goal 4 (Housing)

The proposed project, due to it's programmatic need to accommodate the MAC parking proposed, yields to design
constraints on the potential residential building above, in order to achieve the full block parking level footprint
proposed. Operationally, the project attract additional volumes of automobile traffic o the edge of a National
Historic District, to a site predominately residential in character. The parking portion of this proposal (the only part
of this proposal that requires a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone Change) contributes nothing to the
residential portion of the proposal, and in fact, may undermine it.
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This developer has recently build a large number of similar apartments, even though, they are each designed by
different architects and address individually their different sites and situations... they all apparently address the
same market. It's unlikely that market will evaporate, and should by that measure be considered sustainable.

Sustainability is measured:in other ways as well... and in this case; the building proposed, with it's programatic
parking and fimited opportunities for public interaction (there is no opportunity for public/private interface such as a
pocket park, or plaza... even the courtyard proposed in the developers illustrations is a dead end.

As in Goal 3 above, the proposal in some respects equally meets the aspirations of the present Comp Plan and
Zoning applied to this. site, but fails to do that as well as the present residential designation can. = The proposal
does provide housing in a housing deficient market... and the Goose Hollow Neighborhood has long recognized
that more housing would bring more neighborhood businesses and services. With more dwelling units available to
rent, demand pressure to increase rents will be allayed, and housing in general may remain affordable. The

neighborhood is less ready to trade off density and population for decreased fivability, and this proposal does just
that.

This goal is on balance, not satisfied.

City of Porﬂand Goal 5 (Economic Development)

The applicant's proposal is to develop housing that could have been developed (perhaps more appropriately
developed) under it's existing zoning and to develop private commercial parking as a few apartment units to be
used by MAC visitors or guests, uses that are more appropriate in a commercial zone. The MAC maintains
elsewhere that increasing it's supply of member parking is in answer to existing demand. Satisfying existing
demand is not economic development... it's co-dependently abetting MAC member's appetite for non-work rush-
hour single occupancy vehicle trips to the club. Whether the MAC would seriously affect the local market for hotel
rooms with 14 guest apartments is doubtful... as is the impact that any additional employment to service those
rooms wotld have in the service sector. '

City of Portland Goal 6

Goal 6 asks that the City "develop a balanced, equitable, and efficient transportation system that provides a range
of transportation choices; reinforces the livability of neighborhoods; supports a strong and diverse economy;
reduces air, noise, and water poliution; and lessens reliance on the automobile while maintaining accessibility."

The proposed plan violates policies 6.5 and 6.5(d) and (f) by intruding traffic of a commercial nature (vehicles
approaching commercial parking) into a neighborhood of local service streets. It significantly violates policy 6.25
by "failing to manage the parking supply to achieve transportation policy objectives for neighborhood and
business district vitality, auto trip reduction, and improved air quality”, and by utterly failing to "implement
measures to achieve Portland’s share of the mandated 10 percent reduction in parking spaces per capita
within the metropolitan area over the next 20 years" or to "consider transportation capacnty and parking
demand for all motor vehicles in the regulation of the parking supply"”.

The MAC has not undertaken to manage it's parking nor do there seem to-be such programs in this project. Any
strategy to improve air quality, reduce congestion, promote alternatives to the drive-alone commute, or educate and
involve businesses and neighborhoods is absolutely missing from the proposal.

Commercial parking is addressed by policy 6.27, which asks that off-street parking be designed/regulated to
promote good urban form and the vitality of commercial and employment areas, where in fact this project provides
new parking spaces that actually frustrate appropriate land use, transportation, and environmental objectives.

The project will likely increase congestion, reduce air quality, and exacerbate the impact of development-generated
traffic by supporting inappropriate transportation choices.

In fact, Goal 6 requires "...institutions and other large employers to participate in programs to reduce single-
occupant automobile trips".

Transportation policy is problematic as a part of a Comprehensive Plan because it asks an altogether different
scale of policy question than the more usual Comprehensive Plan questions. In this case, the City Transportation
policy clearly suggests that developing off street parking in order to serve a population that could be encouraged to
use less parking is to be avoided. It clearly states that using local service streets, residential streets, for access to
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auto-oriented land uses (parking is specifically auto-oriented) is discouraged. The MAC has little idea of how it's
existing parking facilities are used, other than what it has gained through anecdote and some cursory parking
studies. There has been no parking demand study, there is no idea of demand elasticity, nor of where parkers
turned away go, or what they do. The periods and amount of parking scarcity are largely unknown, and there is
fittie or no control over who parks in their existing facilities and for how long. The MAC is thus attempting to build its
way out of a perceived parking scarcity fueled both by the increased of expanded club facilities, and by the
increasing demand for the club’s banquet and meeting facilities. Again,-Goal 6 speaks exactly to these issues.

it's clear from the several policies and objective statements of Goal 6 that introducing commercial traffic to a
primarily residential local street is to be avoided in any case where the City has any discretion or permlttlng power.

It's clear that City policy encourages and where it has authority, requires parking demand management in support
of City goals.

This goal is not satisfied. The goal is in fact repudiated by the proposed project.

City of Portland Goal 10: Plan Review and Administration

Portland’s comprehensive plan will undergo periodic review to assure that it remains an up-to-date and workable
framework for land use development. The plan will be implemented in accordance with State law and the Goals,
Policies and Comprehensive Plan Map contained in the adopted Comprehensive Plan.

Policy 10.4 (Comprehensive Plan Map)

The Comprehensive Plan Map ... designations state the type of area each is intended for, general uses and
development types desired, and the corresponding zone or zones which implement the designation. ..

Policy 10.7 (Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan)

1) ... Quasi-judicial amendments fo the Comprehensive Plan Map will be reviewed by the Hearings Officer
prior to City Council action, using procedures stated in the zoning code. For quasi-judicial amendments,
the burden of proof for the amendment is on the applicant. The applicant must show that the requested
change is:

(1) Consistent and supportive of the appropriate Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies,

(2) Compatible with the land pattern established by the Comprehensive Plan Map,

(3) Consistent with the kStatewide Land Use Planning Goals, and

(4) Consistent with any adopted applicable area plans adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plan.

Policy 10.7 further states:

When the requested amendment is from a residential- designation to a commercial, employment, or industrial
designation, or from the urban commercial designation to another commercial, employment, or industrial
designation, the following additional criterion must be met:

The requested designation will not result in a net loss of potential housing units.
Replacement of potential housing units may be accomplished through any of the following means:

d) Building residential units on the site .  ifthere is a long term guarantee that housmg will remain on the site; or
e) Any other method that resuits in no net loss of potential housing units.

The applicants have asked for the current “High Density Multi-Dwelling” designation (implemented by an “RHd"
zone) consistent with the residential development of “Kings Hill" as it transitions from the single family homes and
some older medium to high density structures toward SW 18" Ave, envisioned as a transit corridor and a
commercial street, to a “Central Commercial’ designation, (implemented by a “CXd" zone).

The designation requested is intended to be the city's most physically intense commercial designation allowing a
full range of commercial uses. In this case, the developer will be allowed to support a condition of approval that
purports to limit the intended development to that which would be allowed by the “old” High Density Multi-Dwelling”
designation as implemented by the City's “RHd" zone.

The neighborhood contends that there is no mechanism in either PCC Title 33 or ORS Chapter 197 that enables
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enforcement of such a condition. We are reminded that it was only the threat of legal action that compelled the
MAC to call for final inspections and an occupancy permit for the Salmon Street Garage. Fully enacting the

proposed condition may entail passage of ‘supporting legislation establishing penalties and time limits for
compliance.

The neighborhood contends that the requirements of Policy 10.7, (1) through (4) are not met because the
applicants’ request specifically asks that commercial parking and hostelling activity be allowed on the site,
(activities that are specifically not allowed under the present Comprehensive Plan designation and implementing
zone). The applicant’s intent well may be that no net loss of housing would result on site, but numerous policies of
the Portland Comprehensive Plan cite potential threats to the sustainability of the residential character of the

surrounding properties... and thus to the broad range of housing opportunities that exist now in this residential
area.

This plan amendment and zone change request would enable the Multnomah Athletic Club to expand its public

parking supply into a nearly solidly residential portion of the Goose Hollow/Kings Hill neighborhood, albeit through
an underground access.

The neighborhood further contends that while the applicants contend that access o the CX parking would be
through the existing accesses on SW 20" Ave and “McAlpin Way”, displacing the entrances and exits to those two
streets: does little to mitigate the impact of traffic on the existing neighborhood... and in fact on the proposed
residential- building itself. That displacement may in fact, by concentrating entering and exiting on just two
entrances, exacerbate the already severe queuing that occurs presently, generally at evening rush hour, blocking
both SW Salmon and SW 20" Ave when automobiles trying to both exit and enter at the same time find themselves
in conflict with ordinary rush-hour commuter traffic. .

The neighborhood is aware of no credible evidence that the Multnomah Athletic Club has made any attempt to
control member or guest demand for parking in the 586 spaces it owns in its Salmon Street parking structure, the
100 spaces it owns in a parking structure on SW 21% 'the 100+ surface parking spaces it owns on SW 20" and/or
the parking spaces it leases to the Timbers organization.

While it is conceivable that the applicant could seek to defend his proposal as economic development, it purports to
support no new economic activity of any kind, rather its desirability is solely based on increased MAC member
demand for access to existing private facilities and programs.

The Portland Comprehensive plan recognizes the importance of residential neighborhoods most sanguinely in
Goals 2, 3, 6 and 12, which establish as policy that: neighborhoods are the fundamental building block of an urban
place and that they are stitched together with infrastructure. Institutions, like the MAC, are important parts of
community life... and are regionally important. They bear responsibility to the community to plan comprehensively
to care for the commons on which they and the community depend.

The MAC and Ml Creek Development Co, in this application, fail that responsibility.
City of Portland Goal 12: (Urban Design)

This project challenges the notion of urban scale at its finest resolution. Goose Hollow, west of SW 18th,
approaching the Kings Hill Historic District, is-a mixing zone-where very large institutions and smaller ones rub
shoulders with homes, many of them in mid sized multiple dwellings, 'and some of them in smaller single family
frame houses. :Tipping the balance here to introduce commercial parking in order that the MAC may intensify it's
already large footprint in the neighborhood seems:a step in the-wrong direction.

Allowing additional private commercial parking under block 7 will not hkely, in and of itself, tip the neighborhood...
but it will adversely affect its residential character. One must note that, in spite of razing the evidence of a small
scale residential block, the remaining neighborhood has changed little in nearly twenty years. New construction,
the first in decades, is of single family homes. In spite of a mistaken rezoning to CX of whole blocks fronting SW
Jefferson and SW Columbia, there has been no new commercial development except for two storefronts required
by the development standards of the Central City zone.

Goose Hollow... where large buildings have been developed since mid-twentieth century remains a neighborhood
distinguished by quarter-block buildings rather than whole block monoliths (while some have undeniably been built)
that sit uncomfortably in the neighborhood.

Block 7 is an anchor of the Kings Hill assembly of historic homes and multiple dwellings. Even from outside the
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boundaries of the Historic District its importance to the historic district is clear. The building proposed is a large
monolithic presence, very much unlike the buildings that would surround it. The economic requirements of
shouldering the MAC's parking constrain it to be larger than it otherwise needed to have been... and it's footprint is
determined by the engineering requirements of it's foundation of a 225 car parking garage. Were the MAC parking
not a part of the building program, a very different building cold have been developed.

Summary

Goal 12 spoke to preservation of neighborhoods as reservoirs-of “antique capital”, that is, both social and resource
based capital sunk in existing structures and infrastructures. The balance of scale and history, design and function
must balance for a sustainable whole. Building additional to satisfy created demand is an inappropriate response
that only starls a new cycle of mcreasmg demand. The Multnomah Athletic Club’s additional parking demand
cannot sustainably be satisfied by increasing the parking supplied.

The “on Balance” provision of PCC Title 33 is problematic. There is no such latitude for idiosyncratic discrimination
in either the Comprehensive Plan itself or in Oregon’s enabling legislation. Never-the-less, the policy statements in
Goals 2 and 12 make abundantly clear that preserving neighborhoods and making Urban Growth and Development
a tool to enhance the values of urban life are the bedrock of this comprehensive plan. This proposal expands a
clearly disruptive activity (commercial off street parking) into an area that is not only residential in character now,
but is becoming more solidly residential... even by the actions of the MAC and its developer. In the eight city
blocks surrounding the proposed project and plan amendment, there have been a half dozen or so development
permits in the past five or ten years. Those permits have been to remodel existing commercial space on SW
Jefferson, to restore the bell tower and roof at Zion Lutheran Church, to reclad the exterior of a six story
condominium building to rehabilitate and/or remodel several single family homes and to build two new single family
homes. There are eight single family homes, three multiple dwellings three houses used as offices and the MAC
parking Structure facing the proposed MAC parking site subject this application on those eight surrounding blocks.

There are ten historic buildings among the buildings facing the site. Three of them are protected landmarks, all of
which are within the Kings Hill Historic District and four of them were “rank 1" buildings in the 1983 Historic Survey
of Portland.

This is not the profile of a declining district, nor even of a district in transition. Without exception, the residential
buildings here are in better condition and more beneficially used than they were thirty years ago when the current
comprehensive plan designation was applied.

The residential building proposed largely conforms to the Design Guidelines, even if some details of building mass
and scale may be arguable. The design of parking structures is to be treated carefully with respect to the way such
structures affect the pedestrian environment and scale of the neighborhood. This project proposal unnecessarily
introduces commercial and event-bound traffic to the residential neighborhood.

It's instructive to note that under a former code, “change in conditions” would have been a valid criterion for
approval of a Comprehensive Map change, and it may in fact be a consideration with respect to a legislative
request for such a change. However, “change in conditions” isn't a criterion for quasi-judicial Comprehensive Plan
Map amendment... but even if that standard were applicable here, this application would again fail the test.

And what of the “balance” that Title 33 requires? Searching the Goals and Policies of the plan yields no policy that
might remotely defend amending the Plan Map to designate “Block 7" an appropriate site for any commercial
activity, save those activities specifically permitted by the existing- RHd- zone and its' Comprehensive -Plan
designation. Following the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies, not only should any commercial activity: more
intensive than that permitted in the existing RHd zone be discouraged, but Commercial Parking, as an auto-
oriented use, is specificaily ruled out by the Goal 6 and the site values of this residential location.

The neighborhood suggests the Hearings officer find that “on balance” there is no support for amendlng the
Comprehensive Plan Map. The stated intent of the MAC and the developer is to build a residential project on this
site as permitted under the present Comprehensive Plan designation and it's RHd zone equivalent, an outcome the
Policies of the Comprehensive Plan do support, regardless of whether the site is redesignated Central City
Commercial in order to provide Commercial parking for the Multnomah Athletic Club... an outcome the
Comprehensive Plan Policies do not support.

The applicant’'s support for it's request, (at least in so far as that request has been presented and supported by
MAC staff in public to date) is supported only by the MAC’s assertion that its membership wants more parking.
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That's just not enough.

The proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone change, on the basis of its lack of support for any
Comprehensive Plan policy ought o be rejected.

JMP
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To: The Honorable Mayor Charlie Hales and Commisioners Nick Fish, Amanda
Fritz, Steve Novick, and Dan Saltzman

c/o Karla Moore-Love, Council Clerk

1221 SW 4th Avenue, Room 103

Portland, OR 97204

From: CIiff Weber, 1234 SW 18th Avenue, Apt. 503, Portland 97205
In re: Opposition to the re-zoning of Block 7 (LU 14-105474 CP ZC)

Date: 1 October 2014

My name is Cliff Weber. 1 live at the Jefferson Condominiums on SW 18th
Avenue, where | am chairman of the board of the homeowners' association.

It is claimed that Portland wants diverse neighborhoods. Indeed, Goal no. 4
states this aim explicitly. The present application, though, would lead to exactly the
opposite result. Renters already constitute something like 90% of the population
of Goose Hollow. The 270 new apartments proposed would raise this proportion
even higher. So will the 134 other rental units that the same firm is already building
only one block away. Further, the floor plan proposed for Block 7 shows 37 small
apartments on every floor. Only some 13.5% of these would be large enough for
a family. This is not diversity. What Goal 4 prescribes is a balance between owner-
occupied homes and rental properties on the one hand and, on the other, between
families and people living by themselves either as singles or as couples. Balance
is exactly what is lacking here. In fact, the proposed apartment block would only
make worse the imbalance that already exists. This isn't "housing of different
types," in the words of Goal 4. It's just more of the same. And like the other small

apartments that the same firm is already building only a stone's throw away from



Block 7, this project too will exclude families with children. The guiding principle
here is not to enhance the diversity of the neighborhood; it's rather to promote the
welfare of the bottom line.

The site in question is the only open green space still remaining in Goose
Hollow. As such, the site is unique, and the question before the Council ought to
be how to acquire this precious green space and transform it into the public park
that Goose Hollow has never had, despite a large and highly concentrated popu-
lation. instead of this, however, a development firm has come to town from Texas
and teamed up with a social club few of whose members actually live in Goose
Hollow. Together, the club and the men from Dallas are now seriously proposing
that this unique green space be re-zoned from residential to commercial--and then
bulldozed into oblivion. And what will replace it? Yet another apartment block
vastly out of scale with the immediate neighborhood and generating revenue
bound for Dallas. Am | living in Portland, OR or in Dallas, TX? Is Portland's
vaunted environmentalism real or mere pretense? There are times when a

newcomer like me could be led to wonder. Now is one of those times.
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Thinking Globally, Acting Locally

My name is Stephen Salomon and | currently live and rent at the Vista St. Clair Apartments,
1000 SW Vista Avenue. | am a retired health physicist and environmental policy analyst from
the United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

There is much in the news about climate change, e.g. United Nations, and its impacts on
localities. What can we in Goose Hollow and the larger community do about it? We residents
and the city can oppose the re-zoning of Block 7 to high density commercial (CX) because it will
undermine the livability of our neighborhood by
e Unnecessarily overloading our streets with cars spewing greenhouse gases that
accelerate climate change; and
e Creating additional air pollution that may be worse than thought according to a new
Portland State University study.
Denying the re-zoning of Block 7 will encourage MAC members to use public transit, given two
MAX stops are in close proximity, rather than their cars thereby reducing greenhouse gases and
noxious air pollutants. Leaving the majestic mature trees, the many shrubs and other
vegetation in place, will help to maintain the air in a more stable environment, reduce climate
change, and improve the livability of Goose Hollow.

In summary, | support the Final Report by the Goose Hollow Foothills League Block 7 Planning
Committee submitted April 24, 2014, that voted overwhelmingly to oppose re-zoning. | question
why alternatives were not analyzed by Mill Creek and Multnomah Athletic Club (MAC) as is
regularly done in large projects since it is known that a few other properties are available that
might serve their objectives. Also, to what worthwhile cause is all the money going? Finally, the
MAC, being a progressive, non-profit organization according to its website, could better serve its
members and the community without having Block 7 re-zoned high density commercial (CX).

Notes:

“The climate of the Northwest is changing. Over the last century, the average annual
temperature rose by 1.5°F, with increases in some areas up to 4°F. Changes in snowpack,
streamflows, and forest cover are already occurring. Future climate change will likely continue to
influence these changes. Average annual temperature in the region is projected to increase by
3-10°F by the end of the century. Winter precipitation is projected to increase while summer
precipitation is projected to decrease, though precipitation projections are less certain than
those related to temperature. Future climate change impacts would be compounded by
pressures related to the region's rapidly growing population.”

Source: http://epa.gov/climatechange/impacts-adaptation/northwest.html

“Study says air quality may be worse than thought. Enter trees.” Casey O’Hara, The Oregonian,
p. A4, August 26, 2014. )

Stephen N. Salomon, S.B.MIT-Physics; Doctorate of the University, U. of Paris; Ph.D. Purdue
U.-Physics; National Academy of Sciences Exchange Scientist-Science City, Siberia, USSR —
semiconductor physics; Littaurer Fellow, Public Administration- Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard; Visiting Assistant Professor of Physics-alternative energy systems and
Researcher in Science and Public Policy-offshore oil and gas operations, U. of Oklahoma;
environmental policy analyst, health physicist and liaison to State, Local and Tribal
Governments, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (39 years). Address: Vista St. Clair
Apartments, # 807, 1000 SW Vista Avenue, Portland, OR 97205-1138
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Helen Gundlach Testimony in Opposition 1o Block 7 Zoning Change 10/1/14

My name is Helen Gundlach. 1 live at Arbor Vista Condominium on SW Howard’s
Way in Goose Hollow. | am also Board President of Arbor Vista Condominium and
a proud member of Goose Hollow Foothills League and the Friends of Goose
Hollow. | have lived at Arbor Vista for seven years. | previously lived at the
Fordham Apartments on SW Vista for 10 years. [ love Goose Hollow. It is my home

and my community.

Standing in this room is de ja vu...and not in a good sense. Our condo association
testified several times before the Portland Design Commission in 2012 and 2013
in opposition to the design of Jefferson Street Flats, a 134-unit apartment building
now under construction at SW Jefferson & 20™ at the Goose Hollow MAX stop.
Those of us who were involved in the effort—and that includes a former Design
Review Chair who advised us, along with owners and neighbors who testified—it
was a frustrating experience, a disappointment that left a sour taste. We were
stymied at every turn, our objections dismissed out of hand, despite strong
evidence supporting our opposition in the Goose Hollow Design Guidelines. We

felt invisible and that the process was a sham of community involvement.

That is why | have taken the time today to testify in support of the No on Block 7
request for a zoning change. | have higher hopes that this hearing process for
Block 7 will be more receptive to Goose Hollow residents and won’t be swayed by
special interests. | avidly support the City of Portland’s Comprehensive Plan and
its 12 Goals, which I view as being farsighted and examples of good stewardship

of community resources.



Helen Gundlach Testimony in Opposition to Block 7 Zoning Change 10/1/14

We understand the MAC's right to develop its own property but not at the
expense of community rights, community livability, and in flagrant opposition to
previously-agreed-to, binding conditional-use permits. That is wrong. It must be a
level playing field for all. Otherwise, there is a double standard for those with
power and influence, leaving the rest of us living with these permanent errors in
judgment that cannot be overturned.

Portland has committed in writing to creating a green, sustainable, livable city for
future generations. We are the envy of the country. Just don’t forget this critical
fact: People build community, not developers. Developers build buildings. So
please support our opposition to Block 7’s request for a zoning change from RH
residential to CX commercial. Be good stewards. Standing together, we can build

community in Goose Hollow.

Thank You.



2827 NE Martin Luther King Blvd. Portland, Oregon 97212
(503) 282-7674 Fax: (503) 282-1559 www.mackenziearchitecture.com

October 1, 2014

City Council c/o

Council Clerk

1221 SW Fourth Avenue, Room 140
Portland, Oregon 97204

RE: LU 14-105474 CP ZC MAC Club Block 7
Dear Council Members:

| worked as a land use planner in the 1970’s. This was during the roll out of Oregon’s
new land use laws. What set our land use planning apart from that of other states, was
the emphasis on citizen involvement. Comprehensive plans were developed with
thousands of hours of citizen input. The Central City Plan has created a successful
blueprint for future development. Modifications of the Comprehensive Plan should only
be considered if there is a change in circumstances that a revision would better serve
the public interest. The applicant seeks a Comprehensive Plan Amendment in order to
construct a 225 space commercial parking structure in an RH zone. This does not better
serve the public interest than the current RH zoning. The current zoning, the
Comprehensive Plan, and the Central City Parking Plan all seek to limit commercial
parking within the Central City. Short-term commercial parking has negative impacts on
transportation, livability, and air quality. It is important to limit vehicle trips during peak
commute times to preserve air quality and lessen impact on transportation systems.

The MAC club has made no effort to reduce parking demand. Price is the most effective
way to limit demand. Parking is free for all members during all times the Club is open.
Members are allowed to get multiple parking stickers per membership at no extra
charge. There is no discount for members that do not use the parking facilities. There is
no discount for members to use the parking garages at off peak times. There is
extremely limited bike parking on site. Lastly, most of the parking shortages occur when
private events are scheduled during peak parking demand times.

In addition to operating as an athletic club, the MAC club has extensive banquet and
event facilities. They offer these facilities in competition with other nearby event
centers. They offer free parking for event attendees. This creates excess parking
demand. All other nearby event centers that provide parking require payment for
parking use.



The applicant is requesting additional short-term parking contrary to their own Master
Plan and contrary to all relevant City of Portland Planning Policies, Zoning Ordinances,
and Comprehensive Plan. This is does not support Goal 6 Transportation, and Goal 5
Economic Development. Our Comprehensive Plan was developed with extensive citizen
input. Sound planning has tremendous public benefit by fostering development that
increases livability and economic growth. This proposal is for spot zoning that benefits
the developer and applicant at the expense of the public.

I was a member of the MAC club for over 30 years. My extended family has been active
at the Club since the 1930’s. The MAC Club used to be an active and contributing
member of the neighborhood and the community. They are now a burden on the
neighborhood. The MAC Club with its preferred tax structure gives very little back to
the community. This application should be denied.

Yours truly,

Hilary Mackenzie



Connie Kirk
1132 SW 18th Avenue, #304, Portland, OR 97205

October 1, 2014

The Honorable Mayor Charlie Hales, Members of the City Council
Commissioners Amanda Fritz, Nick Fish, Steve Novick, and Dan Saltzman
City Hall, c/o Karla Moore-Love, Council Clerk

1221 SW 4th Avenue, Room 103, Portland, OR 97204

RE: LU-14-105474 CP 2C

Dear Mayor Hales and Members of the City Council:

My name is Connie Kirk. 1 live at 1132 SW 15th Avenue. | worked on my doctorate at
NYU in the field of Media, Culture and Communication, and ran a publishing company
with my late husband, a lifelong publisher and Episcopal clergy who served the
homeless on South park blocks. | continue as an editor and actor. 'm not a MAC
member.

Comprehensive Plan Goal 3 (Neighborhood Involvement) has not been fully met.

The MAC asserts it has engaged in neighborhood dialogue. The relationship is vexed.
The MAC’s attitude was best exemplified when they pulled Dr. Tracy Prince’s book,
Portland’s Goose Hollow, from its bookstore.(1) The Club that destroyed all the historic
homes on Block 7, has removed yet another piece of our history by a MAC member
opposed to rezoning.

A.book is a voice. Her book is our voice. We haven't been heard.

e Over 300 petition signatures were obtained to oppose rezoning throughout
Goose Hollow. We are the residents most affected by MAC traffic, noise and air
pollution. Yet, 95% of members don’t live in our area.

e The Block 7 Planning Committee met hundreds of hours, examined the
Comprehensive Plan Goals, produced a 43 page report, and voted
overwhelmingly to oppose rezoning.(2)

o Yet, the GHFL board did not take a position, despite the majority of Goose
Hollow neighbors opposing rezoning. Neighbors forged ahead, exceeding the
number of signatures required by GHFL bylaws and Oregon state law to hold a
Special Meeting of the Membership to vote on rezoning. A list of the consistent
scope of opposition to rezoning is attached. See item #10, noting petition
signatures to hold a Special Meeting.(3)



Kirk, Connie/Block 7 Testimony, File No: LU 14-105474 CP ZC

Note: With regard to GHFL President, Bob Arkes's, asseition in the September 2014
NW Examiner that Legends residents are "hardly representative of the GHFL
membership as a whole", it should be noted that the petition also reflects signatures
from Four Seasons, Vista St. Clair, Royal Manor, The Jefferson, Arbor Vista, Collins
Circle, Rena Villa, The Fordham, 735 St. Clair, homes around Block 7 and reaching up
into Vista Ridge and Gander Ridge.

e Mr. Janik asserted at the May 21, 2014 BDS hearing that the GHFL board was
more supportive of rezoning than not. The GHFL board didn’t take a position.
Kal Toth, a GHFL beard member, provided BDS with numbers that corrected
Mr. Janik’s inaccurate assumption. See attached “Motion to Amend Motion #1”
and final “Motion #3”.(4)

-~ 20,000 MAC members ... roughly 8 showed up {o support rezoning at
neighborhood meetings over a year’s time. Heck, 27 of 30 MAC members
in my building oppose rezoning.

-- 20,000 MAC members ... and 8 people testified in support of rezoning at
the April 29, 2014 GHFL Block 7 meeting.

-~ 20,000 MAC members ... 5 people testified in support of rezoning at the
BDS Hearing on May 21, 2014.

-~ 20,000 MAC members had a year to support rezoning. Where are they in this
Chamber?(s)

Please, vote “no” to Block 7 rezoning. Thank you.
Respectfully submitted,

Connie Kirk
Enc.
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

REFERENCES AND ATTACHMENTS:

Portland’s Goose Hollow is an extensive chronicling of the history of
Goose Hollow authored by Dr. Tracy Prince (Arcadia Publishing).

The Block 7 Planning Committee vote of 18-5 to oppose rezoning is
noted on the first page of the commitiee’s 43 page report that examined
the Comprehensive Plan Goals & Policies and was submitted to the city
on 4/24/14 by Kalman C. Toth and Dale Cardin.

Annex: Neighborhood Opposition to Proposed Block 7 Rezone
compiled by Kalman C. Toth. (Attached)

GHFL Special Meeting of the April 29, 2014 Data Summary. (Attached)

Membership numbers are noted in the MAC magazine’s online edition,
The Winged M, at: hitp://www.themac.com/web/pages/the-winged-m.




Annex: Neighborhood Opposition to Proposed Block 7 Rezone

Neighborhood opposition to the proposed zone change has been vocal and widespread
having traversed the entire neighborhood within the boundaries of the Goose Hollow
Foothill League (GHFL). '

This coalition of neighbors ranges from Vista Ridge and Kings Hill in the western
quadrant, through Goose Hollow proper in the center, through to Gander Ridge in the
southeast.

The following list documents the various petitions, resolutions, written testimonies and
oral testimonies, executed by members of this broad-based coalition in Goose Hollow.
[1] Summer 2013 Legends Petition: 91 Legends residents opposed project
[2] Summer 2013 Legends Board unanimously opposed zone change
[3] Fall 2013 Neighborhood Petition: 234 neighbors opposed zone change
[4] 9/2013 MAC Petition: 27/30 MAC members at Legends opposed the rezone
[5] 2014 Friend of Goose Hollow online petition: 91 have opposed the rezone
- [6] 4/24/14 GHFL Block 7 Committee: 17 authors, 43 page report
* RH zoning better supports Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies than CX
* Voted 18-5 to oppose rezoning Block 7 to CX
[71 4/29/14 GHFL Block 7 Meeting: ~150 attendees, lottery limited testimony
»  Written Testimonies: 37 emails/letters opposed; zero (0) in support
» Oral Testimonies: 16 opposed; 8 in support; 1 neutral

= GHFL Board took “no position” having not been unable to pass resolutions for
or against the proposed zone change

» GHFL Board did not vote to take a neutral position on the rezone proposal
~ [8] 5/21/14 BDS Hearing: '

=  Written Testimonies: 53 emails/letters: 52 opposed; 1 in support

» Qral Testimonies: 13 opposed; 5 in support
[9] 7/18/14 Hearings Officer's Recommendation:

=  Written Testimonies: 53 emails and letters: 52 opposed; 1 in support

» Hearing officer failed to disclose the number of testimonies submitted after the
hearing ... we estimate 16 opposing rezone were submitted

[10] 2014/8 Petition of 111 GHFL members to hold a special meeting
» Purpose: to adopt a position opposing the proposed zone change on Block 7
* Meeting to be held 10/08/14

Compiled by Kalman C. Toth Ph.D.



GHFL Special Meeting of April 29t", 2014: Data Summary

(prepared by Kal Toth)

Total Number of Board Members = 13
Quorum = 7
12 Board Members in Attendance

Absent: P Chapman

In Attendance: R Arkes (RA), L Cameron (LC), N Clark
(NO), A Ingram (Al), L Johnson (L)), Stephan Lewis, C
Milne (CM), T Moore (TM), S Schaffer (SS), K Toth (KT) G
Wimmer (GW), R Wyszynski (RM)

Public Comments

Total who spoke in Favor of Rezoning Block 7 from CX to RH 8
Total who spoke in Opposition to Rezoning Block 7 from CX to RH 16
Number we spoke and took a neutral position of rezoning Block 7 1

Petitions & Resolution Deposited with the GHFL Board

Legends Condominium Board Resolution Opposing Rezoning of Block 7
from RH to CX

Unanimously passed by
Legends Board

Legends Condominium Petition Opposing Rezoning of Block 7 from RH
to CX .

Signed by 91 Legends
residents / owners

Neighborhood Petition Opposing Rezoning of Block 7 from RH to CX

234 signatures of neighbors

after deducting Legends

signatures
Friends of Goose Hollow Online Petition Opposing Rezoning of Block 7 32 signatures as of April 29,
from RH to CX 2014

Petition to MAC Trustees by MAC members residing at Legends asking
to consider their concerns & suggestions per the Mill Creek/MAC
roposal

Signed by 27 out of 30 MAC
members at Legends

Total not including duplicate signatures|

357

GHFL Board Motions Moved, Seconded and Voted Upon

Yes | No |Abstain

Motion #1: To oppose the Mill Creek/MAC proposal to rezone Block 7
from RH to CX because it contravenes the MAC Master Plan and fails to
comply with the Comprehensive Plan; moved by KT and seconded by CM

Motion to Amend Motion #1: To also adopt the Block 7 Committee
recommendation; moved KT; 2" CM

10 2 Passed

Motion #1 with above Amendment: To adopt the Block 7 committee
recommendation and oppose the Mill Creek/MAC proposal to rezone
Block 7 from RH to CX because it contravenes the MAC Master Plan and
fails to comply with the Comprehensive Plan;

Failed

Motion #2:To adopt the Block 7 committee recommendation and oppose
the zone change; moved by KT and seconded by CM

Failed

[;\Aotion #3: To support the Mill Creek/MAC proposal to rezone Block 7
rom RH to CX; moved by LJ; 2"4 by GW

Failed

Roll-call votes were held; minutes document how Board members cast their votes.




SUBMISSION TO CITY COMMISSIONERS BY DR. NORMAN ZELLER CONCERNING
BLOCK 7 ZONING
OCTOBER 1, 2014

| speak to you today as a resident of the Goose Hollow neighborhood, and as a member of the
MAC.

Today you, the Portland City Commissioners & Mayor, are being asked to approve a Zone
Change for Block 7 in Goose Hollow. If the zoning change is approved, it will change the
Historic character of this Neighborhood forever. The purpose of the change will be to provide
225 more parking spaces for use by the MAC.

It is alleged by management and the Board of the MAC that there are not enough parking
spaces in the existing parking garage to accommodate the busy athletic club. This is not exactly
true. Most of the time there is adequate parking for all the members seeking to use the
facilities. The shortage of parking spaces and the congestion in the surrounding streets is self-
inflicted, brought about by promoting the use of the MAC's facilities to outside organizations
and groups for meetings and conferences. Hardly the activity you would expect or need at an
athletic club. This type of activity was not mentioned in the Hearing Officer's report on traffic.
Had the Officer bothered to comment on the large numbers of people descending on the MAC
for meetings or programs, he certainly would have reported that this is a major cause of the
traffic congestion and chaos that at times occurs in the Parking Garage.

Had the Hearing's Officer known of the MAC's meeting and conference/convention activity, he
might have referred to the negative economic effect the MAC's commercial activity has on
other venues in Portland, such as the city hotels, which offer similar services and facilities.
These venues, including the city's own convention center are in constant competition with each
other to fill their spaces and keep employees. For the MAC, with its Free Parking, it's an easy
sell to the program managers of interested groups looking for a space to hold a meeting. Free
parking, it's the trump card to close the deal and the MAC plays it. Free parking is the reason
there is a shortage of parking for members and guests in the existing parking structure. Free
Parking is what causes the street congestion.

Adding 225 new free parking spaces for MAC's use will not solve the parking or the traffic
problem. It could very well make it worse.

Please save the neighborhood and reject the Zone change. The MAC has other options. They
could even start charging for guest parking and by doing so, perhaps, miraculously make its
parking and traffic problems disappear.



October 1, 2014

The Honorable Mayor Charlie Hales, Members of the City Council
Commissioners Amanda Fritz, Nick Fish, Steve Novick, and Dan Saltzman
City Hall, c/o Karla Moore-Love, Council Clerk

1221 SW 4th Avenue, Room 103

Portland, OR 97204

RE: LU-14-105474 CP ZC
Dear Mayor Hales and Members of the City Council,

| am writing today to oppose the rezone of Block 7 to Cx to accommodate 225 parking
spaces for MAC members. | feel this change will have a negative effect for Goose
Hollow and does not meet Goals 3 (Neighborhoods) and 6 (Transportation) of the
Comprehensive Plan.

These 225 parking spaces will bring more car traffic, not less, to our neighborhood. If
these spaces exist MAC members "at the margin" will now decide to drive their cars.
Similarly, MAC itself will schedule more events knowing that this parking is now
available. Further, these parking spaces will be for visitors who are not neighbors and
who, for the most part, will not be shopping at local businesses.

A similar situation as is happening today played out in the early 1980s. The City Council
then was very skeptical of MAC's parking intentions and heard representatives from the
MAC promise not to request Cx designation in the future for the increasing number of
lots they were buying in the neighborhood. Here we are 30 years later and guess what?
MAC is saying it needs more parking and is requesting Cx rezone of Block 7.

Please say NO.

M

Jeff Malmquist
2020 SW Main Street #408
Portland Oregon 97205

Re pectf ly,
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Testimony of Elizabeth L. Perris

My name is Elizabeth L. Perris and I live at 1132 SW 19" Ave., Portland, Oregon, which
is across the street from the Block 7 which the applicant seeks to have rezoned from residential
to commercial. I speak in opposition to the rezoning.

We chose to move to the Legends because we wanted to live in a residential
neighborhood. Changing the zoning to commercial eliminates the residential character of the
neighborhood and opens the door to making the neighborhood a very different one. A number of
years ago you rezoned another block so that the Multnomah Athletic Club (MAC) could build a
multi-story parking lot. Now it seeks to rezone another block. Rezoning Block 7 will drive a
commercial wedge in what is currently a residential area.

It is apparent from the city’s Comprehensive Plan and its implementation that the city
seeks to encourage alternatives to driving one’s car. Goal 6 contains numerous detailed
strategies that the city is using to “develop a balanced, equitable, and efficient transportation system.”
Our neighborhood is one where public transportation is especially strong. As is evident from the
picture included with this testimony, the light rail runs along side the MAC and stops across the
street from the MAC. There is no reason that residential property should be rezoned to allow the
MAC 225 more parking spaces when there is ample public transit available. People hardly need
to drive to the MAC to exercise. Let them walk, bicycle, or use public transit like the rest of us.

Goal 8 of the city’s Comprehensive Plan is to maintain and improve the environment. Point
8.4 states that the city will “[p]romote the use of alternative modes of transportation such as ridesharing,
bicycling, walking, and transit throughout the metropolitan area.” Adding 225 parking places in a
residential neighborhood with a light rail stop that is so close to the MAC is contrary to that objective.

The proposed rezoning purely benefits the MAC and not the rest of the neighborhood.
The rezoning is being advocated so that the MAC can add 225 parking spaces and 16 guest
suites. Only MAC members get to use those. MAC members may find more convenient parking
after this project, but the cost to the neighborhood is extensive construction. After the
construction, the rest of the neighborhood has more traffic and less parking because of the impact
of the added 225 parking spaces and large structure built on Block 7. Commercial property is
more valuable than residential property. The MAC chose to buy residential property. Now it
wants a windfall at the expense of the livability of the neighborhood.

I urge you to deny the request to rezone Block 7.

Light rail stop with MAC in
background (brick building)




To: Mayor Hales & Commissioners Fish, Fritz, Novick and Saltzman of City Council
From: Kal Toth

Date: October 1%, 2014

Subject: My Oral testimony Opposing LU 14-1054474 CP Z2C

Thank you for the opportunity to speak about the proposed Block 7 rezone application.

My name is Kal Toth. | live at Legends directly across the street from Block 7.
Please know that | am submitting supporting written testimony with attachments.

| am a 10-year member of the MAC, a retired PSU professor, and a Professional Engineer
having experience with air traffic control, queuing analysis, and queuing simulations.

I am a member of the GHFL Board. | am not representing the GHFL today.
| am speaking as a Goose Hollow resident and ordinary MAC member.
| have serious concerns about the Applicant’s zone change proposal.

[ am opposed because it breaks with the MAC’s promises to the Goose Hollow
neighborhood to build within the RH zone and to not build MAC parking on Block 7.

The MAC could be building parking elsewhere, for example, on its large parcel immediately
~ west of the club, and on the Butler Block immediately east of the Club.

| am not opposed to developing housing on the property provided it fits with the character of
our Goose Hollow neighborhood and does not eliminate our protective tree canopy.
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[ believe BDS Staff and the Hearings Officer were ham-strung by unsupported assertions
and ambiguous reasoning of the Applicant, especially as it relates to the critical area of
Goal 9 Transportation, namely, parking and traffic.

The Applicant raised many more questions than it answered ... consider these questions:



Does the MAC actually need an additional 225 parking spaces?

MAC member survey says 70% of members are satisfied with MAC parking

Why build more?

Is the MAC actually entitled to 225 parking spaces?

Title 33 says MAC is entitled to exactly zero parking spaces (“none”)

Will the proposal provide the MAC with just enough parking capacity?
Or will it provide abundant, sparsely utilized parking capacity?

Consider that the MAC has not stated that it will abandon its present overflow lots
Proposal is thereby implicitly requesting 225 + 200 = 425 parking spaces
The proposed parking garage has been designed to meet peak busy period demand

This means new parking under Block 7 will be mostly empty 75-85% of the time

Will the proposal actually generate “no new trips”?

Or will it generate many more trips?

On 4/11/14 MAC President said member usage has increased 30% over last 10 years!
The # of member trips is therefore increasing

Applicant ignored growth due to special events, for example, MAC members drive from
the suburbs to attend events near the MAC including Timbers, Lincoln HS, and PSU
games, weddings, shopping and meetings downtown, etc.

Does the asserted phenomenon of circulating cars actually exist? Or is this
congestion self-inflicted by ineffective parking procedures instituted by the Club?

Phenomenon of circling cars is anecdotal, unsupported by measurement data

If it exists most likely caused by ineffective parking attendant procedures



How many MAC member cars actually occupy on-street parking spaces near the
MAC garage - many or just a few?

Neither the Applicant nor the GHFL parking study have collected on-street parking data

A Legends led neighborhood study counting cars confirms very few MAC members
consume on-street parking around the garage

The Applicant’s proposal will provide little if any relief to our on street parking problems

During peak busy periods will drivers smoothly traverse the four (4) levels of parking
and the tunnel as asserted?

Or will they experience significant conflicts with other cars and pedestrians within
the garage causing delays and queues that spill onto streets and over the sidewalks?

Applicant has not considered that simple queuing theory predicts that a 42% increase in
parking spaces within the MAC garage will exponentially increase queues and delays
interfering with street and sidewalk conditions at both entrances

Summary: The proposed abundant free MAC parking will motivate MAC General
Management to schedule more special events at the Club, will stimulate more auto-
oriented member visits to the Club, will further erode TriMet ridership and revenues, and
will put more pressure on the taxpayer to subsidize mass transit and convention
facilities.

The Applicant bears the burden of proof, not the Opponents, to demonstrate that
these issues have been addressed unambiguously and with supporting evidence

My written testimony goes into these questions more thoroughly also covering:

The MAC’s inability to manage parking demand

Concurrence with the Hearings Officer that the proposed Restrictive Covenant
undermines public notice and the hearing process

That the “Conditionally supportive presumption approach” and unfairly biases his
recommendation in favor of the Applicant

Summarizes the extent of neighborhood opposition to the Applicant’s proposal



Magnitude of Neighborhood Opposition to Block 7 Rezone Proposal

Neighborhood opposition to the proposed zone change has been vocal and widespread
having traversed the entire neighborhood within the boundaries of the Goose Hollow
Foothill League (GHFL).

Summer 2013 Legends Petition: 91 Legends residents opposed project
Summer 2013 Legends Board unanimously opposed zone change
Fall 2013 Neighborhood Petition: 234 neighbors opposed zone change
9/2013 MAC Petition: 27/30 MAC members at Legends opposed the rezone
2014 Friend of Goose Holiow online petition: 91 have opposed the rezone
4/24/14 GHFL Block 7 Committee Report: 17 authors, 43 page report:
RH zoning better supports Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies than CX
Voted 18-5 to oppose rezoning Block 7 to CX
4/29/14 GHFL Block 7 Meeting: ~150 attendees, lottery limited testimony:
Written Testimonies: 37 emails/letters opposed; zero (0) in support
Oral Testimonies: 16 opposed; 8 in support; 1 neutral
Board took “no position”. was unable to pass resolutions for or against
Having been unable to pass resolutions for or against the proposed zone change, the
GHFL Board took “no position”
GHFL Board did not vote to take a neutral position on the rezone proposal
5/21/14 BDS hearing:
Written Testimonies: 53 emails/letters: 52 opposed; 1 in support
Oral Testimonies: 13 opposed; 5 in support
7118/14 Hearings Officer's Recommendation documented:
Written Testimonies: 53 emails and letters: 52 opposed; 1 in support
Hearing officer failed to disclose the number of testimonies submitted after the
hearing ... we estimate 16 opposing rezone were submitted
2014/8 Petition of 111 GHFL members to hold a special meeting to adopt a position
opposing the proposed zone change on — this meeting being held 10/08/14



To: Mayor Hales & Commissioners Fish, Fritz, Novick and Saltzman of City Council
From: Kal Toth

Date: October 1%, 2014

Subject: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Mill Creek Realty Trust LLC to the City of Portland, OR

Attachments: MAC President’s Report to Annual Meeting, Feb 11”‘, 2014
MAC President’s Report to Annual Meeting, Feb 8”‘, 2011
Title 33, Ch. 33.266, Parking and Loading, pp. 266-1 to 266-8

Thank you for the opportunity to speak about the proposed rezone of Block 7 from RH to CX.

1. Who | am

| am Kal Toth of 1132 SW 19" Ave, Portland Oregon living at Legends directly across from
Block 7. | am a 10-year member of the Multnomah Athletic Club, a retired PSU professor,
and a Professional Engineer with experience that includes the development of air traffic
control systems, queuing analysis, and queuing simulations.

I am a member of the GHFL Board. | am not representing the GHFL in any capacity today.

I am speaking today as a Goose Hollow resident, and as an ordinary MAC member, having
serious concerns about the Applicant’s zone change proposal and its negative impacts on
both the neighborhood and MAC members.

| can report to you relevant publically available information that the GHFL Board neither
passed resolutions to oppose the present Block 7 zone change proposal, nor did it pass a
resolution to support this proposal. Nor did the GHFL Board vote to take a neutral position on
this proposal. Also publically known, the GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee developed a 43-
page report concluding that the proposal fails to support, on balance, the City of Portland’s
Comprehensive Plan goals. Furthermore, the report itself documents that the Block 7
Planning committee opposed the proposed zone change by a vote of 18-5 with 3 abstentions.

I am opposed to the proposal to rezone Block 7 from RH to CX because it breaks with the
MAC’s promises to the Goose Hollow neighborhood to build within the RH zone and not build
MAC parking on Block 7. | am not opposed to developing housing on the property provided it
fits with the character of our neighborhood of Victorian homes, and does not eliminate our
attractive and environmentally friendly tree canopy.

| believe BDS Staff and the Hearings Officer were led astray by the numerous unsupported
assertions and incomplete analyses provided by the Applicant, resulting in a considerably
flawed assessment of Goal 6 Transportation, in turn tainting the assessments of other goals,
particularly, Goal 3 Neighborhoods, Goal 5 Economic Development, and Goal 8 Environment.

1



2. GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee’s Final Report, April 24", 2014

This report examined all 12 Comprehensive Plan goals and component policies, addressed

the assertions made by Mill Creek and the MAC, and concluded that the proposed rezone of
Block 7 fails to meet the Comprehensive Plan goals and policies as well under CX as under

the present RH zone.

The GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee report reasons that CX zoning enables MAC parking
and MAC hotel guest suites which stimulate additional traffic into the Goose Hollow
neighborhood undermining Goal 6 and thereby also goals 3, 5, 8 and others:

a) Worsening traffic congestion, parking, and safety on our local streets (Goal 6)

b) Reducing mass transit ridership, eroding TriMet revenues (Goal 8)

c) Degrading the environment (Goal 8) via escalating noise and air pollution

d) Eroding neighborhood livability and stability (Goal 3)

e) Enabling the MAC to compete unfairly with area convention centers (Goal 5), and
f) Offering no economic benefits to area businesses (Goal 5)

3. Why | disagree with the Hearings Officer’s Assessment of Goal 6

The Applicant has submitted the following quantitatively unsupported assertions:

a) Thatthe MAC is entitled to 1060 parking spaces; having 540, the Applicant claims 500 more spaces are
justified and asks for 225 parking spaces at this time; ‘

b) That the proposed parking configuration will simply relocate parking during the peak busy periods from
the three nearby overflow lots to the new 225 MAC parking spaces;

c) That"no new trips” to the Club will be generated because MAC membership is capped at 20,000
members;

d) That the proposal improves traffic congestion during peak busy periods by eliminating the phenomenon
of circling cars looking for parking;

e) That the proposal improves on-street parking conditions by relocating MAC on-street parkers into the
- new 225 space Block 7 garage; and

f) That during peak busy periods cars will be simply directed to the tunnel and thereby into the proposed
225 parking spaces under Block 7.

4. Applicant Provided Unsupported Assertions and Reasoning

BDS Staff and the Hearings Officer were ham-strung by unsupported assertions and
ambiguous reasoning of the Applicant, this obfuscation preventing meaningful assessments

of the goals and policies of the City’'s Comprehensive Plan. The Applicant raised far more
questions than answers:



oo

Does the MAC actually need an additional 225 parking spaces? Is the MAC actually
entitled to 225 parking spaces?

Will the proposal provide the MAC with just enough parking capacity? Or will it provide
over-abundant parking capacity that is only partially utilized?

Will the proposal actually generate “no new trips”? Or will it generate many more trips?
Does the asserted phenomenon of circulating cars actually exist? Or is this congestion
self-inflicted by ineffective parking procedures instituted by the Club?

How many MAC member cars actually occupy on-street parking next to the MAC garage?
Many? Or a relatively insignificant number?

During peak busy periods will drivers smoothly traverse the four (4) levels of parking and
the tunnel? Or will there be significant interference among cars and pedestrians within
the garage causing delays and queues that spill onto streets and over the sidewalks?

The following responses illustrate the Applicant’s unsupported assertions and reasoning (the
annex contains addition information responsive to these questions):

A.

Ddes the MAC need, and is it entitled to, an additional ~500 parking spaces?

a) MAC member survey (see attached) indicates ~70% are satisfied with MAC parking availability;
b) Title 33.266.110 D and Tables 266-1/266-2 confirms MAC is entitled to "none” (zero) spaces.

. Will the proposal provide just enough parking, or overly abundant parking?

a) MAC has not declared overflow lots will be abandoned — in effect 225+200=425 requested;

b) New MAC parking has been designed to handle peak loads, not some lower threshold,;

¢) This implies that the proposed new Block 7 parking will be very sparsely utilized 75-85% of the time;
d) And, of course, MAC parking will be empty overnight when residents would most benefit.

. Will the proposal actually generate “no new trips” or significantly more trips?

a) The Applicant states that MAC membership is capped and will not generate new trips;

b) But MAC President said Feb 11/14 that member usage increased 30% over last 10 years;

¢) Many trip growth factors ignored: growth in special events, members and guests parking at the MAC to
attend area games (Timbers, Lincoln HS, PSU), weddings, guest suites, efc;

d) Ignores availability of abundant free-parking capacity — enables MAC management to schedule many
more special events and MAC members to attend even more frequently (satisfy pent up demand).

Does the phenomenon of circulating cars actually exist? If it can be demonstrated by
observation and measurement to exist, is this congestion self-inflicted?

a) Phenomenon of circling cars is anecdotal and unsupported by measurement data;
b) If this phenomenon exists it is most likely caused by ineffective parking attendant procedures.

How many MAC cars are actually consuming on-street parking spaces?

a) Applicant has not provided any data assessing the number of MAC on-street parkers,
b) Ourinformal study confirmed that very few MAC members occupy permitted on-street parking;



c)

GHFL parking study did not measure or collect data regarding on-street parking conditions.

F. Could conflicts among cars and pedestrians within the garage cause delays and queues
that spill onto sireets and interfere with street and sidewalk conditions?

a)

b)

Simple queuing theory predicts that during busy periods, increasing MAC parking by 42% will
exponentially increase queues and delays within the garage and at the two (2) garage entrances;
Such queues can be expected to worsen traffic on local service traffic streets already congested by
Timbers games and short-cutting traffic through the neighborhood on SW 20" and on SW Salmon;

5. Applicant Bears the Burden of Proof, nsi the Opponents

Given the unsupported assertions and ambiguous reasoning of the Applicant, the City should
place the burden of proof on the Applicant to demonstrate that:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

The MAC actually needs and is entitled to additional parking under Title 33 or otherwise,

The # of trips to the MAC is not increasing due to the additional factors we have identified;

The current overflow parking lots are not needed and must therefore be permanently abandoned;

The alleged circulating phenomenon actually exists and has not been seif-inflicted by the MAC;

MAC members are actually consuming on-street parking that the MAC parking garage would relieve;
During peak busy periods, queues at the two garage entrances will not interfere with street and sidewalk
conditions, that is, the Applicant should be required to conduct a legitimate queuing analysis.

6. MAC Should be Managing Parking Demand Much Better

The MAC should discontinue offering virtually unlimited, uncontrolled free parking to MAC
members, guests, and visitors attending the Club and nearby events because this:

a)
b)
c)

Damages neighborhood livability;

Is ecanomically wasteful;

Damages MAC members who interested in keeping with the long-time recreation and social mission of
the Club rather than management’s aspirations to become a convention and hospitality center.

Whether this proposal is approved or rejected, the MAC should provide objective evidence
that it is practicing sustainable parking demand management on an ongoing basis,
proactively reducing reliance on the automobile and increasing mass transit use.

In other words, MAC members and guests should
pay for the parking they use, like everyone else!



Annex

Parking Need and Management Discrepancies: MAC Parking Need Not Established

The Hearings Officer’'s report stated that 70% of MAC members said inadequate parking was
a problem. In contrast, MAC member surveys (see attached) indicate 70% of members are
satisfied with parking in the current garage.

The Hearings Officer adopted Applicant’s assertion that Title 33, Table 266-2, implies that the
MAC requires 1,060 parking spaces and hence over 500 (approx) additional parking stalls:

d) Table 266-2 for health clubs and gyms under column “Standard A” and “Standard B” respectively
specifies minimum and maximum parking of 1 parking space per 330 , and 185 per sq. . of floor area;

e) Table 266-2 header explicitly states Table 266-1 is to be used to determine which standard to apply;

f) Table 266-1 states that for land zoned CX in Central City the minimum allowed parking is “none” (zero);

g) Table 266-1 specifies that Standards A and B apply only to OS, RF - RH, IR, CN2, CO2, CG, EG, and |;

h) 33.266.110 D. states that for sites located less than 1500 feet from a transit station or less than 500 feet
from a transit street with 20-minute peak hour service, the minimum parking requirement standards of
this subsection apply. MAC clubhouse is situated well within 1500 feet of the King’s Hill MAX station
and several bus lines implying minimum parking standard in Table 266-1 of “none” (zero) applies.

Title 33 therefore entitles the MAC fo “zero” additional parking spaces (“none”).

Parking Analysis Discrepancies: Assertion of “No More Trips” is Highly Suspéct

Applicant asserts relocating parking from overflow lots to the proposed 225 space garage
yields “no more trips”:

a) No objective evidence, independent observations or data exist to substantiate this assertion;
b) Applicant falsely concluded that # trips will not increase because MAC membership is capped;
c) MAC President on Feb 11/14 confirmed that member usage has increased 30% over last 10 years;
= see “Winged M” 3/14, President's Report at MAC Annual meeting 2/11/14 (excerpts attached)
d) Applicant ignores potential growth due to special events facilitated by more parking;
e) Applicant ignores new traffic due to proposed hotel-like guest suites on Block.

The Applicant’s burden is to prove that the # of trips to the MAC is not increasing — this does
not appear fo be the case.

Parking Analysis Discrepancies: Applicant Over-Building Free-Parking Capacity

Applicant is designing to satisfy peak demand thereby overbuilding parking capacity. Such a
strategy is considered to be economically imprudent by most enterprises and engineers.



Consider the following:

a) Overflow lots are currently used during peak periods: work case estimate is 4 hrs/day = 28hrs/week;

b) Proposed 225 spaces will be available 18 hrs, 7 days = 112 hrs/week which is 4 times the peak period;

¢) This implies new parking will be filled close to capacity not more than 25% of the time;

d) This also implies new parking will be mostly empty 75% of the time, not including overnight when it is
entirely empty (Note: residents unable to benefit from all this spare overnight capacity);

Meanwhile, MAC has not declared that overflow parking will be discontinued. If overflow
parking continues to be used, new MAC parking will be - mostly empty - most of the time.

If rezoning Block 7 is approved, and the 225 space parking garage is built, the MAC can be
expected to exploit this abundant free parking:

a) There is no reason to believe the MAC will not schedule many more special events;
b) Members will also be drawn to fill the abundant spare capacity satisfying their pent up demand.

The inescapable conclusion is that many more trips will be generated to soak up the
proposed abundant parking, especially if the current overflow lots are not abandoned. The
MAC should explain to City Council, and to Goose Hollow, why such abundant parking
capacity is needed and provide carefully reasoned arguments why it believes this proposal
will actually benefit the neighborhood.

Traffic Analysis Discrepancies: Asserted Congestion Problem

Applicant asserts that the current parking configuration during peak busy periods, which uses
three (3) overflow parking lots, results in traffic congestion problems, namely, cars circulating
the garage to locate parking spaces. The Applicant additionally asserts that this alleged
problem of circulating cars will be solved by the proposed 225 parking garage:

a) The phenomenon of cars circulating the garage looking for parking has only been described anecdotally
by the MAC to the Applicant and the Applicant’s traffic and parking consultant (Kittelson);

b) The Applicant has not provided objective evidence, independent observations, or measurement data
substantiating the occurrence of this phenomenon;

c) If this phenomenon actuaily exists, it could very well be caused by ineffective procedures directing
arriving parkers to the overflow parking lots;

d) The Applicant has not described the procedures used by MAC personnel to direct drivers during peak
busy periods — the availability of such procedural information could pin-point the problem.

Burden of proof is on the Applicant to prove that the alleged congestion problem of circulating
cars actually exists and that this phenomenon is not caused by the MAC procedures used to
direct arriving cars. ‘



Parking Analysis Discrepancies: On-Street Parking Relief Assertion

The Applicant’s assertion that MAC parking will relieve the neighborhood’s acknowledged on-
street parking problem must be dismissed for the following reasons:

a) The Applicant did not provide measurement data, or any other objective or independent evidence, that
MAC members are actually competing for on-street parking with local residents:

b) A Legends grass roots neighborhood study conducted last year gathered limited, but useful
observations, that MAC members rarely occupy on-street Zone-A parking slots around the garage;

¢) The GHFL online parking survey, conducted by a single volunteer, did not measure or assess the
availability and conditions related o on-street parking, was statistically invalid, and has not been
adopted by the GHFL Board.

There is no objective basis for the assertion that the addition of 225 MAC parking stalls will
reduce the competition for on-street parking problems or benefit residents.

Traffic Analysis Disc‘repancies: Interference among Cars and Pedestrians in MAC Garage

The Applicant has asserted that when the existing parking garage is full during peak busy
periods, cars will be directed to simply proceed through the tunnel directly to MAC parking in
Biock 7. Consider the following:

d) No credible analysis has been conducted to prove that drivers will be able to park without interfering
with the passage of other cars and pedestrians — both within the garage and at the entrances;

e) Professional traffic engineers know such interference patterns among arrivals and departures as
statistical queuing, acknowledged to stimulate exponentially growing queues and delays;

f) The Applicant’s consultant did not conduct such a queuing analysis;

g) Simple queuing theory predicts that during busy periods, increasing MAC parking by 42% will
exponentially increase queues and delays at the existing 2 entrances;

h) Such queues spilling onto the local streets nearby the MAC garage will significantly worsen traffic
conditions for both cars and pedestrians;

i) This queuing and congestion effect will particularly exacerbate local congestion experienced by the
neighborhood during peak busy periods along SW 20", SW Salmon and SW 18", especially during rush
hours when traffic short-cuts through our neighborhood, and during Timbers games.

The burden of proof should be on the Applicant to prove that during peak busy periods the
proposed parking configuration will not create queues at the entrances interfering with street
and sidewalk conditions. '

The MAC Appears to be Incapable of Managing lts Parking Demand

Hearings Officer has not challenged MAC’s poor management of parking demand or
considered the negative impacts on the Goose Hollow neighborhoad.



MAC'’s practices discourage car pooling and mass transit ridership while creating traffic and
parking problems for Goose Hollow residents. Consider for example:

a) MAC offers unlimited free parking to members;
b) MAC allows members to obtain parking permits for as many as 4 cars/member.

Policies requiring members to be at the Club when using MAC parking are routinely violated:

a) Lack of enforcement enables members to park in the garage when going downtown for entertainment
and work, or attending Timbers, PSU, and Lincoln High School games;

b) For example, the MAC GM was recently observed returning to the club with his spouse from a concert
at the Moda Center, presumably to fetch his car and drive home to the suburbs.

'MAC should practice proven parking demand management schemes such as:

a) Establishing parking fees that are competitive with mass transit;

b) Limiting the number of parking permits lo, say, one or two per member;
¢) Monitoring parking policy violations and levying meaningful penalties;
d) Introducing automated access control gates that track parking stays.

MAC members and guests should pay for parking they use like everyone else!

Restrictive Covenant Exposes the Neighborhood to Considerable Risk

We agree with the Hearing Officer’s conclusion, and that of BDS Staff, that a restrictive
covenant attached to the CX zoning on Block 7 would undermine Goal 9 Citizen Involvement
enabling the MAC and the City, and/or future owners of Block 7, to circumvent requirements
for notice and public hearings.

We do not agree with Hearings Officer's argument that the recommended “conditions for
approval” process better protects the neighborhood than the proposed Restrictive Covenant.
The neighborhood would continue to be faced with the prospect of launching stiff opposition
at public hearings whenever a use permitted under CX conflicts with the current uses
permitted under RX.

A far better solution would be to avoid such future conflicts by keeping Block 7 zoned RH.

Conditionally Supportive Presumption Approach Proposed is Problematic

The Hearings Officer requires the Applicant to complete a PMP, a TDMP and a CCPR, the
Hearings Officer asserting that selected Comprehensive Plan goals and policies under these
conditions will be equally or more supportive under CX than under RH.



We find this problematic for the following reasons:

a)

b)

c)

Asking for a zone change to CX for the purpose of allowing MAC parking before establishing whether
the MAC proves that it needs more parking, and before determining the negative impacts to several
Comprehensive Plan goals, is like putting the cart before the horse.

It is also somewhat like conditionally certifying a physician to perform heart surgery before they have
completed their internship.

The Hearings Officer did not stipulate any criteria for completeness of the PMP, TDMP and CCPR. We
believe the applicant should be required to achieve an unambiguous standard before a condition is
considered to be met,

Should the applicable standards not be met, the zoning on Block 7 should be reverted to RH.

Finally, completeness assessments of these processes should be revealed to the public via appropriate
public notice and hearings per Goal 9 Citizen Involvement.

Of course, rejecting the zone change proposal would avoid these issues.

Neighborhood Opposition to CX Rezone

Neighborhood opposition to the proposed zone change has been vocal and widespread
having traversed the entire neighborhood within the boundaries of the Goose Hollow Foothill
League (GHFL).

a

Summer 2013 Legends Petition: 91 Legends residents opposed project;
Summer 2013 Legends Board unanimously opposed zone change;
Fall 2013 Neighborhood Petition: 234 neighbors opposed zone change;
9/2013 MAC Petition: 27/30 MAC members at Legends opposed the rezone;
2014 Friend of Goose Hollow online petition: 91 have opposed the rezone;
4/24/14 GHFL Block 7 Committee Report: 17 authors, 43 page report:
= RH zoning better supports Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies than CX;
= Voted 18-5 to oppose rezoning Block 7 to CX.
4/29/14 GHFL Block 7 Meeting: ~150 attendees, lottery limited testimony:
= Written Testimonies: 37 emails/letters opposed; zero (0) in support;
= QOral Testimonies: 16 opposed; 8 in support; 1 neutral;
= Board took “no position”: was unable to pass resolutions for or against;
»  Having been unable to pass resolutions for or against the proposed zone change, the GHFL
Board took “no position”;
= GHFL Board did not vote to take a neutral position on the rezone proposal;
5/21/14 BDS hearing:
= Written Testimonies: 53 emails/letters: 52 opposed; 1 in support;
= Oral Testimonies: 13 opposed; 5 in support.
7/18/14 Hearings Officer's Recommendation documented:
= Written Testimonies: 53 emails and letters: 52 opposed; 1 in support.
=  Hearing officer failed to disclose the number of testimonies submitted after the hearing ... we
estimate 16 opposing rezone were submitted.
2014/8 Petition of 111 GHFL members to hold a special meeting to adopt a position opposing the
proposed zone change on Block 7 — this meeting to be held 10/08/14.
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Title 33, Pianning and Zoning Chapter 33.266

CHAPTER 33.266
PARKING AND LOADING

(Amended by: Ord. No. 164014, cffective 3/27/91; Ord. No. 164899, effective 12/11/91; Ord. No.
165376, effective 5/29/92; Ord. No. 166313, effective 4/9/93; Ord. No. 167054, effective 10/25/93;
Ord. No. 167186, effective 12/31/93; Ord. No. 167189, effective 1/14/94; Ord. No. 169324, effective
10/12/95; Ord. No. 169538, effective 1/8/96; Ord. No. 169699, effective 2/7/96; Ord. No. 170704,
effective 1/1/97; Ord. No. 171718, effective 11/29/97; Ord. No. 174263, effective 4/15/00; Ord. No.

174980, effective 11/20/00; Ord. Nos. 175341 and 175358, effective 3/16/01; Ord. No. 175837,

effective 9/7/01; Ord. No. 175966, effective 10/26/01; Ord. Nos. 175965 and 176333, effective
7/1/02; Ord. No. 176469, effective 7/1/02; Ord. No. 177028, effective 12/14/02; Ord. No. 177422,
effective 6/7/03; Ord. No. 177701, effective 8/30/03; Ord. No. 178172, effective 3/5/04; Ord. No.
178509, effective 7/16/04; Ord. No. 179316, effective 7/8/05; Ord. No. 1798485, effective 1/20/06;
Ord. No. 179980, effective 4/22/06; Ord. No. 181357, effective 11/9/07; Ord. No. 182429, effective
1/16/09; Ord. No. 183598, effective 4/24 /10, Ord. No. 184524, effective 7/1/11; Ord. No. 185974,
effective 5/10/13; Ord. No. 186639, effective 7/11/14.)

Sections:

33.266.010 Introduction

Motor Vehicle Parking

33.266.100 General Regulations

33.266.110 Minimum Required Parking Spaces

33.266.115 Maximum Allowed Parking Spaces

33.266.120 Development Standards for Houses and Duplexes
33.266.130 Development Standards for All Other Development
33.266.140 Stacked Parking Areas

33.266.150 Vehicles in Residential Zones

Bicycle Parking

33.266.200 Purpose

33.266.210 Required Bicycle Parking

33.266.220 Bicycle Parking Standards

Loading

33.266.300 Purpose

33.266.310 Loading Standards

33.266.010 Introduction

This chapter establishes the standards for the amount, location, and development of motor
vehicle parking, standards for bicycle parking, and standards for on-site loading areas.
Other titles of the City Code may regulate other aspects of parking and loading.

Motoyr Vehicle Parking
33.266.100 General Regulations

A. Where the regulations apply. The regulations of this chapter apply to all parking
areas in all zones, whether required by this code or put in for the convenience of
property owners or users. Parking areas include those accessory to a use, part of a
Commercial Parking use, or for a park and ride facility in the Community Services
use category.

B. Occupancy. All required parking areas must be completed and landscaped prior
to occupancy of any structure except as provided in Chapter 33.248, Landscaping
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C.

.

and Screening.
Caleulations of amounts of required and allowed parking.

L. When computing parking spaces based on floor area, areas used for parking
are not counted.

o]

The number of parking spaces is comptited based on the primary uses on the
site except as stated in Paragraph C.3,, below. When there are two or more
separate primary uses on a site, the required or allowed parking for the site is
the sum of the required or aliowed parking for the individual primary uses.
For joint use parking, see Paragraph 33.266.110.8., below.

3.  When more than 20 percent of the floor arca on a site is in an accessory use,
the required or allowed parking is calculated separately for the accessory use.
An example would be a 40,000 square foot building with a 30,000 square foot
warehouse and a 10,000 square foot accessory office area. The required or
allowed parking would be computed separately for the office and warehouse
Uses,

4. If the maximum number of spaces allowed is less than or equal to the
rminiorum number required, then the maximum number is automatically
increased to one more than the minimum.

5. If the maximum number of spaces allowed is less than one, then the maximum
number is automatically increased to one.

Use of required parking spaces. Required parking spaces must be available for
the use of residents, customers, or employees of the use. Fees may be charged for
the use of required parking spaces. Required parking spaces may not be assigned
in any way to a use on another site, except for joint parking situations. See
33.266.110.B. Also, required parking spaces may not be used for the parking of
equipment or storage of goods or inoperable vehicles.

Proximity of parking to use. Required parking spaces for residential uses must
he located on the site of the use or within a shared court parking tract cwned in
common by all the owners of the properties that will use the tract. On-street
parking within a private street-tract other than a shared court does not count
towards this requirement. Required parking spaces for nonresidential uses must
be located on the site of the use or in parking areas whose closest point is within
500 feet of the site.

Stacked parking. Stacked or valet parking is allowed if an attendant is present to
move vehicles. If stacked parking is used for required parking spaces, some form
of guarantee must be filed with the City ensuring that an attendant will always be
present when the lot is in operation. The requirements for minimum or maximum
spaces and all parking area development standards continue to apply for stacked
parking. See also 33.266.140.

Office of Transportation review. The Office of Transportation reviews the layout
of parking areas for compliance with the curb cut and access restrictions of Section
17.28.110, Driveways — Permits and Conditions.
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33.266.110 Minimum Required Parking Spaces

Al

Purpose. The purpose of required parking spaces is to provide enough on-site
parking to accommodate the majority of traffic generated by the range of uses
which might locate at the site over time. Sites that are located in close proximity to
transit, have good street connectivity, and good pedestrian facilities may need little
or no off-street parking. Multi-dwelling development that includes a large number
of units may require some parking to support existing and future uses in the area
and serve residents and guests, especially those with disabilities. Parking
requirements should be balanced with an active pedestrian network to minimize
pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle conflicts as much as possible. Transit-supportive
plazas and bicycle parking may be substituted for some required parking on a site
to encourage transit use and bicycling by employees and visitors to the site. The
required parking numbers correspond to broad use categories, not specific uses, in
response to this long term emphasis. Provision of carpool parking, and locating it
close to the building entrance, will encourage carpool use.

Minimum number of parking spaces required.

1. The minimum number of parking spaces for all zones is stated in Table 266-1.
Table 266-2 states the required number of spaces for use categories. The
standards of Tables 266-1 and 266-2 apply unless specifically superseded by
other portions of the City Code.

2. Joint use parking. Joint use of required parking spaces may occur where two
or more uses on the same or separate sites are able to share the same parking
spaces because their parking demands occur at different times. Joint.use of
required parking spaces is allowed only if the uses and housing types to which
the parking is accessory are allowed in the zone where the parking is located.
Joint use of required parking spaces is allowed if the following documentation
is submitted in writing to BDS as part of a building or zoning permit
application or land use review:

a. The names and addresses of the uses and of the owners or tenants that
are sharing the parking;

b. The location and number of parking spaces that are being shared;
c. An analysis showing that the peak parking times of the uses occur at
different times and that the parking area will be large enough for the

anticipated demands of both uses; and

d. A legal instrument such as an easement or deed restriction that
guarantees access to the parking for both uses.

Carpool parking. For office, industrial, and institutional uses where there are
more than 20 parking spaces on the site, the following standards must be met:

1. Five spaces or five percent of the parking spaces on site, whichever is less,
must be reserved for carpool use before 9:00 AM on weekdays. More spaces
may be reserved, but they are not required.

2.  The spaces will be those closest to the building entrance or elevator, but not

266-3



Title 33, Planning and Zoning Chapter 33.266
5/10/13

Peorking And Loading

closer than the spaces for disabled parking and those signed tor exclusive
customer use.

Signs must be posted indicating these spaces are reserved for carpool use
before 9:00 AM on weekdays.

Minimum for sites well served by transit. For sites located less than 1500 feet
from a transit station or less than 500 feet from a transit street with 20-minute
peal hour service, the minimum parking requirement standards of this subsection
apply. Applicants meeting these standards must provide a map identifying the site
and TriMet schedules for all transit routes within 500 feet of the site. The minimum
number of parking spaces is:

2.

Household Living uses. The minimum number of parking spaces required for
sites with Household Living uses is:

a. Where there are up to 30 units on the site, no parking is required;

b.  Where there are 31 to 40 units on the site, the minimuwm number of
parking spaces required is 0.20 spaces per unit;

c. Where there are 41 to 50 units on the site, the minimuwm number of
parking spaces required is 0.25 spaces per unit; and

d. Where there are 51 or more units on the site, the minimum number of
parking spaces required is 0.33 spaces per unit.

All other uses. No parking is required for all other uses.

Exceptions to the minimuom number of parking spaces.

it

2.

The minimum number of required parking spaces may not be reduced by more
than 50 percent through the exceptions of this subsection. The 50 percent
limit applies cumulatively to all exceptions in this subsection.

Exceptions for sites where trees are preserved. Minimum parking may be
reduced by one parking space for each tree 12 inches in diameter and larger
that is preserved. A maximum of 2 parking spaces or 10 percent of the total
required may be reduced, whichever is greater. However, required parking may
not be reduced below 4 parking spaces under this provision.

Bicycle parking may substitute for up to 25 percent of required parking. For
every five non-required bicycle parking spaces that meet the short or long-term
bicycle parking standards, the motor vehicle parking requirement is reduced
by one space. Existing parking may be converted to take advantage of this
provision.

Substitution of transit-supportive plazas for required parking. Sites where at
least 20 parking spaces are required, and where at least one street lot line
abuts a transit street may substitute transit-supportive plazas for required
parking, as follows. Existing parking areas may be converted to tale
advantage of these provisions. Adjustments to the regulations of this
paragraph are prohibited.
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Transit-supportive plazas may be substituted for up to 10 percent of the
required parking spaces on the site;

The plaza must be adjacent to and visible from the transit street. If there
is a bus stop along the site's frontage, the plaza must be adjacent to the
bus stop;

The plaza must be at least 300 square feet in area and be shaped so that
a 10'%x10' square will fit entirely in the plaza; and

The plaza must include all of the following elements:

(1) A plaza open to the public. The owner must record a public access
easement that allows public access to the plaza;

(2) A bench or other sitting area with at least 5 linear feet of seating;

{3) A shelter or other weather protection. The shelter must cover at least
20 square feet. If the plaza is adjacent to the bus stop, TriMet must
approve the shelter; and

{(4) Landscaping. At least 10 percent, but not more than 25 percent of
the transit-supportive plaza must be landscaped to the L1 standard
of Chapter 33.248, Landscaping and Screening. This landscaping is
in addition to any other landscaping or screening required for
parking areas by the Zoning Code.

5. Motorcycle parking may substitute for up to 5 spaces or 5 percent of requirec
automobile parking, whichever is less. For every 4 motorcycle parking spaces
provided, the automobile parking requirement is reduced by one space. Each
motorcycle space must be at least 4 feet wide and 8 feet deep. Existing
parking may be converted to take advantage of this provision.

6. Substitution of car sharing spaces for required parking. Substitution of car
sharing spaces for required parking is allowed if all of the following are met:;

a.

b.

For every car-sharing parking space that is provided, the motor vehicle
parking requirement is reduced by two spaces, up to a maximum of 25
percent of the required parking spaces;

The car-sharing parking spaces must be shown on the building plans;
and

A copy of the car-sharing agreement between the property owner and the
car-sharing company must be submitted with the building permit,

7.  Substitution of bike sharing facility for required parking. Substitution of a
bike sharing facility for required parking is allowed if all of the following are

met:

A bike sharing station providing 15 docks and eight shared bicycles
reduces the motor vehicle parking requirement by three spaces. The
provision of each addition of four docks and two shared bicycles reduces

266-5



Title 33, Planning and Zoning Chapter 33

5/10/13

Parking And Loading

the motor vehicle parking requirement by an additional space, up to a
maximum of 25 percent of the required parking spaces;

b.  The bike sharing facility must be adjacent to, and visible from the street,
and must be publicly accessible;

¢.  The bike sharing facility must be shown on the building plans; and
d. Bike sharing agreement.

{1) The property owner must have a bike sharing agreement with a bike-
sharing company;

{2) The bike sharing agreement must be approved by the Portland
Bureau of Transportation; and

(3) A copy of the signed agreement between the property owner and the
bike-sharing company, accompanied by a letter of approval from the
Bureau of Transportation, must be submitted before the building
permit is approved.

Table 266-1
Minimum Required and Mazimum Allowed Parking Spaces By Zone [1]

Zone Reguirement

0S5, RF - RH, IR, CN2, CO2, Minirnum is Standard A in Table 266-2.
CG, EG, 1 Maximum is Standard B in Table 266-2.
X Minimum ~ None, except:

Household Living: minimum of O forl to 3 units, 1
per 2 units for four+ units, and SROs exempt...

Maximuin is Standard A in Table 266-2, except:

1) Retail, personal service, repair-oriented -
Maximum is 1 per 200 sq. {t. of floor area.

2) Restaurants and bars - Maximum is 1 per 75
sq. ft. of floor area.

3) General office ~ Maximum is 1 per 400 sq. ft.
of floor area.

4) Medical/Dental office - Maximum is 1 per 330
5q. ft. of floor area.

CN1 Minimum ~ None.
Maximum of 1 space per 2,500 sq. ft. of site area.

CM, C8, RX, CX, CO1 Minimum ~ None, except::

Household Living: minimum of O for 1 to 30 units,
0.2 per unit for 31-40 units, 0.25 per unit for 41-50
units, and 0.33 per unit for 51+ units.

Maximum is Standard B in Table 266-2,

[1] Regulations in a plan district or overlay zone may supersede the standards of this
table.
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Table 266-2
Parking Spaces by Use
{Refer to Table 266-1 to determine which standard applies.)

Use Categories Bpecific Uses Standard A Standaxd B
Residential
Categories
Household Living 1 per unit, except SROs None
exempt and in RH, where it
is O for 1 to 3 units and 1
per 2 units for four + units
Group Living 1 per 4 residents None
Commercial
Categories

Retail Sales And
Service

Retail, personal service,
repair oriented

1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor
area

1 per 196 sq. ft. of floor
area

Restaurants and bars

1 per 250 sq. ft. of floor
area

1 per 63 sq. ft. of floor area

Health clubs, gyms, lodges,
meeting rooms, and
similar. Continuous
entertainment such as
arcades and bowling alleys

1 per 330 sq. ft. of floor
area

1 per 185 sq. ft. of floor
area

Temporary lodging 1 per rentable room; for 1.5 per rentable room; for
associated uses such as associated uses such as
restaurants, see above restaurants, see above

Theaters 1 per 4 seats or 1 per 6 feet | 1 per 2.7 seats or 1 per 4

of bench area

feet of bench area

Office General office 1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor 1 per 294 sq. ft. of floor
area area

Medical/Dental office 1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor 1 per 204 sq. tt. of floor
area area

Quick Vehicle 1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor 1 per 196 sq. ft. of floor
Servicing area area

Vehicle Repair

1 per 750 sq. ft. of floor
area |1]

1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor
area

Comimercial Parking

Not applicable

None

Self-Service Storage

[2]

2]

Commercial Qutdoor

20 per acre of site

30 per acre of site

Recreation

Major Event 1 per 8 seats or per CU 1 per 5 seats or per CU
Entertainment review review

Industrial

Categories

Manufacturing And 1 per 750 sq. ft. of floor 1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor
Production arca [1] area

Warehouse And
Freight Movement

1 per 750 sq. ft. of floor
area for the first 3,000 sq.
ft. of floor area and then 1
per 3,500 sq. ft. of floor
area thereafter [1]

1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor
area for the first 3,000 sq.
ft. of floor area and then 1
per 2,500 sq. ft. of floor
area thereafter

Wholesale Sales,
Industrial Service,
Railroad Yards

1 per 750 sq. ft. of floor
area {1]

1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor
area

Waste-Related

Per CU review

Per CU review
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Use Categories

Specific Uses

Standard A

Standard B

Institutional
Categories

Basic Utilities

None

Nane

Community Service

1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor
area

1 per 196 sq. ft. of floor

arca

Parks And Open
Areas

Per CU review for active
areas

Per CU review for active
areas

Schools

Grade, elementary, middle,
junior high

1 per classroom, or per CU
or Impact Mitigation Plan
approval

1.5 per classroom, or per
CU or Impact Mitigation
Plan approval

High school

7 per classroom, or per CU
or Impact Mitigation Plan
approval

10.5 per classroom, or per
CU or Impact Mitigation
Plan approval

Medical Centers

1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor
area; or per CU review or
Impact Mitigation Plan
approval

1 per 204 sq. ft. of floor
area; or per CU review or
Impact Mitigation Plan

Colleges

1 per 600 sq. ft. of floor
area exclusive of
dormitories, plus 1 per 4
dorm rooms; or per CU
review or Impact Mitigation
Plan approval

1 per 400 sq. ft. of floor
area exclusive of
dormitories, plus 1 per 2.6
cdorm rooms; or per CU
review or Impact Mitigation
Plan approval

Religious Institutions

1 per 100 sq. ft. of main
assembly area; or per CU
review

1 per 67 sq. ft. of main
assembly area; or per CU
review

Daycare

1 per 500 sq. ft. of floor
area

1 per 330 sq. ft. of floor
area

Other Categories

Agriculture

None, or per CU review

None, or per CU review

Aviation

Per CU review

Per CU review

Detention Facilities

Per CU review

Per CU review

Aggregate Extraction

Per CU review

Per CU review

Corridors

Radio Frequency Personal wireless service None None
Transmission and other non-broadcast
Facilities facilities
Radio or television 2 per site None
broadcast facilities
Rail Lines & Utility None None

Notes:

[1] For uses in an EG or I zone, if the site size is 5,000 sq. {t. or less, no more than 4 spaces are required.
Where the site size is between 5,001 and 10,000 sq. {t., no more than 7 spaces are required.

[2] Minimum of 1 per resident manager's facility, plus 3 per leasing office, plus 1 per 100 leasable storage
spaces in multi-story buildings. Maximum of 2 per resident manager’s facility, 5 per leasing office, 1 per
67 leasable storage spaces in multi-story buildings.
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- This report is best read
while viewing the slide

Multnomah Athletic Club's

' P (._g//‘,‘,m;/r.- The title of each

slide is in bold.
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’d like to move away from the traditional review by the presi-

dent of all the positive decisions and accomplishments that
happened during the year, which I can assure you there were
maity. I will focus on two things that I believe will have a major
impact on the future of the club. I would like to review the recent
member survey. What did you tell the board, the committees,
and management? Then, I would like to review the strategic
plan. The board began implementation of the plan this past year.
This plan will be the guiding document for the next five years.
Hopefully this presentation will provide you with confidence that
the club is listening to you and is moving in the right direction.

Before I get started on the survey, I'd like to show you a
couple of interesting graphs. Members’ Average Age. As you
can see, like the rest of America, the average age of the club has
been rising and is projected to continue rising in the next five
years from 40 today to 42 years of age, and then continue signif-
icantly upwards for the next 10 years. The graph includes the
intermediate member category aged 18 to 26. This information
was developed for MAC by the Population Research Center
at Portland State. In the next slide, Average Daily Member
Usage you can see that the number of members using the club
on any given day has risen considerably. Note that in 2002, the
board established a policy to limit the growth in the resident
headcount to 17,158. In the context of these two phenomenon,
let’s review some of the key takeaways from the survey.

The Member Survey

2010 Member Survey. What did it tell us? Hopefully
you all participated. Like an election, if you didn’t vote you
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can’t complain. First, the overall evaluation of the club. Am |
Pleased With The Club? As you can see, the overall evaluation
is quite high. That is a tribute to the actions of previous boards,
committees, and especially management and staff. Note the
comparison to prior survey’s and to other premier athletic clubs.
Next, let’s review Current Adult Athletic Program
Usage. This slide shows the relative importance of the facili-
ties with the highest use. Looking at the top yellow line,
which is the average of all responses, 84 percent of you say
that you use the various fitness rooms. Moving down the
chart, 30 percent participate in group exercise classes. As you
move further down, you see 19 percent participate in Pilates
and yoga, with tennis at 16 percent. If you drill down into
the survey, there is a lot of data showing how various demo-
graphics answered the questions. As an example and focusing
on group exercise, what this chart also shows is that 45 percent
of the ladies say they participate in group exercise, while only




15 percent of the guys say they participate. And 34 percent

of the members under 40 participate in group exercise versus
24 percent of those over 60. You can see the averages for the
other most-popular activities, as well as the different usages by
gender and age.

Next, let’s review Anticipated Adult Athletic Program
Usage. The red lines show future usage. Ninety percent of
you expect to use the fitness areas in the future. Up from 84
percent now. Pardon me for being a bit skeptical of your good
intentions, but what it tells us is that we need more E&C space
and equipment than we currently have. The board, with input
from the committees has already instructed management to
begin planning to reallocate space to E&C. If a future board
agrees, it could happen as soon as 2012. Also, the slide shows
that 50 percent of you plan to get involved with group exercise
versus 30 percent now and 43 percent of you say that you plan
to get involved in Pilates and yoga versus 19 percent now. This
is a clear message that our current studio space will be inad-
equate for your future usage. Again, the board and committees
have heard you and have authorized a study to expand the
studio spaces. Folks, if we want to maintain our premier

MAC
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MAC Secretary Leslie Vanbellinghen

athletic club status in Portland, given all the new competition
coming online, we need to keep our members happy.

Moving to some other aspects of the survey. Let’s look at
 the Activities and Services. This is a very busy slide because
we have so many activities. The yellow line delineates where 50
percent of you think an activity is important. As you can see, 91
percent of you said recreational activities are important, and 87
percent of you said the Sports Pub is important. Future boards
and committees will use this information to identify problem
areas and focus on ways to improve these activities and services.

Now to Parking Satisfaction. Ninety-five percent of y'
are satisfied with the security in the parking garage. However,
only 71 percent were satisfied with the amount of available
parking and 50 percent were satisfied with the width of the
parking stalls. Drilling down into the parking availability
§ numbers, Parking Availability there are many demographics
that are dissadsfied. I must say you are also quite a vocal
group. Parking Satisfaction. As to the width of the parking
stalls, the only one pleased with the width was the president.
However, many have noted that the guy who parks next to me
has a hard time staying between the lines. The board looked
at the parking issue and said, “We have no answer to this, and
besides, we need to leave something for next year’s board to
do.” Actually, management is actively watching for opportuni-
ties to expand our parking.

trategic Plan

Now to the Strategic Plan. I believe it is important for
the membership to be knowledgeable about the Strategic Plan.
Every major decision made in the next five years should be
held up to the plan to see if meets its objectives. The Strategic
Planning Committee worked two years on this document. The
reason it took so long is that we had a lot of past presidents

on the committee. In any event, the committee proposed and
the board accepted seven basic initiatives. Key Initiatives.
Within each initiative, which I refer to as goals, the committee
recommended strategies for achieving the goals. The board
will decide how and when to implement the strategies. It is
expected that full implementation could take up to five years.
In the interest of time, I hear a few stomachs rumbling, I will
show you just a few of the strategies. (In this article all the
strategies are presented. The Strategic Plan also includes the
rationale the committee used to decide on its recommenda-
tions).

Membership Goal

Goal: Maintain current resident membership levels while
executing targeted strategies to increase generational and
ethnic diversity with a primary focus on adding/retaining
younger members at MAC. The first goal is by far the most
important. If we don’t continue to keep 17,158 resident
members, MAC won'’t long exist as it is today.

Membership Strategies

A. Conduct a comprehensive analysis of membership using
demographics, dues categories and fee structure, and inte-
grate with population forecasts. Note: Recall the aging of
the club graph I showed you earlier.

B. Offering programs and facilities at or above the level of
other competing clubs needed to maintain the club’s pres-
tige and competitive advantages.

C. Evaluate/develop alternate strategies for attracting/

retaining younger adult members.

D. Periodically, review membership categories and policies to
ensure they support membership initiatives.

continued on page 30
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October 1, 2014

‘Mayor Charles Hales and

City Commissioner Amanda Fritz
City Commissioner Nick Fish

City Commissioner Steve Novick
City Commissioner Dan Saltzman

Re: Proposed Re-zoning of Block 7
LU 14-105474 CP ZC
Mayor Hales and City Commissioners::

My name is Karl Reer. I live at 1132 SW 19% Avenue, in Portland - and am a
member of the Goose Hollow Foothills League {GHFL), and, currently, Board
Chair of the Legends, which unanimously passed a resolution more than a year
ago, opposing the Re-Zoning. We - and many residents of Goose Hollow - urge
you not to support the Mill Creek Zoning Application for Block 7 that is before
you.

[ust a few points:

First: Under the current RH zoning, the MAC can properly develop their land
for additional housing with resident parking. We don’t dispute that. That was
the agreement that the neighborhood and the City reached with the MAC, years
ago. However, the essential issue in this application is the added 225 MAC
parking spaces in the underground garage. These added parking spaces will
not improve parking conditions for the neighborhood residents and will
only exacerbate existing traffic and parking problems in the area.

Second: These traffic problems, including several dangerous intersections,
were recently documented by a small Parking and Traffic Survey conducted by
a committee of the GHFL. But, the survey neither asked, nor answered, the
question of how the proposed MAC parking would impact the problems. No
reading of the Survey questions and responses lends support te adding
this MAC-only parking structure.

Third: The 225 spaces of the garage will not add a single space of
parking for neighborhood residents. They will only serve out-of-area MAC
members and guests, who prefer not to use the available MAX and bus
alternatives that are capable of bringing them virtually to the MAC doorstep.



Certainly, the added parking would present an option for MAC members
currently parking on neighborhood streets but, our own walking surveys of the
neighborhood have shown that few cars with MAC stickers park in the
neighborhood, regardless of the day or time - or vacancies in the garage.

Fourth: The application contends that the MAC will not add members and
that no new trips - no added traffic - will result from the 225 added parking
spaces. There is no MAC data related to this assertion. In fact, the added
free parking will allow the MAC to continue to increase its revenue-
enhancing “Special Events” - conferences and activities that non-
members and guests can attend. And they will come. The 225 spaces -with
multiple entrances and exits generated throughout the 18-hour MAC day - can
add 600 or more additional vehicles to the already-congested streets, bringing
a huge increase in toxic exhaust, further deteriorating the air quality in the
neighborhood and around Lincoln High School. T urge that you request data
from the MAC showing the continued growth in special events, non-
member attendance and associated revenue in recent years.

Finally: The MAC has at least two bus lines and three MAX stops within
easy walking distance to the Club. But, the added garage will encourage just
- the sort of excessive, unnecessary driving that the City has been seeking to
reduce. The City approved a very specific “Climate Action Plan” in 2009,
seeking to reduce precisely the casual vehicle usage that the proposed
parking structure will encourage {Objective 6 of the 2030 Objectives).

If you, the City Council are serious about the City’s Goal of Reduction in
Vehicle Use, we should not be inviting more private vehicle use with this
unnecessary parking garage.

And, if you are serious about past commitments to the City and
neighborhood organizations being honored, you will not support
anything but residential housing being built on Block 7.

Karl Reer
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Regquire evaluations of major planning scenar-
ios, Comprehensive Plan and Transportation
System Plan decisions to include estimates of
carbon emissions. Partner with Metro and
regional jurisdictions to develop modeling
tools for evaluating emissions impacts of land-
use and transportation decisions and monitor-
ing carbon emissions.

Develop a more balanced funding mechanism
and adopr a schedule for public investments
to make neighborhoods highly walkable and
bikeable, including sidewalks and improved
access to transit for reaching destinations
beyond a reasonable walking or biking
distance.

Partner with federal agencies, including
Housing and Urban Development, the
Environmental Protection Agency, and the
Department of Transportation, on efforts

like the joint Interagency Partnership for
Sustainable Communities to apply new federal
priorities around sustainable development in

Portland and Multnomah County.
Seek funding to accelerate remediation of
brownfields in the city and county to accom-

modate growth within the current Urban
Growth Boundary.

Work with Metro and other local govern-
ments to make reducing carbon emissions and

adapting to climate change impacts a fund-
ing criteria for the Metro Policy Advisory
Committee and the Joint Policy Advisory

Committee on Transportation.

(x)  Coordinate decisions about future streetcar
investments with Portland Plan land use
decisions.

{xi)  Facilitate the aggregation of smaller land par-

cels which, when aggregated, provide oppor-

tunities for industrial development.

2030 OBJECTIVE 6.

Reduce per capita daily vehicle-miles trav-
eled (VMT) by 30 percent from 2008 levels.
As of 2005, the per capita daily passenger vebicle-miles

traveled (VMT) in the Portland region are about eight
pereent above 1990 levels. (Figure 11). To be on target

- jor the 2050 goals, per capita daily passenger VMT must

decline by about 30 percent from roday’s by 2030. This
reduction must oceur in addition to vebicle fuel efficiency
improvements and the development of cleaner fuels.
Reducing per capita VMT while maintaining the mobil-
ity of, and access to services for, Portiand and Mulmomah
County residents will require significant growth in walk-
ing, bicycling and transit (Figures 12 and 13).

The current Transportation System Plan projects that
drive-alone trips will decrease from 62 percent in 1994
t0 57 percent in 2020 (Figure 14). To achieve the 2030
objective, VMT reductions will need to accelerate dramati-
cally from the current trajectory. The benefits of this shift
will do more than protect the climate because the average
Portland household spends about 20 percent of household
income on transportation, redyctions in VMT can signifi-
cantly increase disposable income*

20 See, for example, “The Affordability Index: A New Tool for
Measuring the True Affordability of 2 Housing Choice.” Center
for Transit Oriented Development and Cencer for Neighborhood
Technology, January 2006.
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THE LEGENDS CONDOMINIUM
C/O MULTI-SERVICES, INC.
1500 NE IRVING STREET, SUITE 414
PORTLAND, OREGON 97232
503-222-7076

RESOLUTION
of
OPPOSIT! GN TO REZONING OF BLOCK 7 FOR COMMERICAL PURPOSES

WHEREAS, The Multnomah Athletic Club {MAC) is proposing to de\}e lop its property in Portland, OR,
bounded by SW Main and SW Madison Streets and SW 19% and SW 20 Avenues, hersby referred to a
Block 7, under a contract with Mill Creak Residential Trust, a property developer; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Block 7 project envisions a new seven (7) story, 200-260 unit multi-dweliing
residential building with 200 (mostly below-grade) accessory parking spaces, and 225 additional below-
grade parking spaces for use by the Mulinomzah Athletic Club; and

WHEREAS, to accomplish this project, the Multnomah Athletic Club and Mill Creek Residential Trust are
pursuing a zoning change from residential RH to commercial "CX",

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that The Board of Directors of The Homeowners Association of
Legends Condominiums opposes the re-zoning of "Block 7” to *CX” or any other zoning for commercial
exploitation in order to preserve and enhance the current residential nature of the Goose Hollow
neighborhood as called for in the Comprehensive Plan.

DATED: July 11, 2013

Board of Dlrectors Homeowners Association of Legends Condominiums

By /%&)&2

DenmsW Lee, Chair

Wﬁn’lan mber
. // -/
By /

"USal Weaver, M Member
By %Ab N%

Alan Willis, Member

b Kol

“Karl Reer. Member




Marjorie Sande
1132 SW 19th Avenue, #706
Portland, OR 97205

October 1, 2014

The Honorable Mayor Charlie Hales, Members of the City Council
Commissioners Amanda Fritz, Nick Fish, Steve Novick, Dan Saltzman
City Hall, ¢/o Karla Moore-Love, Council Clerk

1221 SW 4th Avenue, Room 103

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Mr. Mayor and Members of the City Council:

My name is Marjorie Sande. I live in Goose Hollow at 1132 SW 1 9™ Avenue. My husband and 1
walk through our neighborhood every single day for our health, our enjoyment, and our
transportation. I oppose Block 7 rezoning because of the detrimental effect it would have on our
neighborhood, which means that the applicant does not meet the Comprehensive Plan’s Goals 6
and 8 regarding Transportation and the Environment. Rezoning to allow a MAC garage would
encourage more traffic in an area that is currently served by two MAX stops.

From my daily experience I can tell you that traffic congestion is already dangerous for Goose
Hollow residents. Cars come zooming around and into the MAC club’s parking garage without
regard for those of us who are walking our neighborhood blocks. At rush hour the problem is
heightened by peak demand for parking at the MAC club coinciding with the evening swell of
traffic on Salmon and 20™Avenue.

Pedestrians like my husband and I are brushed back at the intersections and have to wait prolonged
periods for rushing cars to clear. And we are not alone. While out walking every day we see that
Goose Hollow has many pedestrians: people walking dogs, parents with strollers, students,
couples with walkers, and residents aging in place who rely on scooters and motorized chairs.

My husband and I can tell you from our daily walks that we are sometimes forced to take risks by
veering into traffic lanes due to rough sidewalks, and then find ourselves jostling with commuting
cyclists mixed into the same lanes. We find ourselves breathing in noxious fumes due to the close
proximity of vehicles. For us crossing the street is risky, even at the lights, because we cannot
move as quickly as the cars whose drivers are often distracted or impatient.

Every MAC member can have 5 parking stickers for their various cars, and they park for free!
Portland brags about its great urban planning. Well, it would be utterly ridiculous for you to
approve a zone change to allow the MAC to build more parking when the MAC had done almost
nothing to reduce its car usage. Please don't allow the MAC to further pollute my neighborhood.

We welcome new residential neighbors. Goose Hollow is a great place to live, as new residents
will discover. We do NOT welcome additional traffic and parking intrusion that deteriorates our
quality of life. We already have more than enough of that from the MAC club’s parking garage.



Let the MAC club expand their parking empire in another direction, where it won’t diminish the
quality of life for Goose Hollow residents.

Rezoning Block 7 would be an unwise land use. Please vote "no" to Block 7 rezoning. Our health
and public safety are at stake.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,



eleventh [loor beijing. china

GSBLAW.COM

GARVEYSCHUBERTBARER

Please reply to JENNIFER BRAGAR
Jjbragar@gsblaw.com
Telephone 503 553 3208

October 1, 2014
VIA HAND DELIVERY

Mayor Charlie Hales and Commissioners
City of Portland

1221 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 340
Portland, Oregon 97204

RE:  Friends of Goose Hollow Argument Against
Approval of LU 14-105474 CP ZC, HO 4140008

Dear Mayor Hales and Commissioners,

This office represents the Friends of Goose Hollow, LLC and Harvey Black (collectively,
the FOGH)." The purpose of this letter is to provide the reasons that the City Council must deny
the above-referenced application.” The applicants, Mill Creek Residential Trust, LLC, MAC
Block 7 LLC, and the Multnomah Athletic Club (collectively, the MAC) have not met their
burden to show that the criteria for approval have been met, and as a result, the Hearings Officer
did not have enough information upon which to base his recommendation.” This letter focuses
on three areas where the applicants did not meet their burden. First, both the applicants and the
Hearings Officer ignored the applicable MAC 1993 Master Plan that prohibits the zone change
from residential to commercial use on Block 7. Second, the applicants did not analyze the full
impacts of the comprehensive plan map and zone map amendment, but instead improperly treat
the contemplated residential use as a background condition. Third, the traffic and parking
analysis does not go far enough to examine the impacts of the proposal.

: Harvey Black is a resident of the Legends Condominiums located at 1132 SW 19™ Avenue, Portland, OR

97205, and is directly affected by the proposed comprehensive plan and zone change.
. FOGH hereby incorporates all previous comment letters submitted by this office in this matter.

. The City Attorney’s office advised that this hearing before the City Council would be conducted under the

legislative hearing procedures under Portland City Code Chapter 33.740. FOGH respectfully points out that the City
Council members have a duty under quasi-judicial proceedings to disclose ex parte contacts and conflicts of interest,
and members of the public are entitled to question the councilors about those disclosures on the record.

PORTLAND OFFICE anchorage. alaska

121 sw morrison streel new york. new york
portland. oregon 97204-31411 seattle. washington

TEL 503 228 3939 Fax 503 2206 0259 washington. d.c.
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I. The still operative MAC Master Plan does not permit a zone change at Block 7
from RH to CX.

A Master Plan governs the way in which property owners will develop property within
the plan’s boundaries. Since 1981, under the MAC Master Plan requirement, any further
development of Block 7 was limited to uses allowed under the RH zoning. This limitation, in
effect, prohibits large-scale parking south of Main Street.* The City required the MAC to enter
into a Master Plan because it was concerned with neighborhood compatibility of commercial
uses in a residential zone. The City Council’s findings for CU 80-80 that imposed the Master
Plan requirement stated its purpose was, “[t]o protect the neighborhood and the general public
from potential negative impacts” from the MAC development. See Attachment 1, page 5. The
Master Plan requirement provided a guarantee by MAC to limit the adverse impacts of
commercial uses in the neighborhood. However, MAC’s continuous machinations between 1995
and the present call into question the legitimacy of that planning process and the public’s
expectations that the parties — both the City and MAC - would uphold their end of the bargain.
The record contains numerous letters from the applicants’ legal counsel and other MAC
representatives that the MAC would abide by the Master Plan for development of Block 7.
These letters are attached here for your convenience. See Attachment 2. Now, conveniently, the
MAC claims the Master Plan no longer applies.

Instead of keeping their word, the applicants and the Hearings Officer rely on a 1995 land
use decision, File No. 95-00743 ZC, to conclude that the MAC Master Plan, imposed by the
previous condition of approval, no longer applies. In 1995, the MAC rezoned the clubhouse and
Salmon Street parking garage from RH to CX. The Hearings Officer described at page 8 of his
recommendation that, in reliance on Portland City Code (PCC) 33.700.110(B)(2)(b), the 1995
zone change extinguished the conditions imposed by the 1992 Master Plan. The only thing that
PCC 33.700.110(B)(2)(b) provides is,

“B. Conditions of approval after 1981. The regulations stated below apply to all
prior conditions of approval for all types of land divisions, Planned Unit
Developments (PUD), and any other quasi-judicial review approved in association
with a land division or PUD, and for land use reviews applied for after January 1,
1981, unless the conditions of approval or the ordinance adopting the conditions
provide for their continuance.

ok ok

(2) Conditional uses.
ook

! FOGH’s May 20, 2014, letter to the Hearings Office sets forth the history of the MAC Master Plan,

including its original adoption in 1981, and subsequent amendments that did not alter the prohibition of commercial
zoning on Block 7.
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(b) Use allowed by right. If the use is now allowed by right, the
conditions of approval no longer apply.”

However, nothing in PCC 33.700.110(B)(2)(b) has any relevance to Master Plans. The
applicants’ and Hearings Officer’s reliance on the code section ignores that the condition of
approval to adopt a Master Plan was already fulfilled. The applicants would have you rely on an
irrelevant code section to determine the operability of the adopted Master Plan.

Consider the following analogous fact pattern to illustrate the point:

e A property owner obtains a conditional use approval.

e The City imposes a condition that the property owner must dedicate 15 feet of
right-of-way to the City for the construction of an arterial.

e A year or two later, the development is complete, including construction of
the arterial utilizing the 15 feet of dedicated right-of-way. Thus, the condition
1s satisfied.

e In year three, the property owner obtains a zone change and the conditional
use is now a permitted use.

e The property owner asks the City to re-convey the right-of-way back because
the reason for the condition imposed as part of the conditional use no longer
applies.

Following the MAC’s logic, the property owner in the above example would be able to reclaim
the 15 feet of right-of-way. But, that outcome is as absurd as the MAC’s claim that a zone
change in 1995 has any impact on an adopted Master Plan that applies to an array of MAC
properties.

Significantly, the 1995 decision did not address the other property that remained within
the Master Plan’s boundaries, including Block 7 and the SW 21* Avenue garage and laundry
facility. See Attachment 3, Figure 1 of the 1993 MAC Master Plan. Therefore, even if PCC
33.700.100(B)(2)(b) did affect the Master Plan, its affect would be limited to only those
properties that were subject to the 1995 zone change. In other words, the Master Plan still
applies to limit the use of Block 7 to those permissible uses allowed under the RH zone
designation.

11. The Hearings Officer erred in his treatment of the housing as a background
condition that did not require tull analysis by the applicants.

A comprehensive plan map amendment and zone change is reviewed under the City’s
criteria that requires the application be compared to the current zoning under PCC
33.810.050.A.1,
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“1. The requested designation for the site has been evaluated against relevant
Comprehensive Plan policies and on balance has been found to be equally or
more supportive of the Comprehensive Plan as a whole than the old designation;”

The Hearings Officer erred when he relied on acknowledgement of the City’s zoning code, Title
33, to justify his narrow review of the comprehensive plan amendment and zone change
application. In reliance on acknowledgment, the Hearings Officer treats the RH zoning’s
allowance of housing as a background condition. But, FOGH is unclear what the Hearings
Officer meant by reliance on acknowledgement, as the criteria for comprehensive plan
amendments and zone changes remains unchanged regardless of whether the zoning code is
acknowledged.

As a result of this construction, consideration of the applicable comprehensive plan
policies did not consider the full range of impacts resulting from development under the current
RH zone designation, including the mix of conditional use commercial development set forth in
the Master Plan as comparable to the requested zone change. By virtue of treating the allowed
housing as a background condition, the Hearings Officer was predisposed to favor the proposed
development when he reviewed the application against the “on balance” test under PCC
33.810.050(A)(1) in comparing the existing zoning designation against the proposed designation.
This is impermissible.

The restrictions and protections of the residential zone designation, favoring housing that
matches the existing neighborhood, were given a back seat to the applicants’ development
proposal to mix commercial parking, and hotel uses onto the site. While balancing the current
versus the proposed zoning designation is permissible, and requited by the code, the balancing
cannot be done until the playing field is leveled. The City Council should not fall into the same
trap as the Hearings Officer and this application ought to be compared in its entirety to the uses
available to the property owner under the current zoning designation. After that baseline is set,
the impacts of the proposal should be examined to their full extent.

III. The applicants did not adequately analyze traflic because incomplete information
was provided to the City staff and Hearings Officer.

In addition to the Comprehensive Plan goals and policy analysis, the applicants must
show that the requested zone change is consistent with the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals,
including Goal 12 governing transportation impacts. See PCC 33.810.050(B)(2). FOGH
members have asked for information that would provide a complete picture of the traffic impacts
of the proposal on the surrounding neighborhood. The MAC has silently stood by its March
2014 traffic impact analysis (TIA), claiming the information is adequate to support the proposal.
Luckily for the surrounding neighbors, adequate traffic analysis is required before the City
Council can make a decision.
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['he MAC never provided information about its assumptions in its TIA”:

e In connection with Section I above, the applicants treat the apartment and
hotel units as background. But, again, the hotel units are commercial uses that
are not part of the background condition. The TIA must be revised to account
for the new uses even if those same uses are currently allowed without the
zone change. Significantly, the applicants lump the proposed hotel units as
background residential trips. However, the hotel units, along with the MAC
parking, are the trigger for the zone change and cannot be included as
background. There are intersections that currently fail, such as SW 20"
Avenue and SW Jefferson Street that operates at a level of service F. The
public has no way of knowing whether the new trips from the hotel units will
cause greater impacts to SW 20" Avenue and SW Jefferson Street, and other
intersections that may only be a few trips away from failure.

e The applicants’ TIA failed to provide information related to its analysis of
peak conditions at the main MAC parking garage, and failed to analyze
operational analysis for peak conditions in relation to use of the MAC’s
secondary lots. This incomplete analysis and lack of information prevented
FOGH’s traffic consultants from completing their review and comment on the
traffic study.

e The MAC repeatedly describes that it needs 1,060 parking stalls, but never
provide the methodology they used to develop those numbers or to show how
they made the calculations. This information is integral to allow the public a
full review and opportunity to comment on the accuracy of the estimate and
the adequacy of the applicants’” TIA.

e In a letter submitted by the MAC’s attorney on June 6, 2014, the applicants
state, “[t]hat MAC member surveys identify limited parking as the number
one member concern with MAC services.” That report is strong
acknowledgment that MAC is a service use of the land (e.g. people use the
MAC for fitness, events, food, and entertainment, and etc.) and as such, its
trip generation is directly tied to the quality of service it provides, not the
square footage of its buildings or number of employees. If the MAC increases
the number of parking stalls, it stands to reason that users will be happier and
use more of the parking. Yet, the applicants are saying that MAC members
will not use more of the parking service once the 225 commercial parking
spaces are made available. The logic is flawed, and any reliance by the

’ The itemized list of concerns are all supported by FOGH’s comment letters that included expert testimony

by David Evans and Associates. These submittals can be found as Attachment 9 to my May 20, 2014 letter to the
Hearings Officer, and Attachment | to my June 6, 2014 letter to the Hearings Officer.
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Hearings Officer that MAC’s membership will not increase, a statement not
bound by any condition of approval, is misplaced.

e The Hearings Officer’s recommendation relies on vague assertions that
“laldditional off-street parking for MAC members is likely to reduce to some
degree the number of circulating vehicles at peak usage periods.” However,
as a result of more parking availability, members that would otherwise choose
not to drive will now opt to drive.® FOGH continues to contend that increases
in off-street parking for MAC members will only increase the number of trips.

e The MAC never provided information about the extent of special events held
at its facilities and the impact on traffic and parking demand. These uses
exceed a sports club use and allow the MAC to behave like a convention
center, where the City has never conditioned the number of events to alleviate
traffic and parking impacts on the neighborhood.

e ['riends previously raised concerns about the improper deferral of Central City
Parking Review in connection to this application. The concern is belied by
the applicants’ treatment of criterion H in the Central City Transportation
Management Plan (CCTMP) and the applicants’ conclusory remark that the
criterion does not apply. See TIA, Appendix G at pages 3-4. CCTMP
criterion H governs the analysis of visitor parking.” All MAC Members, as
well as the special events attendees should be construed as visitors under the

0 Latent demand refers to the desire of MAC users to visit the MAC but whose choices are affected by the

current parking inconvenience. Some current users may be shifting to off peak use of MAC facilitics because of
current peak parking limitations and may shift back to peak period use with additional parking capacity. Other users
who may now choose to use transit because of current parking inconveniences may shift back to auto usage. Another
concern with more abundant parking is the possibility of MAC members using the garage as a park-and-ride to
avoid downtown parking fees.
’ CCTMP criteria H requires:
“H. If the proposal is for Visitor Parking, the parking demand analysis shows a need for this parking at this
location. The analysis must show the following criteria are met;
[. At least 65 percent of the short term parking demand is from uses within 750 feet of the
parking structure or lot; and
2. At least one of the following is met:
a. There is a cumulative increase in short-term parking demand due to an overall increase
in activity associated with existing or new retail or other visitor-related uses; or
b. The parking will serve major new attractions or retail development; or
¢. There has been significant loss of on-street parking due to recent public works
projects; or
d. There has been a significant loss of short-term parking spaces.
3. Ifthe site is in an [ zone, all of the following are met ... [remainder not applicable]”
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Central City Transportation Management Plan (CCTMP).® The applicants’
TIA concludes that CCTMP approval criterion H, governing visitor parking is
not applicable, but that conclusion is in error because all the people who use
the MAC are visitors. The Central City Parking Review should be completed
with this application and the TIA should be updated to reflect that analysis. A
conditioned zone change, that the applicants’ claim to limit to a particular use,
should not be allowed if the CCTMP criterion H cannot be met.

Without the information described above, it is impossible for the City Council to make a decision
that the applicants have met Goal 12 or the traffic-related goals and policies of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.

CONCLUSION

The applicants’ behavior of picking and choosing which rules to apply and when to apply
them must stop. As shown above, the applicants are subject to a Master Plan that prohibits
rezoning of the Block 7 property. The proper procedure for the MAC is to amend its Master
Plan, provide adequate analysis of the full impacts of its proposal, and accept that commercial
parking expansion has not been justified under the applicants’ TIA. It is time for the City
Council to send the applicants back to the drawing board because there is not enough
information to support a comprehensive plan amendment and zone change. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

ennifer Bragar

ces clients

PDX_DOCS:522713.3

& Although the CCTMP does contain a glossary, the glossary does not include a definition of customer or

visitor. Further, the City’s zoning code contains no definition of the terms. But, as stated above, the MAC is a
service use and all people who come to the facility are visitors.



ATTACHMENT 1
EXCERPT OF FEBRUARY 4, 1981
CITY COUNCIL HEARING TRANSCRIPT RE: CU 80-80
TO APPROVE MAC CLUBHOUSE AND PARKING -
DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS



February 4, 1981 511

LINDBERG After consulting with people on both sides
of this issue during the break, and reflecting
for a while, T have arrived at a position that
+ I think neither side will be totally happy with,
but I think is very reasonable and I think
satisfies the objectives of each side.

It gets the parking structure built and it gets
the master plan developed. My idea is basically
to separate the master plan from the parking
structure. I will read the amendment: "The
applicant shall within sixemonth develop and
submit to the city a master plan after consultation
with the Bureau of Planning and the neighborhood
association. This plan is to address the
remaining, undeveloped portion of the MAC Club
property in the vicinity. The development

of residential uses, consider historic structures,
including the feasibility of moving exlsting
houses within the area in a time frame for
development. The master plan shall be subject

to approval by the City Council and shall be
binding on the applicant.”" Meaning if there

were changes, they would have to come back.

The reason that I've come up with this approach
1s, that I really do think that the structure
offers a lot of benefits, not only to the club,
but the city and the neighborhood, if certain
other things happen. I would not want the
parking structure to be hung up for a year or
two in court, because there was another matter
that I had brought in, which is the master plan.
I do believe that that plan needs to be developed,
so this to me is a compromise where the
neighborhood could achieve their objective of
getting the plan, and the MAC Club could get
the structure.

SCHWAB That becomes Condition M, so it clearly takes
it out of the end of A, which says that it has
to be submitted; it's very clear that is not
our intention, it is Condition M.

LINDBERG Well, I would -- we can make a motion and
then we can see --
SCHWAB If it is Condition M I'll second it.
LINDBERG We can make a motion and second it, and then
we can see what response people have to it.
IVANCIE It's seconded now as a condition of Condition M;
is that right?
LINDBERG Right.
IVANCIE Is there discussion?
LINDBERG I know that somebody said that they wanted
to be heard on this.
IVANCIE We will entertain some testimony on this,
but I think that I've had enough of this
discussion.
SMITH If you're concluding that rapidly, I would like

an opportunity to say a word or two. My name
is Dean Smith. I live at 1930 S.W. 13th.

I'm a past-president of the neighborhood
association and I've been active in various
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capacitics, Including my current one, as
a member of the planning committes for the
nelghborhood.

I am not entirsly sure how much I agees
with your proposal plight now, although I
think I may be persuaded to agree with 1t.
The thing that I find important in this
process 1z that there needs to be some
sort of assurance that the nelghborhood
comes out a winner and that the club

comes oub 2 winner, that's been my
objective all along. In that regard,

I might point out, that I was one of a lew
people on our board that reslly supported
the idea of & parking structure {or the club.

It was presented to ug at various times

in various preliminary stapges, and we didn't
see specifile plans until this project was
advanced.

IVANCIE Can you speak to this wmotion., We'lve
regurgitated this thing --

SMITH Yes, I understand. T Just wanted you to
know *that I did support the concept, bub
I don't the conditions that the Hearings
Officer applied.

IVANCIE Do you support this motion?

SMITH Yeah., I think I do support the motion
as long it Is understood that there needs
to be assurange that 1t is connected with
the projeat. I do not 1ike the idea of
having vague goals lelt in generalities.
I think that I will trust the city to make
a wise determination abput the master plan
as a personal matter and as a nelighborhood
representatlive., Thank you.

SCHWARB One thing that T think that gives you assurance
is the only allowable use In that zone
is heousing, and anybtbing else has to come
before the Council for a conditional use.
Unless 1% 4is housing, I can't see what eslse
they can do without a conditional use, there
is nothing else,

SHMITH There are several types of housing that
can occur.

SCHWAB Yell, there gcould be high-vise, certainly,
and that's what I heard the request was
for 1in the nelghborhood -- high-rise housing.

SHITH There are a varlety of other policies
that the city has besides the one artlculated
in the comprehensive plan. The comprehensive
plan is not the lone determiner, You can
develop up to the hipghest denslty permitted
under the compr ngive plan, but the AT e
other notions in the resldential context that
meet other policies.

SCHWAR I've heard 1t sald here from some people in
the last nearing what they wanted; 1t was
one of the last high-rilge housing arveas
and that's why they wanted those blocks released.
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They wanted hilgherise housing on thosz blocks,
and I think 1 they came in for some high-rise
housing or any type of housling {rom high-rise
on down, it would be falrly sutomatice, wouldn't

ic?
IVANCIE Thank you, sir.
SCHWAB If 1t was something thit was different, I

they wonted any other use they would nsed a
condlitional use.

BLOUNT My, Mayor and Members of the Council,
Beth Blount representing the nelghborhood.

Commissioner Lindberg, I appreclate your

effort at gompromise language, bubt unfortunately
I have to pubt on the record, Sthat unless I have
the opportunity te poll the eleven people

that I represent, T cannot agree at this hearing
to that language, so I have to note that in

the record. Thank you.

IVANCIE That's {fine. HMr. Miller? OBSpeak on the motlon.
MILLER I think that the applicant would probably agree

to that language subject to a clariflcation.

The proposed amendment states that the

applicant would develep and submit the plan
sublect o the approval of the City Council,

and once approved it would be binding. It would
be our understanding that the plan could not,
therefore,; Include provisicns that are not
acceptable to the applicant. We would make the
plan. TIf it is approved, it is approved and
binding., If it is not appiroved, then we would
have to submlt something else and in the meantime
we'lre bullding our structure. Untill «e submift
something that 1s approved 1t {s not a plan.

In thoze cirvcumstances, and I do understand the
flayor and Commissioner Lindberg indicating

that my interpretation is corrvect, and on that
basis we would ind that language acceptabls.

LINDBERG Let me Just clarify that with the Ciuy
Attorney. T know the point that you're getiting
at and this is a little differvent sisuation;
this is & master plan lor your property. It's
a 1ittle diffevent than a nelghborhood plan.

Chris, in the development of the wmaster plan,
what 1 they submit something and three 0lty
Council Members say “no, 1 think we ocught to
change that a little bit.®

THOMAS Well, T think what he's teying te do is
clarify through the record what 1t means.
I suppose 1t's up to you, but the way he has
proposed 1t 1s, that 1f the Councll rejected
it they would then come back witi alternative
until something was accepted. Ultimately,
gomething would have to be accephed, but you would
not ve able to dictate to them what the
development ought to be. I kunow thabt g what
his concern 1s.

3

SCHWAR On the other hand, he can't really develop
anything exzcept housing, can he?

THOMAS That's correct,
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SCHWAB The only thing that we won't have contro’
over, baslically, then is, if he comes in
and says "I want to build 80 units to
the block," and we say, "we think 1t should
be 40 or 200," we don't really have the
say. That, In effect, is what you're
telling us, isn't it?

THOMAS Let me give you an example. If he did
come in wlth that and the Council felt
that they did not want that level of
density, then the Council could refuse
to approve that plan. At that point, they
would not be able to develop the property
according to that proposal because 1t would
be a violation of the condition of this
conditional use. They wouldn't have an
approved plan, and that would be the level
of your control, but you couldn't dictate
what they did have to do.

LINDBERG Yeah, then I agree with yqur point.

IVANCIE - 'Thank you,  Any further -discussion? - > =
- N —-This is-a vote-on the motion. —=All ~ =5 =
in favor signify by saying Aye. . . - °°

S i bl —

The motion being put resulted in the foé%%¥ég§:vote. e =
Yeas, COmmissione?s~Ltndberg,~Schwab-and Mayor~{v = — ”
whereupon the SR As - dec 1l ,a,,.&q 19 =

shall within six-months

neighborhood association. This plan is to address the remaining
undeveloped portion of the MAC Club property in the vicinity, the
development of residential uses, consider historic structures,
including the feasibility of moving existing houses within the area

in a time frame for development. The master plan shall be subject

to approval by the City Council and shall be binding on the applicant.”

IVANCIE Is there any further discussion on the
Calendar Item which is the appeal of the
Goose Hollow Foothill League? I take it
that in a vote here, Mr. City Attorney,
if we vote to approve the =- walt a
minute.

SCHWAB Well, I think what we ought to do is to
have -- we ought to vote on the Hearing
Officer's report.

THOMAS You have three appeals and I think the
thing to do is to vote -- A aye vote
would approve the conditional use as
amended including adopting the findings
of the Hearings Officer.

SCHWAB A yes vote would approve the Hearings
Officer report and deny all the appeals
insofar as they are in conflict.

IVANCIE That's correct.

THOMAS I think there is one other thing. I think
because of the Hearling Officer's findings
on the plan, and since you have added a
requirement, I think someone needs to indicate --
Commissioner Lindberg, you ought to state
as one of the findings that is adopted
what the rationale is for requiring the
plan. I think you've mentioned it a few
times, but that ought to be one of the
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findings that is added to the regord.

IVANCIE Do you want to state a finding, Mr. Lindberg?
LINDBERG We need to do that now?
THOMAS Well, elther that or bring it back in a week.

I think that you need to add something for a
finding for the last condition that you added. The
Hearing Officer has indicated that he felt that that
was necessary to have the plan, and you have found,
based on your concern about what might happen to the
neighborhood that it would be beneficial to have
that additional protection.

IVANCIE I think that's his finding.

SCHWAB Then we can add Chris' finding to the Hearing
Officer's finding.

IVANCIE All right. Then the City Attorney's finding as
approved by Commissioner Lindberg is part of the
report,

LINDBERG That's fine.

THOMAS The finding would be: "That in order to protect

the neighborhood and the general public from
potential negative impacts from the proposed
parking structure, it is appropriate to require
the applicant to provide a master plan for the
four-block area surrounded by S.W. 18th, Madison,
20th and Salmon Streets."

SCHWAB And all of us -- we all agree.

IVANCIE All right. Call the roll., This is approval of
the conditional use permit as amended by the
City Council, including your findings.

The roll being called on the above appeal resulted in the
following vote: Yeas, Commissioners Lindberg, Schwab and Mayor Ivancie,
3; whereupon the appeal was denied, the Hearing Officer's report
adopted as amended by Council, and the Conditional Use granted.

IVANCIE We have an emergency ordinance on the permit
for the construction of the pedestrian bridge.
We cannot vote on that today because we are
minus a Commissioner. We could take the emergency
clause off -- how do you want to handle this?

SCHWAB Well, they're not going to be starting the
bridge within 30 days anyhow, are they?
Why don't we just remove the emergency clause

today.

IVANCIE All right. 1Is there a motion to remove the
emergency clause?

SCHWAB I so move.

LINDBERG Second.

IVANCIE Is there discussion? All in favor signify by

saying Aye.

The motion belng put resulted in the lollowing vote:
Yeas, Commissioners Lindberg, Schwab and Mayor Ivancie, 3;
whereupon the motlon was declared carriled, and emergency clause
deleted from the ordinance.
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The Ordinance was then read as amended.

330 An Ordinance, entitled, "An Ordinance granting a

revocable permit to the Multnomah Amateur Athletlc Club %o
construct, use and maintain a pedestrian bridge over and across
3.¥W, Salmon Street between S.W. 18th and 8.W. 20th Avenues, at
a tee of $10.00," was read. (262)

IVANCIE Pass to Second Reading.

By unanimous consent, the ordinance was ordered passed
to Second Readlng.
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T Susan Feldman
Gusan MaKinney
City of Portland Planning Departmwent

FROM: Stephen 1. Janik
Linly A. Ferris
DATE: Novembeay 17, 1995
CLIENT: Hultnomah Athletic Club
RE: Bffect of the Mulinomah Athletlc Club Master Plan

A fntyoduction

The purpose of This memorandum ls to ontline the legal
affect of the existing Multnomah Athletic Club’s (MAC) 1892
Master Plan, particularly in light of the pending zone change
from RH to ¢Xd on two of the MAC's parcels. The effect of the
zone change will be to convert the status of the existing parking
garage from a non-conforming use to a permitted use and to
convert the status of the existing clubhouse from a non-
conforming use to a permitted use., In light of thege developed
uses, you have suggested that we clarify the legal effect of the
Master Plan on these developed uses as well as the other parcels
subject to the Master Plan.

B gffect of the Master Plan

In summary, the following principles set forth the
legal effect of the Master Plan:

(1) The Magter Plan leg a separate land use decision
that contimues to apply to all properties discusged in the Magter
Plan, until the Master Plan terminates, which will be when all of
the development allowed by the Master Plan is completed.

{2} The Master Plan’s conditions (il.e. cap on , L
membership and traffic mitigation measures) would continue for A
the duration of the Master Plan, even if the developed uses : '
become permitted uses, as distinguished from conditional uaem or.
non~conforming uses,

AﬁmhmmﬂZ,ﬁgelof
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(3) The Master Plan’s list of possible future uses
prascribes the only types of developuent which will be allowed,
absent an amendment to the Master Plan and a4 new traffic study.
This is the case even if the underlying zone allows a broader
range of uses.

(4) Where a proposed future development is shown in
the Mapter Plan as a possible future use and that use ls allowed
as a permltted use in the underlying zone, then no land use
approval is required {except for such overlay requirements as
design review),

{5} Where a proposed future development is not shown
as a possible future use in the Master Plan, bul is allowed as a
permitted use in the underlying zone, then an amendment to the
Master Plan (subject to standards discussed below) would be
required.

The following table summarizes tha above, with regpect
to any new developnent:

Allowed In Conditionally | Not Allowed
Base Zone Allowed in In Base Zone
Base Zone
Shown as A P
Posaible
Puture Use in
Master Plan
Kot Shown as N N,C P
Pogsible
Future Use in
Master Plan

= Allowed without land use review (except for dasign‘reviéw}:
Not allowed without amendment to Master Plan :

= Allowed only after base zone conditional use

o0 =2 P
i

H

Prohibited

The following elaborates on the above summary and G
applies these pringiples to the specific parcels mwned by the MAC .
and the current and possible future development. -
Ce Property Subiject to the Master Plan

MAC owns four properties subject o the Haateriﬁiahi
the Clubhouse, the Salmon Street Parking Garage, the 2lst Avenue
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Parking Carage/Laundry, and Block 7. another proparby discoussed
in the Master Plan, Block 2, was sold by MAC for residential
development in compliance with the Master Plan., Most of the
pxoparty within the Master Plan area is already developed. Blook
7 is ourrently developed with older residences. The Clubhouse
property is almost fully developed, with the exception of the
west end along SW 21st Avenue, and the Salmon Street Garage
property is almost completely developed. The 21st Avenue
Garage/Laundry is fully developed with three levels of parking
and a laundry facility.

D. Possible Puture Uses under the Master Plan

The Master Plan identifies six possible future uses for
properties subject to the Plan:

1. Expansion of the west end of the Clubhouse.

2. Remodel of baby sitting facilities in the Salmon
Street Parking Garage.

3. Enclogure of open area for storage at the west end
of the Salmon Street Parking Garage.

4. Bvent parking in the 21st Avenue Parking Garvage.
5. Development of residential housing on Block 2.

6. Developnent of nmixed use or residential housing on
Block 7.

As before the zone change, only these possible future.
uges fall within the Master Plan. Public services for each of
these uses has already been determined to be adeguate, including
a detailed analysis of traffic impacts after full developmént;
Any other uses fall outside the Master Plan and reguire an
amendnent to the Plan., See Section F, below.

B. tand Use Approvals for Possibdble Future Uses Identified
in the Haster Plan

With the zone change From RH to CXd, the fallaw;ng ,
possible future uses in the Master Plan become garmitted usesz

1.  Expansion of the west end of the Q‘ éég7

an addition of 50, GOQ square feet to the west and'af
the Qlubhouse for athletic and club-related activities wi -
raquxre no land use approvals other than design review be
is included in the Master Plan and is-a permitted uae 1n th
2one, : ,
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2. Remodel of baby sitting facilities in the
Salmon Street Parking Garage.

The anticipated remodeling activity will not change the
floor area or the number of parking spaces in the garage., Asg a
use included in the Master Plan and permitted in the CXd zone, no
land use approvales other than design review will be required.

3. Enclosure of open area for storage at the
2t an £ the Salmon Stree i Garage .

This possible future use will enclose a deck area at
the west end of the Salmon Street Garage. This is a permitted
use and no land use approvals other than design review will bse
required.

4. Event parking in the 2ist Avenue Parking
Garage.

The Master Plan contemplates using 40 parking spaces of
the employee parking facility for $0th percentile events after 6
p.m. The current parking facility is a non-conforming use. Use
of the structurs for event parking would be subject to no
additional land use reviews, unless design review is required.

5, Development of mixed use or residential
housing on Block 7.

Development of residential housing with some commeroial
space on Block 7 is a permitted use under the RH zone and is a
possible future use under the Master Plan, Thus, no land use
approvals will be reguired for the use.

F. Approvals for Uses Not Identified in the Master Flan

Where a proposed future development is not included as
a possible future use in the Master Plan, it will be treated as
an amendment. to the Master Plan, AaAmendments to the Master Plan
will be approved only upon a demonstration that public services
are adequate. The following public gervices must be analyzed:

1. Transportation System Structure and Capacity
2. Water Supply

3 Police and Fire Protection

4. Banitary Waste and Stormwater Disposal

Where the proposed future use is allowed in the ba
zone, e.g., a retall use in the ¢Xd zone, but is not xn tha
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Master plan, it will have to demonsgtrate (1) adeguacy of services
and {2) consistency with base zone and overlay requirements.

Where a proposed future use is a conditional use in the
base zone but is not in the Master Plan, it will have to
demonstrate (1) adequacy of services, (2) compliance with
conditional use criteria and (3) consistency with overlay
regquirenents.

Finally, where a proposed future use is not allowed in
the base zone, whether or not it is in the Master Plan, it is
prohibited.
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June 30, 1995

Jim Claypool

City of Portland Bureau of Planning
1120 S8W Fifth Avenue, Room 1002
Portland, OR 97204

Re:  Qur Meeting of June 22, 1995
Dear Jinmy

Steve Tidrick, Tom Usher and [ appreciated the opportunity to meet with you and discuss the proposed
recommendation for Central City Plan amendments. The Land Use Committee has reviewed the
“concepts” you outlined at the meeting and we believe that a mandatory retail or housing requirement
for the clubhouse does not make sense. The only circumstance where such requirements could ever be
applicable would be in the event of 3 demolition of the club and a change to a non-club use. We would
vigorously oppose any other form of mandated retail or housing. We look forward to further discussion
on these points. Please contact us at your earliest convenience.

In our discussions, you made a statement that our pending zone change, if approved, would result in
the discontinuance of our Master Plan, We are aware of this result under the City Code.

However, it is not the ¢lub’s intention to discontinue the Master Plan with a zone change. We have
stated this to the Goose Hollow Foothills League in a letter of May 30, 1995 (copy enclosed), and at
the meeting you also attended before the League’s Planning subcommittee on June 5, 1995,

As we stated at the meeting, we intend to continue to be bound by and to observe the Master Plan and
all of 1ts conditions, apart from the zone change.

Sincer

: &
I)mms R (Z‘us«m)\
President :

DRCsh

o¢l  Sharon Pager, GHFL President
: Jerry Powell, GHFL Planaing Subeomunitice Chair
Tom Usher, MAC Trustee :
MAC Land Use Commitice
. ,‘;ww“’hdm& Mﬁkﬁi Qeneml Managﬁr

mdg; W '~$&5mmﬁ bit&ex FoMall PO, Bow 390 /1 Portland, Oregon §7207-0390
. T epfmna {s«m 223.6251 | Fax (503) 223-8497
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Athletic Club Oftice ot the

Fresidant

Multnomah

May 30, 1995

Ms. Sharon Paget, President

Goose Hollow Foothills League
1B19 NW Everett Street, Room 205
Portland, OR 97209

Re; Mudtnomah Athletic Club Zone Change Application

[Dear Sharon:

[ am writing to you to initiate discussions about the Club’s plans to apply for a zone change on
the clubhouse parcel and the parking garage parcel. Both of these arg designated as CX(d) on the
comprehensive plan (the Central City Plan), but their zoning is inconsistent with that designation,
As a result of this inconsistency, the clubhouse is a non- mnf“ormmg:, use and the parkmy g,amgc is
a conditional use under an RH zone. :

As you may know, since the adoption of the Central City Plan in the 1980s, the club has had the
goal of using our athletic and social facilities as an allowed use under the CX(d) zone rather than
as a nonconforming use or a conditional use under the RH zone. We have always agreed with the
fundamental policy decision made by the Central City Plan that these properties are commercial
uses under a CX(d) zone.

I 'want to assure you and the neighborhood that this zone change will not modify any of the
Master Plan’s conditions on the Club. For example, the zone change will not modify the current
membership cap of 20,000 members, will not change the required traffic management program,
will not alter our neighborhood coordination activitics, and will not alter the conceptually
approved “possible future uses” set forth in the Master Plan, which allow for limited expansion,

The zone change we are seeking will be subject to the Master Plan and thus will not allow uses
that are not included in the Master Plan. As you know, since the Master Plan process, the west
end addition is the only “possible future use” the club has been considering. If a decision is ever
made by the Club to propose development of the addition, the zone change would allow this,
subject to the conditions and review criteria of the Master Plan and the design review conditions
under the city code.

The first step in the zone change process is to meet with GHFL before any application is filed with

the City, 1 would hope that we could arrange such a meeting in the near future. The purpose of
the meeting will be to explore the zone change with GHFL and to identify any concerns that

1649 S.W. Salmon Street 7 Mait PO Box 380/ Partland, Qragon 972070380
Telgphone (SUA) 22362581 / Fax (53) 2238497
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MEMORANDUM

Tao: Mr. Jerry Powell, Chair
Goose Hollow Foothills League Planping Subcommittee

From: Lew E. Delo, Member - MAC Land Use Committee
Date: July 7, 1995
Re: MAC Zone Change

Thank you for taking the time on June 30 and July §, 1995 to discuss the proposed zone change with Steve
Tidrick and me. Per our conversation, this memo summarizes the topics we discussed,

Scope of zone chanpe. GHFL: CX{d) allows for a wide range of uses and use categories, What is the
scope of the proposed zone change and its uses?

MAC: The club intends to limit the scope of the zone change to club uses and not any other
commercial uses. The club is applying for the zone change based upon the specific uses described in the curremt
Master Plan, dated March {, 1993, The Master Plap describes "current uses™ and "possible future uses”. The club
is not basing the application on a "development proposal” or on all "uses” allowed by the CX{d) zone.

Contract zoning. GHFL: An application based upon the Master Plan may be viewed as contract zoning.

MAC: The club does not intend for the application to be for contract zoning. The Master Plan
is not part of the zone change, but separate from the zone change. The club is basing the application on the City
Code, Section 33.855.050 B, which provides for an application based on specific "uses".  The specific uses are
those “current uses™ and “possible future uses” described in the Master Plan. No contract is imtended by the club,

only an application based upon the City Code.

Relationship of the zone change to the Master Plan, GHFL: A zone change may affect the status of the
Master Plan. What s the club’s intention regarding the relationship of a zone change to the Master Plan?

MAC: As the club has stated from the beginning of this process (MAC letter dated May 30, 1995,
testimony before your committee on June 5, 1995, eic.), the club intends to observe all of the conditions of the
Master Plan, separate from any zone change.

We have been informed by our counsel that under the City Code, Section 33,700,110, the Master
Plan may no longer apply upon a zone change to CX(d). As we discussed, Mr. Claypool also independently raised
this issue in a meeting on June 22, 1995, He stated that it was his understanding that the Master Plan would not
apply upon a zone change to CX{d).

Solong as the club has "possible future uses” that could become "development proposals,” the club
believes there should be a Master Plan, separate from the zone change. The club, neighborhood and City worked
very conscientiously  over many years to develop the Master Plan to guide any future development of club
properties. " The club does not want to abandon the Master Plan, its framework, or its procedures.

o We iook forward to continuing the discussions of these issues and others that may develop. Again, thank
‘ you for takmg the t:me to chse:uss Chﬁse fopics.

sl ko

Land Use | ?ommmm

mag-zonem-issues. jpl
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Ms. Sharon Paget

May 30, 1995

Page 2

GHFL may have. After these discussions, we will then file an application for a pre-application
conference with the City. We would like to file that application in July.

I feel that the neighborhood and the Club have developed a good working relationship through
the development of the Master Plan, the resolution of light rail issues, and the approval and
funding of the light rail station. I look forward to continuing that good working relationship as

we discuss this zone change.

Sincerely,

V4 7.

Dennis R. Cusack
President

DPRC:sb

cc: Goose Hollow Foothills League Board of Directors
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Block 7-Related Press Coverage 1980 - Sept 1914

Parking Structure Plan by MAC Makes Gains

Council Delays Vote on Building

City Puts Conditions on Club Expansion

MAC Plan Needed

Portland Takes Step to Revoke Club Permit

MAC to Bite Bullet, Grass Over lts Parking Lots

Goose Hollow Board Orders New Election of Officers

Rift Leads to New Elections for League

League Admits Election Faults

Goose Hollow Group Sets Vote

SW Area Flap Put to Rest in Rematch

Goose Hollow League Grants MAC Extension on Housing
Integrity: Missing Link in Mill Creek's ... Milton Mews [proposal] ...
Goose Hollow residents ... have parking concern: Too Much

A Costly War over Free Parking

MAC Project Unpopular

MAC Attack

Neighborhood Rep Faults MAC General Manager

What would John Gray do?

Athletic Club President Charges Editorial Bias

Tunnel Proposed to Lessen Impact of New Garage

EX-MAC President Claims Robust Incentive Program

Forming a More Perfect Quota System

MAC Story Not Laughable

Residents Show Muscle in Goose Hollow Elections

Rental of MAC Facilities by Outside Groups an Issue

WIill 225 More Parking Stalls Encourage Driving to MAC?
Application Incomplete [Mill Creek]

Landslide Risk

Mill Creek Project

Goose Hollow Residents Prepare to Fight Multnomah Athletic Club
Neighbors Fight Apartment Tower

The Battle Brewing in Goose Hollow/Showdown @ Goose Hollow
Goose Hollow Board Silent on Zone Change for MAC Parking
Goose Hollow Car Friendly

Serving the 99 Percent

Block 7 Recommendation Expected from City Hearings Officer ...
No Members Allowed

We the Beople Insurance Companies

Notice by GHFL Members to Hold a Special Meeting on Block 7



week and iimsh by Dec. 1.

by

The Mu}mgmah Atiﬁene Club —
which has been plagued with parking
problems for quite awhile — is consid-
ering building a 550-space parking
structure across from ifs. .present bmldv
ing at 1849 S.W. Salmon St. =~

Club officials said the approximate-
Iy $8 million structure would contain a
four-level parking area and possibly
athletic facilities, including handball
and requetball courts, on a fifth floor.

For the construction, the club is ask-
ing that Southwest 19th Avenue be

closed between Main -and Salmeon
streets, The Portland Planning Commis-
sion approved g staff recommendation
Tuesday to allow the vacation of the
street, The City Couneil will act on the
recommendation next week. |

The project also requires a condi-

tional-tse perrxm te¢ allow the parking
structure in the apartment zope that
underlies the land. The city hearngs

officer will: consider that request later
this month.

Lorraine Miller, secretary to the

manager of the club, said the ciub only

recently acquired the land for the park-
ing structure. Club members now park -
in surface parking lots in the neighbor-

hood.,

The street change would create a
buffer between the parking structure
and Zion Lutheran Church, which is a
historical building, Mrs. Miller said.

y The club’s board of directors still
has to decide whether it will procesd

HOWS U FFayods w -0, UO.

with the buiidiﬁg plans, and if so, de-
¢ide exactly what io bmld Mrs, Miller
said.

She said clab officials feel the struc-
tire “would solve the club’s most criti-
¢cal operational problem, because we
currently have approximately 300 park-
ing spots off the street, and at all the
prime times there is 0o space available
on the Jots or on the street.

“We have competition from not
only our 380 employees,” she said, “but
from students from Portland State and
Lincoln High, and people who prefer to
park (in the area) and walk downtown

‘to their jobs.”

Mrs. Miller said the 300 off-street
spaces are in five parking lots, and are
for use only of rmembers while they are

,asmg chm facuttm

If the pew stracture is erected, she

said three lots containing 156 parking

spaces would be saerificed for construc-
tion, but the 144 other spaces would

' remam in use.

" The athletic club has the option of

kbuﬁdmg a structure 10 be used for park-
ing only, of one which would also house

three tennis courts, four handball-
raquetball courts, and a small gymmnasi-
um for gymnastics, she said.

“Those are facilities which are most
wnsrstently crowded in the Chuo right
now,” Mrs. Miller said.
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The Muimomah Athletic Club’s proposal to
build an $8 milion, 550-car parage across South-
west Salmon Street from its main facility should
help ease traffic congestion in the area, but be-
fore the city approves it a plan that charts the

future of the neighborhood should be hammered
out. -

One of the critical issues'in such a planning
process is how the club intends to expand its
facilifies over the next 20 years. The club’s sur-
face parking lots already have sprawled south to
within one block of Southwest Jefferson Street.
It is not in the interests of nelghborhood preser-
vation for it to continue,

The club should be required to explam what
it intends to do with the surface parking lots
which will remain if the parking structure and
its built-in athletic facilities are consfructed, as

well as with the nearby homes that it owns.

That may be more difficult than it appears.
City phlanners say the club repeatedly has been
asked to produce a long-term plan and that his-
torically its replies have been vague. One of the
problems is that the club’s board of directors
turns over annually, making cohérent planniug
difficult. Still, with 17,000 members represent-
ing virtually every 'pr{}fessiem, the club has suffi-
cient resources to accurately forecast its future.

The Goose Hollow Foothills League is justifi-
ab}y concerned that the construction of a 200-
by-300-foot structure and the accompanying re-
location of Seuthwest 19th Avenue could unal-
terably change the character and thereby the
future of the entire neighborhood.

The club, the league and <ily plauners, in
cooperation, shouid formulate a realistic plan for
the neighborhood before this pmposed HewW €on-
struction starts.



By JOHN PAINTER JR.
o The Dregorian stefl

‘The city of Portland has begun steps
- to revoke the conditional use permit -
issped for the Multnomah Athletic
Club parking garage and athletic facili-
ty because of failure to comply thh .

~ the conditions of the permit.

Revocation of the permit could con- .
ceivably result in the demolition of the
2-year-old structure, Michael Harrison,
the city's acting planning dlrecwr saxdai‘

Thursday.

The controversial structure is locabf

-ed across from the club on the south

the building aroused fierce opposition

from residents of the arez known as
“-;she had no alternative but to issue a
association, the Goose Hollow Fmthll!s '

- Goose Hollow and its neighborhood

League,

The incident that prompted the;

¢ity’s step toward revocation was a
“May 21 letter from Steve R, Tidrick,

 city's Bureau of Buildings.

ciub had been unable to reach any

compromise with the nelghbqrhpad

- - association about the use of two- sur-

face parking lots near the athletic

“¢club’s clubhouse that were closed ag
part of the agreement that allowed the
club to build its parking-athletic strue-
tore,

Mahoney said Thursday that the
conditional use permit specified that
the asphalt surfaces of the two parking
fots “will be removed and returned to
grass‘”

The Jots, closed off by lences and

cables, have become a sore spot for

- _ ue;ghborhood residents, who say the

club promised to turn the lots into.

parks before building on them within

five years, as speczﬁed in the condi-
mmal use permit.
“Tidrick said in his letter that bids

 for fencing and replacing the asphalt
with sod were about $50,000.

* “This design virtually excludes any
meamugful use of the property,” he

- said. ‘‘Because of the sigmificant
- expense involved, we feel it heneficial

to plan for the athletic use of the area

side of Southwest Salmon Street. ‘durmg e interi year period.

When first proposed in the late 1970s,

Constructlon of tennis courts on the
area, he said, would ‘begin in a year.

‘Ina .Lme 21 response, Mahoney said
“final certificate of occupancy on the

- garage and to refer the conditional use

permit to the Planning Bureau with a

_ request that they begin pmaeechngs to
~ lerminate your permit . .

- peneral manager of the athletic club, to '
- Margaret M. Mahoney, director of the

She wrote that it appeared that the

~club had been attempting to secure

“In the letter, Tidrick said that the _approval

from the Goose Hollow Foot-
ills League and’ city officials to
retain use of these parking lots in

* defiance of the conditions of CU 80-
' ' ’80,” the conditional use permit.

~ The club recently sent a letier to
Charles Duffy of Mayor Bud Clark’s
staff suggesting that the lots be reo-
pened for parking and that the revenue
raised be used to help fund the Port-
land Police Bureau horse patrol, said
Elise Aunfield, an aide to Commissioner
Margaret Strachan, the commissioner
in charge of both the Bureau of Build-
ings and the Planning Bureau.




OREGON!AN TUESDAY, AUGUST 13,1985

By JOHN PAINTER JR.

The Multnomah Athletic Club’s two
asphalt parking lots are closed off by
rusting csbles. With the lots unmain-
wined for two years, nature is begin-
ning to reassert itself - flowering
weeds and other green intruders are
sprouting through cracks in the pav-
3.

The lots have been a subject of con-

troversey because they were 1o be
demolished and replaced with grass
after the club finished its $3.88 million,
568-car parking structure 1wo years
ago.
8 The club long has resisted demolish-
ing the lois. Jonathan Hart, a Portland
advertising executive and presdent of
the Goose Hollow Foothills League,
spid that the refusal of the club to tear
up the lots is just the latest in 2 string
“of gt least 10 major ard minor prom-
ises made to the neighborhood — land-
scaping, bike racks, a transportation
plan and o on — that were broken.”

A couple of weeks ago the matter
appeared resolved when Steve R.
Tidrick, the club general manager,
announced that a contract had been let
to tear up the asphait.

However, Bob Ellioti of Lauten-
bach’s Landscaping Inc., 1325 N.W.
97th Ave., said late last week that the
firm did pot have a contract with the
clob, but expects to agree 10 ong So00.
Once begun, the job should take four
weeks to fioish, be said, adding that
both lots will be sodded and planted
with grass.
Because the surface parking lots
still have asphalt on them, the five-
story, parking structure with outdoor
tennis courts og its roof is under the
city’s gun.

In June, Margaret Mahoney, direc-
tor of the city's Buresu of Buildings,
issued the fing} papers that permit the
club to legally use the parking struc-
ture. That was, for the most part, 2
formality to allow the Buresu of Plan-

ning to begin the process of revoking -

them, the first step toward denying the
club use of the garage and, at the
extreme, demolishing It. -

Mahoney iock the radical step sfter
deciding that the club was stalling in
meeting condition “M” of the permitin
which the club sgreed to tear up the
asphalt and plant grass.

Mahoney’s action dehghted the
Goose Hollow residents who have
fought with the club over the lots for

GRASS TARGETS — Aerial photo shows two con-
troversial asphalt parking lots {right), Multnomah Ath-
letic Club (far left) and its parking garage (center).

at least five years.

The battle was joined in the late
1970s when the club proposed building
1 combination parking garage and ath-
letic facility directly across Southwest
Salmon Street from its clubbouse. ’

Club members themselves were
divided over whether to build the
structure. In an advisory poll then, the
plan prevailed by only 172 votes —
235010 2,678,

After innumerable skirmishes and
ambushes that ocenrred during 2 long
series of hearings, the club woun a city
¢onditional use permit and built its
gew structure,

As s price for the green light, the
¢inby agreed that the asphalt surface of
the two lots "wm be removed and
retumed to. grass.”

Tearing up the asphalt and planting
grass was an 1ith-hour suggestion
made 1o ity Hearings Officer George

Fleerlage by Faith Ruffing, then 2
board member of the Goose Hollow
Foothills League.

“I'm the onme who testified. . that
the club’s policy of buying houses and
tearing them down for parkmg had
been so devastating m the area,” she
said.

“Until it {the club) bullds housing,
the lots should be turned to grass and
he wrote it into the final conditional

nse,” she said.

After the garage opened two years
ag0, some peighborhood residents said
they assumed that the parcels would
become “parks” — that ig their word,
not the club’s, which has a different
view.

For most of the two years, the club
did nothing. But recently, it stirred to

In a Jupe 19 letter, club President D.
Edward Graves wrote Charles Duify,

* Lot across from garage with house in center and iot,
at' upper right center are supposed o be torm up and
planted with grass as part of agreement with city,

an gide to Mayor Bud Clark, that the
lots could be turned inio 2 “valuable
community asset” and that “a decision
to tear up the lois and plant grass is
hardly viable since the area cannot be
used as a public park.” .

Graves went on 10 State “that if the
lotg are left open to the public in any
form, they will become an attractive
nuisance. Thes any grassy area must
be fenced i pot put o ar otherwise

.productive use.”

Also in June, Duify met with Lester
V. Smith Jr., 2 Portland lawyer and
MAC board member, who told Duffy it
would be “senseless” to tear up the
parking lots.

Duffy said that Smith proposed that
the club use the lots for public parking
and give $40,000 1o $60,000-a-year
revenues to the city, earmarked for the
police horse patrol. Ot perhaps put the
horse patrol stable on one of the lots.

at@ m@ bu!!et grass over at par ing lots

Duify said he told Smith that the
ides was “great. No probiem.” Howev-
or, he added that the neighborkood Bad
to sign-off on it

The neighborhood didn’t.

Prior to those contacts with the
mayor’s office, Tidrick wrote Mahoney
on May 21 to say that the club had
been unable to reach any compromise
with the Goose Hollow Foothills
League over use of the lots.

Tidrick wrote that bids for remov-
ing the asphalt and replacing it with
sod and {encing were $50,000.

He didn't say that the price tag was
too costly for the 17,500-member
organization that charges an initiation
fee ranging from $500 to $3,600 and
monthly dues between $23.25 and $69.

Instead, be wrote that “this design
(grass) virtually excludes any mean-
ingful use of the property.”

Tidrick wrote that the club would
need another year 1o develop a plan for
an athietic use for tbe lots — as tennis
courts.

On June 27, the club noﬁﬁed city
Hearings Officer George Fleerlage that
it wanted to amend to Condition M of -
the permit to add one sentence: “The
lots may also be converted to athletic
uses such 2 4 running track or tepnis
courts.

Another year’s delay was unaccept-

- able to the neighborhood, 1o Mahoney

and to her boss, city Commissioner
Margsret 8

“1 don’t think that’s acceptable,”
Strachan said. “The neighborhood and
the city bave acted in good faith. The
club has until Aug. 10 to tesr up the
asphalt or start housing. Otherwise
they are in violation of the conditionsl
use permit. That is the exact letter of
the law.”

After Tidric’s letter, some Goose
Hollow residents set June 21 for a“Big
MAC Attack.” They planned to “oceu-
py” the largest of the lots for a day of
picnicking and music, said Billy Hmts,
onpe of the organizers.

The “attack” fell through because
virtnally nobody showed up. However,
the club posted private security pohce
at the lot, who said that anyone gaing
on the property would be arrested for
trespassing, Hults said.

As matters now stand, Heerlage
will reopen the whole can of worms
anew on Ang. 26 when he takes tes.
timony on the clity’s attempt 10 revoke
the clab’s conditional use permit for
the parking garage.






g to Classen; he said that because of the
ectxon problems the pre electxon board was sull in:

procedures. Still, he cautmned that s
ganiza on should not gettoo oaught up in:
technicalities. -
We. don't Want tobe stuck wasting our time on
this legalistic hogwash,'" he said.
_“We have to also remember that a lot of peopke

. csmﬁ to the meeting because they wantcd tobe .
’mp&r erifi n procedures for thosavoting p ; it cd thc
ed. Voters are supposed tobe. : ;“fﬁ“g, who.was unseated in

f Continued on P"‘ge 10} ’ “It's important that the business community get
‘ involved on the board," she continued. "I'm really
disappointed that all this controversy came up over

.

this election.’







By DIANE DULKEN

Correspondent, The Oregonian

In a carefully controlled rematch -

intended to resolve a.disputed
October election; members-of'a

members, deposing five people cho-

sen in October and electing two who

were defeated then. -

Each of the more than 100 people' -
participating in Thursday’s_Goose

Hollow Foothills League election
was required to show proot of being
a resident or business owner. The
carefully monitored proceduré was
in centrast to the October election

where anyone who showed up was:

allowed to.vote.
“Prior to this, we ran a real neigh-

borly process and were real lax,”

said board vice president Lee Wein:

stein, “and I think that caught up ;

with us.”

Weinstein was chosen in ‘both>

elections,
Neighborhood assomaﬂon mem-

bers say a.dozen employees of an

area business partxcxpated in.the

October proceedings, in violation of

an association rule that requires

each business to be represented by -

no more than one employee, -

Following the -advice of .an’ attor-.:

ney, the Goose Hollow board ina

divided November vote, declared. the
October proceedings invalid. The
-Lieague’s parking permit program :
‘lots permits to.cover 80 percent of &
‘business’s employees; ‘Many area

board earlier had received five

grievances by nelghborhood resi--

dents who ¢ontested. vanous aspects
o .busmesses ‘have heen pushmg forall
In contrast, Thursday's proceed-" be

of that election.

ti )
%/?“J

Southwest Portland neighborhood ,f pr ocess and Wé&"@

association Thursday night chose a.
substantially different slate of board -

.’Davmon Peter Hoffman and Ron
‘Rubin.". i

‘bents, were deposed in the contro-’f‘
~elected n October but who failed t

fey, Kuhls; Jan Prince, Vance Taylol
“.and Paul Tulacz. : N

ina subsequent meenng

_expansion of the Multnomah Athlet
“ic Club’ were the two most volatilé'
'tlons oufcomes,
er for the: Multnomah Club'who was

‘Thursday, was not avallable kaftexj

r

Prior fo this, we ran

)

areal nefghémriy .

reai lax. | think that
caught up with us. 9 ,
el Wemstem

7

Ruffing axid McLean,; both incum
versial October vote. Candldates

win seats Thursday were Joel Cof:

“Board members will elect ofﬁcers .

Some neighborhood aséomatx&
members said the area’s ‘stringen;
parking permit systetn and possible

issues in:the area and ‘could have: "
fueled people’s interests in: the elec

Virgil Kubls; an assxstant manag_
elected in October and depoged on

the meeting'to comment. ..~ =~ !
The Gaoose Hollow Foothillg




. GOOSE HOLLOW FOOTHILLS LEAGUE
™ 1819 NW EVERETT ST, #205 Fortland, OR 97209/223
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

GOOKE HOLLOW LEAGUE GRANTS MAC EXTENSION

The Gosse Hollow Foolhiily League neignborhood asgosation.
axtand by two years the time in wiich the MuSnomah Aﬁﬁa@a%ﬁs %M £
laast 30 urits aof residential bousing on its property on SW 188 and Mgtﬁmsm TYhe
MAC fad asked for & thes year extansicd,

"The Lesgue sirargly befisves that the time has came far tha MAG
an its word o replace housing slack it destroyped whert i bullt He ¢
Saﬁmn am asﬁgﬁ Laagua W&sr& m Mzmw@

I 1581, the Lnaéimd 4 o
20 MAG i s Widr}g '

City ot Porpang, : ff  GOOSE HOLLOWMAC
o Page 2

In a May 1990 letter the Club asked the Leagus for a five year extanslo
1996, in which to bulld the housing. In June the"club lnformed the 1
determined to go ahead with-a master plan and had engaged the: i
Architects, headed by Garge "Bing” Sheldon, to assist inythe'enqsgybr

In a June 29th resolution, the Goose Hollow League agreed to extenc{ J
1992 the time in which the MAC will build the housing, cominge ‘
comprehensive 20-year master plan, with-input by the League app i
Portland on or bafore December 21, 1991,

"The League sees the developrent of a master plan as’ havmg tﬁe pc:t r
positively impact the relations between the nelghborhood and the: MAC “p

neighbarhood views are widaly sought, sinceraly considerad andjncz}mgmt&d
planning procsss,” sald Weinstein.
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Here's a novel twist on Portland's parking debate: some r/esi en%swg he Goose HoHow s

neighborhood say an apartment building proposed there will have too much of it,

/Gty daly

The proposal from the Multnomah Athletic Club (http://www.themac.com/),
which owns the land at the corner of Southwest Main Street and 19th Avenue
(https://www.google.com/maps? '

G=SW+igth+Ave+and-+main, +portland, +orésli=45.47960008426217,-
122.69473500000002&5spn=0.1003879157904778,0.229885261159017590&t= In&d"-—-upmw,ﬂ
and developer Mill Creek Residential Trust (hitp://mertrust.com/) would About Elliot N]us .

. . . ) i . . {hitp://connect.oregonlive.com
include 265 apartments with 165 parking spots for residents' cars. It would also include e/index.html)

16 guest rooms and 225 parking spots for the MAC.

S onrAve+%26+S%

The homeowners association at the nearby Legends condominiums would like to see
more parking for residents and less for the MAC. The club parking, said Legends

resident Tom Milne, will lead to as many as 1,500 more cars coming and going each {mailto:enjus@oregonian.com)
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Full article by Win Swenson, Partner, Compliance Systems Legal Group:

http://images.indiegogo.com/medias/852140/files/201.30605072833-Mill Creek and Integrity -
The Missing Link.pdf?1370442516

Why MassHousing Must Disqualify Mill Creek From
Building Milton Mews

Faspaciully submitbsd,

Wi B mEan

Farener, Cormplinncs Systerms Legal Group
Hummermeay Drive resident

ety 3, 2013



Table of Contents

INTRODIUCTION. ..ottt r s e s s s e een e s rea b as ot saesns e s 258 emass a8 30 0e a8 nenore stsatanesensstebnsvnsasascsconeren 2

1. Mill Creek falls demonstrably (and truly shockingly) short of widely accepted business
standards for managing corporate compliance and ethics. ... s 2

a) The Widely Accepted Standards for Compliance/Fthics Programs ... cevveneevvniesseresveseseenness 3
b} What Is Mill Creek’s Approach to Compliance/Ethics Programs?. . ne e sesseeerseereenens 4
c) What about Other Construction CoOmMPanIES? . iicrieiesrcerrrersrrreessrresssresesresssiassorsessessesses 7
d) Research Shows That Compliance/Ethics Programs Matter .. mmrm e s 7

2. Inlts application to MassHousing, Mill Creek touts its “decades of experience” in developing

housing — but its actual track record is far more troubling than reassuring........ccoooorevevcn e, 8
a) Background —Mill Creek’s “Build at Any Cost” Compensation SYSTeM. ... e renreeneees 8
b} LIEatioN. s st sescse e seneneen eteneot s aen et ar st tat bt e en ot es s eR e EateResesabe shtsas nEeuereesaratesehinn 10
¢) The Apartment Complexes ThemMSBIVES v e s e e reeresseeerstesassresrsesnsssaersasessensensase 11

3. The Mill Creek management team has cynically jettisoned its prior Trammel Crow name and

corporate form to establish Mill Creek with an undeserved “clean slate” ...t e 15
CONCLUSHON ottt stersvrrrertesesters s rereare sesssssesses s saeessssntsasessersnssessontessenstnstesss sesassnnes sobesssneereesseesasssaears isnsnts 16
APPENDIX: Emails to Robb Hewitt Regarding Promised Compliance Materials.......coevcveviccnnnnnnins 17

1|Page



INTRODUCTION

Mill Creek Residential’s proposed Milton Mews development has many downsides — the loss of critical
environmental habitat and historical and archeological heritage, safety, traffic problems, etc.

But another fact, so far overlooked, conclusively shows that Mill Creek must be disqualified from
establishing a permanent presence in the proposed neighborhood: Mill Creek jtself — the company that
proposes to build and manage Milton Mews — fails to meet objective, widely accepted business
standards for operating with integrity.

As a result, no government authority should sanction Mill Creek to operate in any neighborhood — let
alone one with sensitive environmental, historical and cultural treasures at stake.

For reasons explained below, if MassHousing were to permit Mill Creek to build Milton Mews and a
serious legal compliance or ethics breach occurred (e.g., environmental, worker safety, fraud, unethical
marketing or management of units, etc.), the Commonwealth of Massachusetts would be complicit in
causing the harm. '

Because the red flags are clear.

Three Mill Creek red flags are described below.
a Jts failure to follow established business practices for managing compliance and ethics;
m  [ts troubling track record; and

w [ts attempt to evade its troubling track record by changing its name and morphing into a new
corporate entity.

1. Mill Creek falls demonstrably (and truly shockingly) short of widely dgccepted business
standards for manoging corporate complionce and ethics.

Briefly, by way of background, for the last 25 years my career has focused exclusively on analyzing the
ability of companies to avoid legal and ethical transgressions. Specifically, | am retained to answer this
question about particular companies:

= Does the company have the management systems, controls and processes needed to ensure
that its board, management and employees will operate lawfully and ethically?

2|Page



"We needed liquidity to pursue new business,” Brindell said of Mill Creek’s formation.
But potential investors in their projects “wanted to invest in a very clean balance sheet,
with no existing assets or liabilities. The banks were requiring the same thing for us.”

These days, Westwood’s®”® Alpert noted, investors shy away from developers already
juggling large amounts of inventory. “People who are sitting on problems are
considered way less attractive,” he said.

So new entity-level ventures can mean a new start for real estate professionals....

CONCLUSION

MassHousing must reject Mill Creek’s Milton Mews proposal because, facking a
compliance/ethics program and having a history of litigation and bad projects, Mill Creek is
simply not a “presently responsible” company that should be allowed to operate in the
proposed neighborhood.

Mill Creek has tried to focus MassHousing on its very recent, “so far, so good” project in
Concord. This should not be allowed to whitewash the risks the company presents. As with
Enron, BP and so many others, history repeatedly shows that when companies are not
deliberately managed to ensure integrity, they are ticking time bombs.

* Manhattan-based real estate investment bank Westwood Capital.
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Editor’s Turn

By Allan Classen
[:dltor & Publisher

A mst!y war over free. parkmg

The Multnomah Athletic Club park-

ing predicament is-a free-for-all. The club-

has had an unending parking shortage
because parking is free for all members at
all times.

* The free~for-all pohcy has heightened
demand in a way understood by city
planners, traffic engineers and any sen-
tient being not on the club’s payroll. If a
product or service is free, we use more of
it. Even the people running the parking
lot at the Oregon Zoo have at last gotten
the message. But at'1849 SW Salmon St.,
they’re still pretending that owning a car
comes with the unwritten guarantee of a
free parking stall.

The MAC:s solution has always been
to build more parking. In the 1980, it
cleared 30 houses on the block and a half
south of the club’s main entrance for a
530-stall parking structure. That was suf-
ficient for a while, but the club has 22,000
members and hosts many private events.
Chasing that kind of demand is a tall
order.

In approving the parking structure in
1980, a city Hearings Officer required the
club to develop a management plan to
reduce auto use and to charge users of the
lot. The club appealed that.decision, loos-
ened the terms and has gotten away with
unmanaged, unpaid parking ever since.

The profligate policy has led inevitably
to the overuse of the garage and the latest
effort to build another parking facility on
residential land directly to the south. The
club promised. City Council in 1981 to
never seek a zone change or put anything
but housing on this block, but promises
made by parkaholics never last, it scems.

The current parking “crisis” has been
at least 30 years in the making, and the
MAC has no one else to blame.

The self-infliction goes beyond what
many realize. In addition to serving its
members, the club hosts private confer-
ences, weddings, dinners and other social
events. These events come with their own
parking demand, and tend to happen at
prime times, when the parking structure
is already heavily used. These events draw

e.xtra revenues that may restrain increases

in membership rdtes. However they are

not a core function of the club, were not
accounted for when the club was granted
a conditional-use permit and should be
tolerated only if they impose no burden

- on’the neighborhood.

The cost of setting up a management
plan should be well within the club’s
resources. General Manager Norm Rich
implied that the MAC is ready to contrib-
ute $5 million-$8 million to the Block 7
project, which is to include 229 parking
stalls for MAC use. Instead of pouring
out this kind of money on a structure, it
would be wiser to charge MAC members
and guests who use the garage. Members
who don’t bring their cars might get tran-
sit passes or a reduction in dues. It’s not
rocket science.

But Rich, who wants to build out of the
parking shortage, claims doing so makes
him a good neighbor. He says ample

. garages will reduce traffic by making it

unnecessary for members to circle the
block looking for vacant on-street spaces.

“T'he MAC is willing to invest millions
of dollars to take that inconvenience from
you,” he told neighbors last month. “We
ate trying to preserve the residential part
of the block.”

Perhaps they could level the entire
neighborhood, thereby saving” it for all
time.

The MAC and its neighbors could live
in peace if the club would merely manage
its parking addiction. For generations, its
pursuit of parking has driven it to repeat-
ed encroachments and offenses.

Ironically, the club sits next door to
Jeld-Wen Field, the finest example of
parking management in city history. The
Timbers and Thorns briag sell-out crowds
to a stadium that has no parking structure,
made possible by robust transit incentives,
special parking meter rates, shuttle buses
and the right attitude.

The future belongs to those who learn
and adapt. The MAC should get no slack
from the neighborhood and city because it
refuses to.



OCTOBER 13
- VOLUME 27, ISSUE 2

SERVING PO\' SINCE 1986

Members asked to join
/f neighborhood association as
//  advocates for zone change

By Alfan Classen

Like the biggest kid on the block, the Multnomah Ath-
letic Club dominates its neighborhood and the Goose Hollow
Foothills League.
The 22,000-member social/athletic club owns 7 acres in the
heart of the district, and its unrelenting drive for more land and
additional parking has triggered historic conflicts with its neigh-
bors. As the club grew in the second half of the 20" century, it
acquired surrounding residential parcels, leveled the houses and made
parking lots.
In 1976, the Foothills League was formed, partly to address this
pattern of encroachment on the area’s residential character. Backed by
state and city planning mandates, the Foothills League has been a serious
force, though still an underdog vis-a-vis the club’s size and political power.
When the league challenged city approval of the four-level MAC
parking structure across from the main entrance to the club at 1849 SW
Salmon St. in 1980, the two sides hammered out a land-for-peace agree-
ment: The club could build the garage, but Blocks 2 and 7 directly south of
that structure would have to remain permanently and entirely residential.

In contending with, “the mouse that roared,” the club has always held a card
up its sleeve: the possibility of overcoming the opposition by joining it. Because
league elections typically involve about two-dozen voters, a small percentage of
MAC members living in the district who are in turn eligible to become members
of the neighborhood association could theoretically take over the organization
and turn a watchdog into their lap dog.

The strategy is unthinkable precisely because it is so doable. No bylaw provi-
sions would prevent MAC members living in Goose Hollow applying for mem-
bership and voting at an annual meeting, installing board members committed to
the club’s interests.

Continued page 6



%QC continued from page 1
Unethical? Perhaps. Unseemly? For sure.

Iany would see it as an unsporting use of
power. But what if the club really wanted to
win on a particular issue and was willing to
contemplate the blowback?

Those hypotheticals are no longer hypo-
thetical.

MAC management is embroiled in a
showdown it sees as vital to club interests.
The club is partnering with a private devel-
oper on a seven-story apartment building
that will include 229 parking spaces and
156 suites for the use of MAC members
and guests. The project, on Block 7—land
pledged forever to remain residential—
would require a rewrite of the city’s com-
prehensive plan and a zone change from
residential to commercial. Not to mention
breaking promises made to the Portland
City Council and the Foothills League.

Does MAC want this deal bad enough
t¢ go mercenary?

It appears MAC General Manager
Norm Rich is there.

In August, Rich warned attendees of the
GHFL Block Seven Committee that more
than 1,000 MAC members live in Goose
Hollow.

“I'm not sure we want this to be 2 popu-
larity contest,” he said. “There are hundreds
of MAC members who want more park-
ing.”

Furthermore, “We are the biggest tax-
payers in the neighborhood by a long shot,”
a comment that might be taken to imply a
sense of entitlement if not special leverage

at City Hall,

Although wielding this overwhelming
voting bloc, Rich insisted the club wanted
to be a good neighbor and play fair.

“We're not trying to bully anyone,” he
said. “We at the MAC have never done
that under my leadership and don’t intend
to.”

A month later, he took off the gloves.

In direct emails and letters to members,
as well as his column in the club’s monthly
magazine, The Winged M, he called on
members to take action.

“We ask that you, as 2 MAC member
and neighbor, please support this project.
As a neighbor in the Goose Hollow Foot-
hills League boundaries, we urge you to

officially register with the Goose Hollow:

Foothills League and participate in your
residential neighborhood association.”

What pushed him to call out his ulﬁj '

mate weapon?
“What has changed is our neighbors are
mobilizing their efforts (through inaccu-

rate information being delivered),” he told

the Examiner.

Neighbors of Block 7, having listened to.

Rich’s explanations and promises for a year,
are indeed mobilizing. They are circulating

petitions, wearing protest buttons, 'net-'l
working and turning out in such numbers

that the league has had to find 2 larger
room. About 50 people attended a Block
7 meeting last month at which voices were
raised and cynicism flowed.

At that meeting, Rich acknowledged
that there is a “bad word on the street,” but
assured, “There’s no conspiracy, there’s no
anything.”

This is not the first time the MAC has

fought the neighborhood association by
joining it.

In 1989, several MAC employees voted
in the Goose Hollow Foothills League
annual meeting, helping elect four previ-
ously uninvolved business candidates sym-
pathetic to the club’s proposal to comvert
a commercial building on Southwest 21
Avenue into MAC parking. After griev-
ances were filed and attorneys hired, the
election was overturned because league
bylaws limited institutions to one desig-

nated representative.

After 2 new election, at which residents
regained a majority of the board seats, rela-
tive peace between the club and neighbor-
hood association became the norm. League
board meetings are now hosted by the club,
and the parking topic has stayed mostly on
the back burner.

The Block 7 project changed all of
that. Suddenly neighbors are researching
old papers and poring over ancient City
Council transcripts. The 1981 agreement

Block 7, bounded by Southwest 197, 20, Main and Madison streets, as seen Jrom the Leg-

ends building immediately fo the east. The block has a small parking lot but has been primar-

ily used as a de facto park in recent years.



MAC General Manager Norm. Rich claims
additional parking facilities would benefit
the neighborhood by reducing traffic.

has become a foundational document. Its
intent was made clear and solemnized by
statements made to the City Council in
approving the parking structure.

According to a Jan. 28, 1981, council
transcript, the club’s plans for Blocks 2 and
7 were unequivocal.

Robert Miller, MAC attorney:

“The club is fully aware that property is
zoned for high-density residential, and the
club at some time in the future intends that
that will be its use, and the present city law
says that it has to be used for that purpose
or not at all.”

Commissioner Mike Lindberg:
- “Tt would be accurate to say that it is the
policy of the club to try to see housing go
up on that and not come in later and try to

convert it to another use.”

- Miller:

“That’s true, that’s true. That’s right.”
" Later in the hearing, MAC President

_Phil Brown reaffirmed the club’s commit-

ment “to free up the two south blocks for
the eventual development within the use

_that is called for in the comprehensive

plan, which is multiple housing.”
In the years since those pledges were

"made, the club’s performance has lagged.
-Block 2 eventually became Legends,

an 80-unit high-rise originally targeted
toward seniors. Thirty-two years after the
agreement, Block 7 remains a mostly-
grass-covered de facto park.

Asked to explain how the club can seck
a zone change now after assuring City
Council in 1981 that it would not, Brown
said, “The only thing that would change
is the zoning, but that should be a good
thing for the neighbors as well as the club
because many cars that otherwise would be
circling blocks in search of parking spots
would have a place to park out of sight.

“As the club has been consistent, and its
intent has not wavered, I think it would ..
be a huge stretch to say or even imply
that there is a contradiction, and in fact it
would not be true,” he said.

A formal application for the proposed
residential/commercial parking structure is
expected to be filed this month.



MAC project unpopular

Thank you for the October article [“MAC Attack”] and commentary regarding
the Multnomah Athletic Club/Mill Creek proposed construction on Block 7 in
Goose Hollow. 'm opposed to the project as designed, and believe the parking
proposed (229 for MAC members and 165 for the 265 proposed units) will not
resolve parking issues in our nﬁghborhood. It would result in more than 1,000
cars entering and leaving the Block 7 MAC spaces daily, significantly increasing
traffic and noise. Further, most of the 100 building residents without parking will
own cars, have guests and be visited by family with no place but the street to park.

At present, three of the four streets bordering Block 7 (Southwest 18%, Madi-
son and Main) do not experience heavy traffic except when the MAC is holding a
special (usually non-member) event. Many of us have studied traffic and parking
patterns on these streets. On all days except special event days, there are seldom
cars “circling the streets looking for parking,” as claimed by MAC,

We suggest the MAC take this approach: (1) Decrease the number and size of
non-member special events. - (2) Actively encourage members and non-member
visitors to use public transportation. (3) Encourage MAC members to fully utilize
the existing garage before parking on the street. (4) Give serious consideration to
scrapping plans for parking on Block 7 and use one of their better-suited lots on
20%/21¢ avenues for a new parking structure. (5) Insist that Mill Creek (or subse-
quent developer) provide parking for at least 80 percent of residential units built
on Block 7. That’s how MAC can be a good neighbor.

Tom Milne
SW 19t Ave.



We Goose Hollow residents are pushing back on the Multnomah Athletic
Club/Mill Creek’s assertion that their Block 7 proposal will benefit our neighbor-
hood. The proposed 258,574-square-foot behemoth will insert 265 residential
units, as well as 16 MAC guest suites, into a quiet historic area. Roughly 100 of
these new residents, according to the initial proposal, will not have parking. Where
will friends and relatives of the newly inserted residents park? The MAC will
receive 229 private parking spots producing daily inflow/outflow traffic, hundreds
of cars pouring onto our narrow streets. Iraffic congestion, increased air and noise
pollution are incompatible with the city’s Comprehensive Plan, namely Goal 8.

Adding to our worries, the city is preparing to rebuild Washington Park’s res-
ervoirs in anticipation of a 9.0 earthquake. The Block 7 project will be built on
a geologic slide zone, requiring deep excavation to accommodate four levels of
mostly below grade parking. To enable the project to go forward, the city requires
a zone change from RH (residential) to CX (commercial). Commercial zoning
allows for 24-hour trash pickup. According to the city’s own study (“Report and
Recommendations of the Noise Review Board on Reducing Nighttime Noise
from Garbage and Recycling Collection, Sept. 8, 2004”), middle of the night
trash collection has adverse effects on health such as elevated blood pressure and



respiratory levels.

"Many Goose Hollow neighbors would
. like to defeat rezoning, build a trust and
bid for the property to create “Goose
- Hollow Park” for all to enjoy—perhaps
" with a band shell for. music and theatre, a
* children’s play area, a small dog run and a
soothing water feature.

The environmental devastation foisted
upon Goose Hollow neighbors is an
audacious act emblematic of Lionel Bar-
rymore’s greedy “Mr. Potter” in Frank
Capra’s film “It’s a Wonderful Life.”

Connie Kirk
SW 19% Ave.



By Allan Classen

At least one member of the Goose Hol-
low Foothills League board believes the
general manager of the Multnomah Ath-
letic Club was off base in his statements
about the neighborhood and parking for
club members. _

‘I am surprised that Norm Rich never
backtracked on his comments, took them
back and apologized to his MAC con-
stituents and the public he was addressing,”
wrote Nicolas Clark in an email to the
Northwest Examiner,

Atan August GHFL meeting, Rich told
residents, “We are the biggest taxpayers in
the neighborhood by a long shot,” “there
are hundreds of MAC members who want
more parking” and “I'm not sure you want
this to be a popularity contest.”

Rich later removed all doubt about his
intentions by publicly asking MAC mem-
bers living in Goose Hollow to join the
neighborhood association and support the
club’s Block 7 proposal.

In partnership with a private developer,
MAC plans to build a seven-story apart-
ment building with 229 parking spaces
and 16 suites devoted to club members on
the block bounded by Southwest 19, 20™,
Main and Madison streets. A zone change
is needed to create commercial parking on
this residentially-zoned block.

Clark did not appreciate the attitude he
detected in Rich’s comments.

SRR

Geologic sub~soil samples were taken last

month in preparation for development.

“He basically stated that ‘we’ pay more
and therefore should have the privilege and
right to provide parking to whomever we
deem privileged,” said Clark. “I think that
it is poor form and a mistake to believe that
this is the attitude of MAC members.”

Clark faulted what he termed an “atti-
tude of rights and privileges.”

Clark, whose family owns the Goose
Hollow Inn and Fehrenbacher Hof, nev-
ertheless invited MAC members living in
the neighborhood to get involved in the
association. His father Bud was mayor of
Portland from 1985-92.

“Coming to the table allows people to
gather pertinent resources and materials,
gain greater insight into the project, gain
insight into the perspectives of their neigh-
bors, learn from one another, laugh and be
a part of the community,” he said. “I think
that we can have a healthy conversation.”
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Letter: What would John Gray do?

Letters to the editor By Letters ta the editor
on November 16, 2013 at 9:00 AM

John Gray was an amazing, widely respected ‘énd highly successful man. Gray was a developer, business-owner,
‘outdoorsman, phllanthrop!}st, family man, a fel!éw resident of The Legends condominiums, longtime Multnomah Athletic
Club member and friend. He died in 2012 and we.miss him.

In all of his developments, he took into consideration the needs and interests of people
kwhg would he affected and created p!aces that nurtured and healed. The environment was
respected In his decastons, communities were formed, and his values and vision to this day
“shine through. One such example, at Sunriver there are more bike and walking paths than
parking lots, a minimum of trees were removed and the natural beauty was planned for
throughout the development. '

Portland developer John
Gray

;.Beth I don't believe Gray would be at all pleased to see what Mill Creek and MAC are
0?:;5:?;,:%;2? _planning for Block 7. Plans include removal of all the trees to be replaced by a masslve
apartment bulldmg with marginal setbacks, fewer parking spaces than units, and an
additional 225 parking spaces for MAC members only “Traffic from this project will greatly increase nolse, pollution and

biking/pedestrian hazards. Mill Creek and MAC think this is a gift to the neighborhood. John Gray would know better.

Mill Creek and MAC would do better if they incorpbrated Gray's approach and vision. Instead of compromisihg the look
and feel of our historic nelghborhood that the kcu‘r"rent design guarantees, they should respect the history of our
community and those of us who live here. If MAC needs more parking, work first to minimize the need. Consider options
such as public transit incentives and alternative placement (MAC owns several other properties in the area that are
better ‘suited) to avoid compromising the beauty and safety that currently exist in our neighborhood.

Gray’é legacy Is something any of us would be proud of. MAC and Mill Creek, give the neighborhood a real gift. Do what
John Gray would do.. ' o : . _ ;

_Casey Milne _
Southwest Portiand
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By Allan Classen

The Multnomah Athletic Club respond-
ed to the Northwest Examiner’s October
cover story, “MAC Atcack: A costly war
over free parking.”

MAC President Lew Delo wrote a two-
page letter raising several issues. It began:

“In the interest of balance and fairness,
I'd like to comment on some of the incor-
rect, misleading and biased statements in
your recent article and editorial about the
Multnomah Athletic Club’s investigation
of new parking facilities.

“Nowhere is your bias more apparent—
and more surprising—than in your sugges-
tion that residents of Goose Hollow are
unwelcome members of the Goose Hollow
Foothills League neighborhood association
if they are also members of the MAC. Your
position disenfranchises legal voters and
discriminates based upon illegal criteria. As
an editor, you should be promoting the fun-
damental rights of association and freedom
of speech, not restricting rights that are at
the core of our Constitutional liberties.”

Editor’s response

The story faulted the MAC for encour-
aging its members who also live in Goose
Hollow to join the neighborhood asso-
ciation and express their support for the
MAC’s proposed joint venture apartment
building and parking facility for MAC
members (which would require 2 compre-
hensive plan amendment and zone change).
The story made clear that the MAC
maneuver is perfectly legal.

But the story also asserted that such
a tactic is bad form and unethical. Join-
ing a citizen organization for the primary
purpose of bending that group’s policies to
serve the ends of a rival organization vio-
lates the integrity of the targeted organiza-
tion. If carried out with full fervor, it could
reverse the mission of the organization and
turn it into a pawn or zombie for the rival
entity.

The MAC has the power to accomplish
this. With more than 20,000 members
(perhaps 1,000 who live in Goose Hollow),
it could conceivably take over control of the
neighborhood association, in which typi-

cally fewer than 50 people vote at annual
meetings. A board could be installed that
would be totally in accord with MAC
expansion plans.

Delo doesn’t acknowledge the threat the
club represents to a small neighborhood
association, instead finding victimhood in
the possibility that MAC merabers carry-
ing out such a mission might be made to
feel unwelcome. The Constitution and all
laws of the land guarantee free speech and
freedom of association, but not all activities
so protected are fair, wise or honorable. Nor
are they free from criticism. The right to
feel welcome everywhere regardless of one’s

resident charges editorial bias

conduct or intent somehow never moti-
vated the Founding Fathers sufficiently to
include it.

Delo’s lack of empathy could perhaps be
rectified if he could imagine an organiza-
tion far more powerful than the MAC
having a strategy to infiltrate or otherwise
influence the club to change its direction
and policies (say to devote itself to reduc-
ing economic inequality in the city). Would
such a campaign be welcomed, and would
M. Delo fight to the death for the right of
such views to be freely expressed?

We'll deal with another part of Delo’s
letter next month.

nelp

By Allan Classen

The developer of the controversial Block
7 hybrid building on Block 7—part apart-
ment building and part Multnomah Ath-

letic Club garage—made 2 concession to

neighbors last month.

In order to keep Multnomah Athletic
Club members from driving on residential
streets to and from the 225-stall garage, a
tunnel has been proposed under Southwest
Main Street to the main MAC parking
structure. This will allow parkers to access

the new facility from the existing garage and

without creating any new entrances or exits
on Block 7.
Sam Rodriguez, managing director for

to lessen i

Mill Creek Residential, presented the idea
to the Goose Hollow Foothills League as
“the right compromise.”

Calling the tunnel “incredibly expensive,”
Rodriguez said the arrangement makes “so
many improvements to the project” that
the MAC will share in the extra costs of
construction. ; v o

Rodriguez said that even without the
tunnel, his traffic consultant found that
traffic around the residentially zoned Block
7 (bordered by Southwest 19%, 20%, Main
and Madison streets) would meet acceptable
standards. ‘ o

“This solution will improve the traffic
situation,” said Rodriguez, “and not by any
means make it worse.”

MAC parking will encompass the bot-
tom two levels of the eight-story building,
and will be almost entirely below grade.
The remaining floors will be devoted to 270
apartment units and two additional levels of
parking for residents.

As a result of intense opposition to the
project by immediate residents, five neigh-
bors of Block 7 are running for the GHFL
board of directors, which will hold elections
Thursday, Dec. 19, 7 p.m., at the MAC,
1849 SW Salmon St. The slate adopted by
the board’s election committee includes two
of those five neighbors: Timothy Moore and
Casey Milne.




Ex-MAC president claims 'robust’
transit incentive program

Last November, former Multnomah Athletic Club presi-
dent Lew Delo sent a two-page letter claiming our October
2013 cover story, “MAC Attack: A costly war over free park-
ing,” was “incorrect, misleading and biased.”

The letter raised so many issues, we

divided it into three parts for publica- -

tion and response.

The second part of Delo’s letter
began:

“Contrary to your implication that
the MAC does not have a traffic man-
agement plan, it has a robust one, one
that has been in place, improved upon
and approved by the neighborhood and
city for almost 30 years; a plan that
has included parking, bicycle, bus and
MAX components. Perhaps you have
forgotten your coverage of the MAC's
partnership with the neighborhood
during the planning in the 1990s for the
Westside Light Rail.

“You are also wrong that “The MAC's
solution [to parking] has always been
to build more parking” One of the
most important light rail benefits for
the MAC and the neighborhood was
the Kings Hill station at Salmon Street
and Southwest 18th Avenue. The MAC
directly contributed almost $200,000
.for the cost of the station.”

The December 2013 Examiner
incorrectly identified Lew Delo as
president of the Multnomah Ath-
letic Club. He is a past president.
We regret the error and note that
Delo’s letter does not necessarily
reflect the club’s current thinking.

Editor’s response:

The club has a traffic management
plan, but its transit incentives are far
from robust. Member who arrive at the
club with a one-way transit receipt can
get a free return trip ticket. That's it.

Does anyone take advantage of the
offer? We asked the club for numbers
of passes given out, as well as data on
what percent of visits are by transit, but
the club refused to share its data.

In 1994, the Examiner reported that
the MAC agreed to pay $150,000 toward
construction of the Salmon Street MAX
station in exchange for city approval to
expand the west end of its clubhouse.

“In  exchange, the city and
GHFL[Goose Hollow Foothills League]
agree that the club now meets the traf-
fic mitigatibn promises it made in its

10-year master plan,” the
A Examiner story read.

The agreement also set-
tled city concerns about
the club’s insistence on
free, unmetered access for
.| members to its main park-
Whether
stuffing an extra MAX stop
so near the stadium and
Jefferson Street stops to
accommodate the club was

a community benefit could
f be argued either way. =

il ing structure.
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CBditor's Turn

BY ALLAN CLASSEN
EDITOR & PUBLISHER

Forming a more

perfect quota system

A strange idea persists at Port-
land's grass roots. Call it a quota
systemt. It may have started with
government citizen participation
programs, and now neighbor-
hood activists had adopted it as
the essence of democracy.

Instead of a free exchange of ideas in
which the best thoughts and the best
thinkers come out on top, it’s all about
arbitrary categories and strategies to
see that certain demographic subsec-
tors are represented.

1 was struck by this theory at a
Goose Hollow Foothills League meet-
ing in which a nominating committee
explained how they developed a slate
of candidates. There was no mention of
picking the most capable candidates or
those expressing the interests of mem-
bers. If anyone were to have an_ origi-
ual approach to solving some organi-
zational problem, I'm quite sure that
wouldn’t have vegistered either. Those
who believe an election should give an
organization signals as to which paths
constituents do or do not favor would
also be sorely disappointed.

Al of those factors take a distant
back seat to the central virtue: balance.
The norminating cormit-
tee deemed that, since
Goose Hollow contains
residents,  business-
es and institutions,
about half of the
board should be res-
idents and the other
half from either busi-
ness or institutions.
(There was no expla-
nation as to why it
shouldn’t be a three-way split.)

Then geographic balance was ~We're

fields of expertise sounds less personal
than comparing their insights or ability
to lead.

The quota system seems intended
to deflect criticism because its practi-
tioners appear not to be making deci-
sions at all, just mechanically apply-
ing immutable characteristics to reach
unassailable conclusions.

Opinion and bias permeate every
choice of category, of course, but that's
not the hand put forward. To the eye, it
appears “even Steven.’

The plague behind this show of fair-
ness is that by filtering out disagree-
ments and competing views, there is
no functioning democratic process
to guide the organization one way or
another. [t suggests that all is well and
there’s no reason to consider other
directions or prograins.

Isingle out this board mainly because
they discussed their philesophy so
openly. I'm sure other associations fol-
low at least some of these patterns.

If neighborhicod boards fall for this
sterile form of democracy, the city of
Portland has petfected it. Bvery city
project or body seerns to have a cit-
zen advisory cominittee. Lately they've
taken to calling them stakeholder advi-
sory groups, implying their members
have a cormmon interest in
advancing  the
project. These

Don’t worry, Mr. Hancock.
inviting the British to be stakeholders too.

considered: Candidates should
come from different parts of the neigh-
borhood.

In this way, it was possible to talk
about candidates without weigh-
ing their personal qualities or ability
to serve. God forbid that anyone be
deemed more capable or valuable than
another. It's about filling certain slots
to ensure proper balance, all the while
avoiding the appearance of picking
favorites.

Walking this line grew dicey when
two men from the same building
werc pitted against each other for one
temaining seat. Both became active in
the orgaunization over the Block 7 issue
and were from the same camp. How
to decide? The nominating committee
gave one the nod because his back-
ground was in history, while the other’s
was in engineering, a field of less worth
to the neighborhood, supposedly. Not
that the organization had any practice
or policy favoring historians over engi-
neers, but in a pinch I suppose picking

bodies inevitably grow large because
many neighborhoods and special
“communities” have to be represented.
A room can be filled with obligatory
assignees, leaving no space at the table
for independent, civic-minded people
of insight and expertise,

The quality of discussion coming”
from 35 people—half of whom may not
even be interested in the topic—{alls far
short of what it should be. Comimnittees
of this type wind up overloaded with
tndividuals who won't rock the boat.
To do that, a person has to first care
enough to have an opinion, much less
have the character and frame of refer-
ence to speak against the orthodoxy.

Whether they advise city policy mak-
ers or spring from the grass roots, quo-
ta-based systems have a common trait:
They create the appearance but not
the function of speaking for the people
while solidifying the status quo and
playing along with those who benefit
fromi it. =

NORTHWEST EXAMINER, JANUARY 2014 iy



MAC story [not] laughable
T would like to voice a-counterpoint
“to Seth Harris's letter to the editoi-last
month in which he said that he does not
have any strong opinions-or issues with
the Multnomah ‘Athletic - Club’s: plans
for Block 7 -in Goose Hollow Yet he
strongly asserted that the comments of
the Northwest Examinerhave been one-
sided and “latighable,” and he challeng-
es the suggestion: that the MAC prO]eth
-isunpopular.: ~

: In connast to: Mr Harrls, who lives
some 20 blocks to ‘the north of Goose
Hollow, I live immediately dd]acent to
Block 7, and I am also a member of the
MAC. ‘Being a joint stakeholder, T am
obhged to carefully balance my alle—



giances to the MAC, which I attend reg-
ularly for athletics and socializing, with
my loyalty to Goose Hollow residents
and friends, with whom I also socialize
in the immediate neighborhood.

Over the last six months or'so, having
attended most of the meetings of the"
Goose Hollow Foothills League-board
and the GHFL Block 7 subcommit-
tee, I can confirm that Mr, Classen has
attended all of these meetings. I can also
confirm that a considerable majority of
Goose Hollow neighbors present at sub-:
committee meetings have consistently -
challenged the MAC/Mill Creek plan for
Block 7. Furthermore, at one meeting
of the subcommittee last summer I was -
witness to a straw vote where the vast -
majority present expressed their oppo-
sition to the project. ‘

In other words, the Northwest Exam-
iner’s reporting of the unpopularity of
the: MAC/Mill Creek project in Goose
Hollow is accurate and is in no way
laughable. o ‘

Kal Toth
SW 19th Ave.



The Goose Hollow Foot-
hills League board, which
retained control of the orga-
nization through five years
of controversies and rever-
sals, at last suffered a mem-
bership revolt.

BY ALLAN CLASSEN

Four critics of the proposed Block 7
development were elected to the board
last month and two board mainstays

were unseated by write-in candidates at

an annual meeting attended by about 80
people last month.

The board has taken no official posi-
ticn on the BRlock 7 propdsal, which
enrails a rezoning of residential property
to accommodate an apartinent building
with two levels of underground parking
for Multnomah Athletic Club members.
Bur neighbors of Block 7 have been
frustrated in their efforts to move the
organization to their side.

Some saw parallels in the board’s
refusal last March to oppose another
major apartment building by the same
developer, Mill Creek Residential, on
Southwest Jefferson Street. On that
issue, only one board member took the
side of adjacent neighbors.

This time, affected neighbors filled

GHFL meetings for months, then voted
in force for four candidates who shared
their perspective.

While the addition of four directors
does not create a new majority on the
14-seat board, it jeopardizes the near
unanimity behind several board mis-
steps in recent years.

o Failure to rein in former board pres-

~ ident Alan Beard, an architect who had
‘a contract with the city for the remodel

of Jeld-Wen Field at the same time as
he encouraged his board to support the
project.

s Refusal to release public docu-
ments, forcing a grievance hearing that
the board lost. }

‘_'- Allowihg former President Stuart
Smith to take actions, including defam-
atory tirades about individuals in the

-neighborhood and the press, without

prior knowledge or discussion and with-

out later review by the board.

The incumbents were re-elected, and
therein lies a message. Those incum-
bents, Scott Schaffer and Randy Wyzyn-
sky, live in Goose Hollow. The incum-
bent unseated, Bill Reilly, and the other
unsuccessful candidate on the board-
recommended slate, Ken Puckett, do
not.

Among the new voting bloc, the word
seems to be: Don’t trust candidates who
live outside the neighborhood.

“The numbers appear emblematic of
a mandate to rebalance the residential

needs of our community,” said Connie
Kirk, resident of Legends, a condomini-
um directly east of Block 7 that became
the center of opposition to the project.

“Main Street has spoken,” Kirk con-
tinued. “The new make-up represents a
wide swath of voters' needs, from home
owners to renters, condo owners to Sec-
tion 8 housing.”

Another Legends resident, Tom

" Milne, also saw the election as a turning

point.

“It would appear that the neighbor-
hood is sending a loud message to the
board that MAC-Mill Creek intentions,
at least as currently represented, are
not in the interests' of the neighbor-
hood,” said Milne. “We can all expect
the apologists for and supporters of the
MAC's efforts in the neighborhood to be
opposed if not silenced”

GHFL President Leslie Johnson said,
“I think it's great to have a good-sized
crowd at the annual meeting, though
I could have wished for broader rep-
resentation from the neighborhood as
whole. The several members coming
from the same building will be chal-
lenged to project ... an interest in the
whole range of issues the neighborhood
faces.

“I am also sorry that we passed up on
the opportunity to have a board-level
representative from the largest, most
impactful landmark in the neighbor-
hood,” Johnson added, referring to Jeld-
Wen Field.

esidents show muscle in Goose Hollow elections

GHFL ELECTION RESULTS

~ Successful candidates - Votes

- Casey Milne 56
‘-Timoth’y:Moo’re .54
Scdtt Skck’h’affye:r‘ 38
~KalToth -~ 33
. }effSchnéiyderr‘i 31

RandyWyszynski 30

Not elected
Ken Puckett 23
BillReilly 22

Jerry Powell, who has held several
positions with the neighborhood asso-
ciation since the 1970s, also bemoaned
the single-issue nature of the new activ-
ism.

“But that’s often what drives neigh-
borhoods,” said Powell, “I'd like to see
a neighborhood jazzed about a new
transportation planning rule or about
the comprehensive plan or about local
politics ... but I think that’s unlikely to
happen.

“But in general, 1 think the swing
back toward a majority residential is a
healthy one for purely experiential rea-
sons: Residents are more likely to show
up for a monthly meeting”=



Rental of MAC facilities by
outside groups at issue

BY ALLAN CLASSEN

Club president Lew Delo sent a two-page letter

claiming our October 2013 cover story, “MAC
Attack: A costly war over free parking,” was “incorrect,
misleading and biased.”

Last November, former Multnomah Athletic

The letter raised so many broad issues, we have
divided it into three parts for publication® and
response.

Delo wrote: “You are also incorrect that ‘they [club
and private social events and functions] are not a core
function of the club {and] were not accounted for when
the club was granted a conditional-use permit, ...”

The Examiner story referred to private events in
which outside groups rent MAC space and services.
These may be weddings, company banquets or con-
ferences. The club does not organize, control or
sponsor these events, and they are not for the club’s
general membership, A private entity pays for speci-
fied services just as someone might rent a church for
a wedding or meeting.

Delo implies such events are part of the club’s
core function because they may involve athletic.or
social activity. He makes no distinction between club .
sponsored activities and events for hire. He thus side-
steps a growing complaint by MAC neighbors: Private
events have expanded greatly in recent years, bring-
ing with them a unique parking burden. Many are
held at prime times when use of the club by members
is also at a peak. When this happens, members may
find no room to park in the main garage.

The point made in our coverage is that this is a
self-inflicted parking crisis. The club could avoid it
entirely by hosting fewer outside events or scheduling
them to avoid busy times.w '




. NEWS

Will 225 more parking stalls encourage driving to MAC?

The addition of 225
more parking spaces
for Multnomah Ath-
letic Club members
will not generate
more auto trips.

BY ALLAN CLASSEN

hat’s the claim of the
I developer’s traffic con-
sultant, issued in a
zone-change application to
legalize commercial parking
on residentially zoned Block 7,
which is bounded by Southwest
19th, 20th, Main and Madison
streets.

The underground garage is
part of a seven-story apartment
structure to be built by Mill
Creek Residential Trust. It will
be accessed solely via a tunnel
from the club’s main 536-space
garage, eliminating the need
for additional entrances or exits
on Block 7.

The clubis providing the land
to the developer in exchange
for the dedicated parking stalls
and 16 residential suites for
MAC use.

Changing the zoning from

residential to commercial also
involves revising the city’s com-
prehensive plan for this block.
To do so, the developer must
show the new use will not com-
promise the residential nature
of the block. For that reason,
demonstrating that no addi-
tional traffic will result from the
garage expansion is pivotal.

The application claims “the
additional MAC parking on
Block 7 will not generate any
new trips” and furthermore, it
“will accommodate peak-hour
demand that is not currently
served by the existing MAC
garage. This additional park-
ing supply will result in fewer
cars being turned away at the
existing garage entrances and
therefore fewer cars circling on
neighborhood streets.”

That conclusion was based
on data compiled and inter-
preted by Kittelson & Associ-
ates, a Portland-based trans-
portation, planning engineer-
ing and research firm.

Neighbors of Block 7 who
oppose the project find the
assertion dubious.

Dale Cardin, who lives in the
Legends condominium build-
ing directly east of Block 7,
said the case for “no additional
trips” rests on assumptions that

the club will not increase its
membership or the size of the
facilities.

Even if both claims are true,
it does not seal the deal in Car-
din’s mind.

“What is so terribly wrong
here is the sheer falseness of
their assertion that only two
factors will determine the num-
ber of car trips made by MAC
members to the club, when it’s
patently obvious to any rational
or fair-minded person there are
several other factors equally or
more important in that regard,”
he said.

These other factors include
the number of reserved park-
ing spaces, the lack of pricing
or other parking disincentives,
and the hosting of special
events involving large numbers
of nonmembers.

“We cheerfully accept that
the total membership of the
MAC, which is frozen and
capped, will not increase in the
short run, at least (owing direct-
ly to Block 7),” he said, and that
“the physical size of the MAC
facilities will not increase in the
short run, at least (owing to
Block 7)”

But because the existing
parking facility will be enlarged

by 42 percent, Cardin reasons
that club members will more
consistently and conveniently
find room to park there. That
convenience will cause mem-
bers to use it more often.

“There will be many more
trips to the club as the result of
approving the zone change for
Block 7, said Cardin. “To create
a ‘sustainable’ traffic and park-
ing environment in Goose Hol-
low, we believe the ‘cost’ and
‘bother’ factors have to be given
very serious consideration, and
that the MAC must eventually
recognize physical limits to the
number, size and frequency of
special events they host at the
club”

The developer raises another
point. In addition to the main
garage, the club leases 116
stalls at Portland Towers, an
apartment building west of the
clubhouse, and a few at South-
west 18th and Salmon. Drivers
turned away at the main garage
have to return to the streets
to reach these overflow park-
ing facilities, a pattern that will
diminish with the addition to
the main garage.

Jerry Powell, a 25-year MAC
member who lives next to Block
7 and has been a pillar in the
Goose Hollow Foothills League

since the 1970s, sees the matter
from several perspectives.

Diminished bus service to
the club leads to more driv-
ing, said Powell, noting that the
only bus passing the club on
Southwest Salmon Street does
not run on weekends or eve-
nings.

But he also sees an unstated
desire to boost the number of
times members visit the club.
When club managers are asked
to explain perpetual losses at
“restaurants” inside the club,
he said, they blame difficulty in
parking for keeping members
away.

“They need more parking to
create more use,” said Powell.
“You see the problem.

Application incomplete

- Last month, the Portland
Bureau of Development Ser-
vices deemed the Mill Creek
Residential Trust zone change

‘application incomplete in four

areas, including failure to sub-
mit evidence related to the

Central City Parking Review.
- Mill Creek Managing Director

Sam Rodnguez said he intends

to submit the missing docu-
_mentatlon by eaﬂy March. =




Landslide risk

1 live directly across from
Block 7 in the Goose Hollow
neighborhood. We have formed
a group, Friends of Goose Hol-
low, opposing plans by Mill
Creek Residential to build an
eight-story box building des-
ignated for apartment rent-
als across the street from our
condo.

It would encompass the
entire block (between South-
west 19th, 20th, Main and Madi-
son streets) on what is known
as a geological slope. Mill Creek
plans to excavate 50 feet deep
into the earth in order to build
a four-level parking garage
underneath the building.



There are global climate
changes occurring, and no
guarantee what would happen
in the event of a landslide. It
would be devastating. Current-
ly, Block 7 has beautiful green-
ery—mature trees, shrubbery,
grass—that would be irreplace-
able. If a large building, such
as the one proposed, started a
slide, it could be at our doorstep
and potentially knock down our

- building.

In addition,” we live in the
Cascade Subduction Zone,
- which stretches from Vancou-
ver, B.C., to northern California.
Every 300 years, there has been
a major earthqualee, the last one
occurring in 1700. You do the
math. ‘ o

Marilyn Weber
SW 19th Ave.



Wendy Culverwell

Staff Reporter- Portland Business Journal
Ermnall | Twitter | Google-+

Goose Hollow residents have united to fight Mill Creek Residential Trust's plan to
construct apartments on a park-like site owned by the Multnomah Athletic Club.

Friends of Goose Hollow LLC is asking the city to reject the developer's request to
rezone Block 7 from residential to commercial.

Mill Creek, led locally by Sam Rodriguez, wants to build 260 to 280 rental units above a
below-grade parking garage that would serve both residents and visitors to the
neighboring MAC Club, 1849 S.W. Salmon St.

It needs the rezone to accommodate the extra parking and six short-stay units being
constructed for the MAC club. The apartment building itself could be constructed under
the current zoning, which was approved in 1995,

Goose Hollow residents fear the massive excavation could put the neighborhood at risk
of landslides and cite the recent Oso, Wash. landslide as reason for alarm.

“Portland’s heavy rainfall combined with seismic conditions and deep excavation of
48,000 cubic yards of earth in the slide zone could threaten our densely populated

Rodriguez said the fear is unfounded. Mill Creek has studied the soils and hillside and
will mitigate the issue with a retaining wall.

"It's an engineering issue and we have engineers," he said.

Mill Creek, formerly Trammel Crow Residential, is an active Portland-area apartment
developer. It sold its most recent development project, the 179-unit Savier Flats project
at 2244 N.W. Savier St., to TIAA-CREF for $61.4 miilion in a deal that closed in
December.

It currently is constructing a separate apartment project, The Jefferson, about two
blocks away. The project includes a 50-foot retaining wall.

Mill Creek has enlisted equity partners for the Block 7 project, which will have an
estimated budget of $50 million to $60 million. It will secure a loan closer to the start of
construction, which is typical for development projects.

Other partners include Ankrom _Moisan Architects, law firm Ball Janik and traffic
engineers Kittelson & Associates.




Goose Hollow residents prepare to fight
Multnomah Athletm Club affﬂlated
apartment pmj ect

By Elliot Njus | emus@oregoman com

on Aprll 14,2014 at 11:40 AM, updated April 14,2014 at 12:03 PM

A group of Goose Hollow residents opposmg a Mulmomah Athletic Club-affiliated apartment project
are steeling for a land-use fight.

The neighborhood group said Monday they had formed an LL.C, called Friends of Goose Hollow, that
would let the group collectively raise money, hire attorneys and file appeals. They want to block a
zoning code change that would let the apartment -project move forward. -

The MAC, in partnership with developer Mill Creek Residential Trust, has proposed a seven story, 265-
unit apartment building. The building would also include 16 short-term rentals for the MAC’s use, as
well as nearly 400 parking spaces, 225 of which would be for use by the MAC.

The neighborhood group opposed the extra parking, saying it would add to congestion in the
neighborhood. Adding parking would allow the MAC to host more events, generating more non-
member traffic, said Tom Milne, a Goose Hollow resident who opposes the project. (The neighborhood
association hasn’t yet taken a position on the project.)



“They've done nothing to manage parking demand,” Milne said. “They’ve held a number of special
events and the number has been increasing. If there’s a parking problem, that’s one of the factors they
need to look at.*

The MAC and Mill Creek came up with a design that would connect the new parking garage to the
existing one by underground tunnel in an effort to cut down on street traffic.

But Sam Rodriguez, the managing director for Mill Creek in Portland, says the project will only
alleviate existing traffic problems and that neighbors simply don’t want to see the lot developed.

“They don’t want anything,” he said. “They just want status quo, period.”

The building itself would be allowed under its existing zoning, but the proposed use for non- remdent
parking require a change.

The neighborhood group also said it was concerned about risk of landslide related to construction and ;
the deep pit Mill Creek will have to dig for the underground parking. .

cerp

I'hey say that can be engineered,” Milne said. “That’s nice to say if you don’t live here.”



But Rodriguez said it’s an non-issue that’s regularly addressed in the development process with
oversight from city officials.

“That’s just fear-mongering,” Rodriguez said. “The reality is: it’s done all the time.”

MAC parking has long been a hot-button issue in the neighborhood. Block 7, where the apartment

building is proposed, was once covered by homes that were bought and torn down by the MAC to build
a surface parking lot.

In exchange for permission to build its current parking garage, the MAC agreed to remove the surface
parking and landscape the sites. They’ve been grass-covered since the mid-1980s, but only after a delay

while the MAC argued for alternatives to leaving the land vacant, which they said would become a
nuisance.

"There's been a long history of the MAC not keeping its word," Milne said. "They gave to the city and
the neighborhood association assurances they would develop no further (commercial zoning) south of
the garage, and now they've gone back on that."

The question first goes before city hearings officer next month, then goes to the Portland City Council.
The council’s decision can also be appealed to the state Land Use Board of Appeals.

-~ Elliot Njus
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A group of Goose Hollow

residents opposing a Mult-

ated apartment project are
steeling for a land-use fight.:

+ The neighborhood group:
said Monday they formed
an LLC called Friends of
Goose Hollow that would let

the group collectively. raise”
money, hire attorneys and:
file appeals. They want to
block a zoning code change
that would let the apartment-

project move forward.

The MAC club, in; partdef«

ship with developer Mill Creek

posed a seven story, 265-unit
apartmentbuilding: The build-
ingwould alsoinclude 16 short-

term rentals for the club’s use;.

as well as nearly 400 parking

spaces, 225 of which would be

for use by the MAC club.

The neighborhood group

opposed the extra parking,
saying it would add to.con
gestioh in the neighborho
Addmg patking would allow

i .,dent who opposes the pro;ect
”The nelghborhood associa-

tion Hasn't taken a posmonw .

‘:on the project,
nomah Athletic Club-affili- ~

“They’ve'done notlnng to

manage  parking demand,” -
* Milne:said. “They’ve held a
nunber of special events, and

the number has beenincreas-

‘ing, If there’s a parking prob-

lem; that’s one of the factorsf .
they need tolookat”
The. MAC club and Mdl

'Creek came up with a design’

that would: cormect the new

.parlcmg garage to the existing
~ onebyundesground mnnel in o
anefforttocut down ous eet

“traffic. =
Residential Trust,; has ‘pro- -

But Sam. Rodnguez "the‘

managing director for Mill

Creek in Portland, say$ the
project will-only alleviate’
existing traffic problems and
that neighbors simply dom’t:
want to see thelot developed.
C“They 'don’t want any=

‘thing” he said, “They just
' want status quo, period” - -

_he 'questxon flrst goes
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Goose Hollow board silent on

zone change for MAC parking

Goose Hollow Foothills League board members Stephan Lewis and Casey Milne disagreed on an
application to change the Portiand Comprehensive Plan to accommodate a Multnomah Athletlc Club
parking facmty Photo by Vadim N\akoyed .

ALLAN CLASSEN-

he Goose Hollow Foot-
hills League board is not
opposing a zone change
and Portland Comprehensive
Plan amendment sought by the

Multnomah AthleticCluband a’

private developer as prerequi-
sites to erecting an apartent
building and MAC parking
facility.

Near the end of an almost
four-hour meeting attend-
ed by more than 100 people,
the board voted 7-5 against
a motion to oppose the zone
change and plan amendment.
Moments later, a motion to
support the zone change was
also defeated 6-3 with three
abstentions.

That leaves the organization
with no position on the eve ofa
May 21 hearing before the city
hearings officer. The ruling of
the hearings officer will then

go to the City Council for a final’

decision.

The project is on Block 7,

‘ which is bounded by Southwest

19th,_20th, Main and Madison

' streets.

Mill Creek Residential Trust
intends to construct a seven-

" story apartment building atop

four levels of parking, the bot-
tom‘two  of which -would be

devoted to Multmomah Athletic -

Club members.

Opposition to the project
coalesced through Friends
of Goose Hollow, a nonprofit

" voted 18-5

formed primarily by neighbors
of Block 7. Members of that
group have dominated a neigh-
borhood association commit-

- tee created to review the pro-

posal. The Block 7 Committee
to oppose the zone
change last month.

Debate at the April 23 board
meeting leaned heavily on
whether the athletic club had
been a good neighbor and lived
up to past promises. There was
conflicting testimony as to
whether a MAC master plan
prohibiting a zone change or
parking facility on Block 7 had
expired.

T would like to see some
solutions,” said board member
Linda Cameron. “We need to
work together. ... By putting a

Developer’s proposal for commercial park-
ing in residential zone goes to hearings officer
without a recommendation {rom neighbor-

hood association.

negative statement out there,
you're only going 10 get more
negative.”

Upcoming approval steps
will likely address more formal
criteria.

The block is zoned for high-
density residential use. Com-

mercial use, which is how the .

underground parking for MAC
members and 16 hotel-type
suites for guests of the club
would be classified, is limited
in this zone. Without the zone
change, Sam Rodriguez of Mill
Creek said only one level of
MAC parldng could be built.

To change the Portland
Comprehensive Plan, an appli-
cant must demaonstrate that

" none of 12 public policy goals

will be complormsed

‘One of the hardest goals to
satisfy may be
showing that
the addition of
225 MAC park-
ing stalls will not
increase aufo use.

The transpor-
tation goal of the
comprehensive
plan states:

“Develop a
balanced, equi-
table, and efficient
transportation system that pro-
vides a range of transportation
choices; reinforces the livability
of neighborhoods; supports a
strong and diverse economy;
reduces air, noise and water
pollution; and lessens reliance
on the automobile while main-
taining accessibility”

The Mill Creek application
claims that the additional stalls
will reduce traffic because
MAC members will be able to
go directly to the main parldng
structure {which will be con-
nected to the 225 spaces under
Block 7 via a tunnel) without
having to search for satellite
parking lots in the vicinity.

The application claims “the
addidonal MAC parking on
Block 7 will not generate any
new trips” because club mem-
bership is capped and no new
recreational facilities are being
built.

Dale Cardin, who present-
ed the main argument for the
opposition, challenged that
assumption.

“Build it and they will come,”
said Cardin. “Do you think they
will not fill the addition?”

Linda Cameron. Photo by Vadim Makoyed

MAC's failure to manage its
parking demand is at the heart
of the problem, he said.

“Ifyou can park there for free
for as long as you want, why
would you ever use transit?"=



oose Hollow car
friendly

I a ciby thonght to be genear-
ally unfdendhy to car traffic, it
is remarkable how cften Goose
Hollow has been the excep-
tion. Years agn, the neighbor-
bood was sliced and diced For
highways that displaced scores
of local residents. In the esachy
1980, m fewear thano 30 houses
were dermclished so the Relult-
mmamah Athlstie Club  cowld
build a parking garvage for its
meambers, 95 percent of wihiom
do nof regide in Goose Haollow.

Within recent memory, the

Timbers Arcmy arcived  with

their cars, Mow, if Block 7 were
added to the other apartment
complex uwnder constroction
by Wi Creek Residentisl Troost
o block ey, Goose Holloos
wonld reveive about BB new
parking slots and their motor-
ized contents while 100 addi-
tHonal wehicles would hawve o

be parked on neighborhood

streets for lack of dedicated
slots in their owners’ buildings.

Portland unfriendly o cars?

In Govse Hallow, quite the

apposite is troe,

Apsthetes should mlsa be
worried about the unsighthy

monelith that a for-profit fom
from Dallas, Texas, can he
expected to ersct, When will
propecty deselopers learn from
Apple Computer that good
design is poed for business?
Paortland's cityscape already
hims guite snough architectural
mgdinorite,

On balance, the Timbers
hesre had a negatiee affect on
the guality of life in Goose Hal-
lowr, Ar the same time, it has

to b said fhet thebr stadium
has been built with matedsls
of Wigh quality and designed
attractisely in & manner show-

- ing sormie sensitivitr 1o the sur-

rewnding neighborhood,

Alas, quite the epposite
applies o Block 7 and its o
sponisors, IF the city approves
this ruincus peoject, Gonse
Holleaw east of Soottovest 20th
Horerie will effectively cease to
exist as g nejighbochood ofiocal
residents wha owrithe property
and so oare invested over the
long e in the guality of life
in Goose Hallow,

EI Rk dve,
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Serving the 99 percent

A city hearings officer took the devel-
opers’ side on the proposed Mult-
nomah Athletic Club parking garage
and apartment building, Hearings Offi-
cer Ken Helm recommended amend-
ing the comprehensive plan to legalize
commercial parking in what is now a
residential zone.

Helm's report is 106 pages long, and
much of it is too legalistic for a layman’s
understanding. I was stunned that an
administrative
judge hought
every argurment
the applicant
offered and dis-
counted every
point  raised
in  opposition,
but maybe he
knows things
thatIdon't.

On one issue,
however, Helm
was  flat-out
wrong, and it
doesn’t take a
law degree to
see it. He ruled
that expanding the MAC parking garage
will not trigger "latent demand” Latent
demand is the transportation concept
for inducing greater auto use by creat-
ing greater capacity and therefore con-
venience.

Most are familiar with the maxim
that you can't build your way out of traf-
fic congestion, a reality recognized by
transportation science since the 1920s.
The more roads and lanes are added,
the more drivers fill them up as an ever
increasing number of people find they
can take their cars and expect tolerable
delays.

That's why bypass routes inevitably
become clogged, and even bypasses
built around original bypasses don’t
work. That’s why extra freeway lanes
don’t remain empty for long. And that's
why ample free parking is soon filled
up. These “solutions” invite increased
auto use that stresses all other transpor-
tation infrastructure.

Most Portland policymakers have fig-
ured out that expanding streets, roads
and parking capacity merely com-
pounds the problem. That's evidenced
by a pattern of addressing transpor-
tation demand by promoting transit,
carpooling, bikes and other alterna-
tives. The city’s mostly-completed com-
prehensive plan update reinforces this
direction.

Helm hasn’t grasped the concept. 1
know this from his conclusion that the
addition of 225 MAC parking spaces will
not trigger more driving because the
club is not adding members or enlarg-
ing its building.

This evidence is unrelated to the
topic. Latent demand isn’t about pop-
ulation growth or new attractions. It
resides in the minds of individuals
electing daily how to reach their desti-

nations, and it would be a central topic
in this case regardless of MAC member-
ship projections.

For example, a MAC member who
lives about half a mile from the club
told me she would readily walk on most
occasions but instead often chooses to
drive because it's so convenient and
inexpensive. There are no doubt others
applying the same factors to theix trans-
portation decisions, but MAC's “free fox

all parking” policy makes this impos-
sible to measure or influence.

MAC members receive parking stick-
ers for up to four vehicles, which they
can use at will without payment. That's
notresponding to demand; that's induc-
ing it. Until the club rewards members
who take transit, walk or bike to the club
while asking members who drive to pay
the true cost of accormmodating themn,
we won't know if their parking structure
needs to be enlarged.

By first managing what it has, the
club would soon discover the true size
of its parking needs. It may well find
that changes in the comprehensive plan
and zoning map are unnecessary.

Hearings Officer Helm's assignment
wasn't to find the simplest solution to,
a serious problem. He had to address
the impact of the requested changes
against a list of policy goals. And per- -
haps misunderstanding the essence. of
latent demand was the oaly slipup he
made in his exhaustive report.

But the City Council isn’t bound
by his recommendations or the nar-
row parameters of his assignment. If
the council thinks it’s a poor idea to
comprommise protection of central city
residential neighborhoods to accom-
modate a private institution’s 1950s
approach to transportation, it can just
say no.

Or, it can take the MAC at its word,
when in 1981 its leaders promised an
earlier council that it would never ask
for a zone change here and it would
create programs to reduce the share
of trips by auto {then 99 percent) to a
defined and lower number. They've had
plenty of lime Lo initiate such programs,
but all they could think of was building
abigger garage.»

@ NWEXAMINER.COM / NORTHWEST EXAMINER, AUGUST 2014 @



nEws KE]

Block 7 recommendation from city hearings officer expected this month

ALLAN CLASSEN

Opponents of plans
to redevelop a resi-
dential block imme-
diately south of the
Multnomah Athletic
Club got traction on

at least one key issue

raised at a city hear-
ing last month.

ortland Hearings Offi- & .'
P cer Kenneth Helm ha_s ;

extended the hearing on

a requested zone change and #

comprehensive plan amend-
ment . to accommodate the
project. The MAC is partnering
with developer Mill Creek Resi-
dential Trust to build a seven-
story apartment building atop
four levels of parking, the bot-
tom two of which would have
225 stalls dedicated to Mult-
nomah Athletic Club mem-
bers. The structure would also
have 14-16 hotel-type suites for
MAC guests.

Theinstitutional parking and

downtown to the public hearing. Photo by Allan Classen

guest suiites are not allowed in
the current residential zoning
of Block 7, which is bounded
by Southwest 19th, 20th, Main
and Madison streets. That's
why the MAC and Mill Creek

are requesting a change to

commercial zoning.

To allay fears of broader
commercial activity in the
future, MAC and Mill Creek
have promised that any approv-

Oppbneﬁfs 'of the Block 7 development propo‘sav'l‘ donned ‘;MACiilla" T-shirts last month and marched

al will be conditioned by a city-

-approved covenant prohibiting

all other commercial activity.

But Jennifer Bragar, an
attorney representing Friends
of Goose Hollow, a nonprofit

recently formed to challenge
the project, said such a cov-
enant has a “major loophole”
in that the city could revoke it
later.

Furthermore, “the MAC is
free to lobby the city at any
time to override the covenant,’
Bragar said.

Sheila Frugoli, a senior
planner with the city Bureau
of Development Services, con-
curs, though for a somewhat
different reason.

“After further consideration,
staff agrees with Ms. Bragar’
said Frugoli. “Because [the
code] is silent on the myriad
of uses that are allowed in the
CX zone, in future years this
condition would be interpret-
ed to only limit housing units
and hotel suites but allow other
uses such as retail, office and
institutional uses.”

After considering oppos-
ing positions and evidence on

‘the reliability of a restrictive

covenant, Helm is expected to
make his recommendation on
the entire case later this month.
The matter would then go the
City Council for a decision.=
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Photo by Vadim Makcyed

For the band of hearing-
impacted citizens, the com-
mendation from a city official
was slim solace. Few have been

Continued from page 1

of the ball in already thinking of
going to City Council”

Neighbors hold their ears to demonstrate the effect of constant pile driving across the street.

involved in city politics or in
their neighborhood associa-
tion, and they see pile driving
as an unconscionable assault

 pollution, etc”

Pile driving hits nerve

demanding prompt action.
Dissatisfied with mere encour-
agement, they're already look-
ing to the governor’s office for
real help.

“When they are driving, I
cannot be in my home, even

“with-ear plugs,” said Jess. “My

apartment is jolted with such
force that it rattles the glasses
in the hutch. Thave on occasion
been literally shaken out of bed
in the morning.”

“My cat cannot nap during
it” said Jen Elliott, “and the dog
next door howls all day long

- through it. And last Saturday, I
‘reached the tipping point when

Istarted to feel headachy, dizzy
and nauseous. ... This was
definitely from the constant
pounding. I'm appalled that
the city is allowing this much
construction all at once with-
out serious mitigation to noise,

Another Sitka resident, Jamie
Rich finds it hard to work.

“As a freelance writer
I spend most of my days at
home, he said. “Many of my
work hours are spent finding
ways to drown out the noise
and many times finding some-

where else to get my work done
when the constant pounding
and shalking become too much.

“Now that the weather is
warm, I can't open my windows
to get air lest the hammering
fill the whole room. The con-
struction has affected my sleep
patterns, waking me up every
morning in a most unpleasant
manner, making it hard to tran-
sition out of sleep and into my
day. These people have taken
over life for blocks upon blocks.

“1go between feeling trapped
in their bubble and being run
out of my own apartment,” said
Rich.

“It is astounding that the city
is allowing citizens to be treat-
ed like this and not be taking
emergency action to remedy it,
said Hanson. “With three more
buildings imminent in my
neighborhood—with each pile
driving job taking six to eight
weeks—we face six to eight
months total of being exposed
to this daily abuse. This is
unacceptable! I've spoken with
many neighbors about it, and
everyone I've spoken with is
suffering somehow from this
nightmare»



Goose Hollow direc-
tors say special mem-
bers meeting Oct. 8
can happen, but the
board makes all deci-
sions.

ALLAN CLASSEN

osing patience with leader-

ship of the Goose Hollow

Foothills League, members
of the neighborhood associa-
tion have called a special mem-
bership meeting in October to
resolve an issue that has stale-
mated the board: whether to
support or contest a proposed
apartment building and Mult-

nomah Athletic Club under-
ground parking annex.

The question is: Do mem-
bers have the right to set GHFL
policy by such a process? Is
direct democracy possible
in this or any other Portland
neighborhood
Or do elected boards govern
without review, accountable to
their membership only through
annual elecuons?

The latter view has gained
ascendency in recent years,
driven by a consensus among
private insurance carriers, who
see immeasurable risk in back-
ing the actions of large, per-
haps loosely counted rosters
of members. Liability insur-
ance coverage is required
by the Portland Office of »

Continued on page 15

association?"

Biock 7 developer Sam Rodnguez (left) and Tom Milne, who helped orgamze opposx onto the
apartment/parkmg project, don't see eye to eye. PhOLO by Vad!m N\akoyed ‘




Continued from page 1

Neighborhood Involvement,
which funds and governs the
city’s neighborhood associa-
tions.

With City Council schedul-
ing an Oct. 1, 2 p.m., hearing
on the comprehensive plan
amendment and zone change
to legalize “commercial” park-
ing in a residential zone, oppo-
nents of the development want
to demonstrate that the com-
munity shares their displeasure
with the idea.

A special board meeting
attended by more than 100
people in April culminated
with a series of motions, none

of which passed, leaving the
organization with no position
or recommendation to the city.

Opponents believe they
reflect the overwhelming will
of the community, and to prove
it, they petitioned for a spe-
cial membership meeting to be
held Wednesday, Oct. 8, 7 p.m,,
at Pirst Methodist Church, 1838
SW Jefferson St. GHFL bylaws
provide for special meetings if
requested by 10 percent of the
membership. A petition signed
by 112 members (17 percent of
the approximately 650 mem-
bers) was submitted to the
GHFL secretary Aug. 25.

Nothing about the timing of

the process is tidy. The Oct.

8 special meeting falls a week .
after: City Council is sched-.

uled to consider the matter. (A
request to postpone the council

“hearing has been made but not

responded to.) The reason for
waiting so long to bring mem-

‘bers together is that league

bylaws require a 30-day notice
posted in the Northwest Exam-
iner, which comes out on the
first Saturday of each month,
making the September edition
too late for sufficient notice
before Oct. 1.

Organizers of the meet-

ing, who include GHFL board
members Nic Clark and Kal
Toth plus Harvey Black, Connie

Goose Hollow Foothills Leagde‘President‘Bcb Arkes‘(ieﬁ) and

board member Nic Clark, who have divergent opinions on their. .
neighborhood association’s handling of the Block 7 deveiopment

Kirk, Roger Leachman, Jerry
Powell, Tracy Prince, Karl Reer,
Mark Velky, Cliff Weber and
Susan Younie, intend to pres-
ent a motion for a vote by all

proposai Photo by Vadim Makoved

members present. 5
What the results of such a
vote might mean is unclear.

“The requested >
Continued on page 26
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We the paaple msurance conpanree

The riches of the city may be its
citizens, but for Portland neighborhood
associations, the riches of insurance
companies are what matter.

If that sounds like a strange leap, fol-
fow with me.

Portland neighborhood associations
are funded through the Office of Neigh-
borhood Involvement, which contracts
with seven coalition offices, which in
turn provide staffing and assistance to
each of Portland’s 95 neighborhood
associations.

The city requires that each neighbor-
hood office, which is an independent
nonprofit, provide liability coverage for
the associations in its section of the city.
In recent years, the private insurance
carriers have determined that their
risks are lower when these neighbor-
hood associations are confrolled by a
board of directors rather than the direct
democracy of the entire membership,

in usual prac-
tice, elected boards
have always gov-
erned ' Portland
-neighborhood
associations, But
‘it has also been
common for major Y
decisions to be’
brought before the
entire  member-
ship for resolution.
A proposed park-
ing plan for the
Northwest District,
for instance, was
rejected in 2003 by
a vote of the mem-
‘bership.

Neighborhood association boards
have at times chosen to put difficult and
contentious issues to the membership
out of an appropriate sense of humility:
They believed in the people’s right to
decide or simply weren’t certain that

< they knew the will of their constituents.

" Theres another circitmstance under -

- which direct democracy at the grass-

- roots level is vital. A-board may be out-
of touch with the overwhelming senti-. -

. ment of the community. Who should
speak for the neighborhood :in such

cases? Elected leaders rebuffing popi-

;- lar opinion may be acting from laudable
princples. There's also the possibility
that a clique of insiders has grown jeal-

;ous of power or become chummy with
city hall.

I neighborhood boards are truly
comprised of opinion leaders, they
should be able to marshal support for
their ideas and mobilize supporters' to
outvote the "unwashed churning at the
gates” If they can’t, and the best ideas
are defeated by a stampede of “short-
sighted nimbys,” City Council can still
read the situation and vote for the city's
broader interest. Neighborhood associ-
alion posilions are merely non-binding
recommenclations, after all,

In the big piclure, policymakers ben-

efit from knowing how much heat may
be rising up from the grass roots and
how careful they must be should they
too ignore the will of the people. An
obsequious neighborhood president
assuring they're on the noble path may
be doing them a disservice; better a
“look out below” than numbing praise.

Another factor speaks for keeping
the option of full membership voting:
timing. Most association boards have
staggered terms so it takes several years

" before every seat is up for reelection.
Directors elected two or three years
ago may have run or been chosen for
priorities unrelated to the matter at
hand. Such s the case in Goose Hollow,
where opponents of the proposed Block
7 development dominated the last elec-
tion but could be at least a year from
gaining a majority on the board.

That’s why Goose Hollow Foothills
League merabers are calling for a memn-

That's a nice declaration, Thomas, but there are liability issues.

bership meeting to consider a resolu-
tion against the pending development
while it still matters—before City Coun-
cil votes.

They've been advised that such a
meeting is inappropriate because it vio-
lates rules now standard among insur-
ance companies requiring nonprofit

boards to control all decisions (except
elections and bylaw amendments). The
league’s bylaws allow members to call

“ meetings but the prerogatives of insur-

ance companies trump demacracy
7 and the city Office of Neighborhood
Involvement is fine with-that,

Some organizational decisions—
such as firing employees or spending
money—should properly be reserved
for directors. These are final actions
in which an aggrieved party could file
a lawsuit for economic losses, nam-
ing every member in the association as
a defendant. But policy recommenda-
tions to the city bind no one and give no
cause of legal action.

If insurance companies choose to
meddle to this extent, everyone from
the mayor on down should read them
the riot act. This may be an area where-
in the city could self-insure and send
the insurance companies packing.

Why are we letting insurance compa-
nies define the nature of democracy?=
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No members allowed

Continued from page 15

membership meeting seems
in ordey, and I see no reason
not to help facilitate,” said
GHFL President Bob Arkes.

Does that mean a motion
passed at the meeting would
become GHFL policy?

“I wouldn't think so,” he
said. “I think the body con-
stituting the special meeting
would need to request the
GHFL board to adopt their
position as an 'official' GHFL
meeting. Otherwise I would
see it as just a recommenda-
tion.”

In other words, it would
have no bearing without later
board action.

That’s also the interpre-
tation of Neighbors West/
Northwest Executive Direc-
tor Mark Sieber. NWNW con-
tracts with the city to provide
services to 10 inner West-
side associations, including
GHFL.

The possibility of a mem-
bership vote leading to board
affirmation would appear
remote, given the board’s
longstanding division on this
issue and the already prob-
lematic matter of coming in
time for council action.

Arkes, who voted for a
motion to oppose the project
in April, is nevertheless not
making it easy for the current

opponents. While he will not
block the meeting, he doesn’t
expect it to reflect neighbor-
hood opinion.

“A further complication is
that a large portion of GHFL
members requesting the
special meeting have a sin-
gle street address, 1132 SW
19th Ave., as I would antici-
pate would most attend-
ees—hardly representative of
the GHFL membership as a
whole”

While seven of the 10 indi-
viduals calling for the meet-
ing do not live at 1132 SW
19th Ave., (The Legends Con-
dominiums, which is imme-
diately east of the proposed
building on Block 7, bound-
ed by Southwest 19th, 20th,
Main and Madison streets),
62 of the 112 petition signers
are Legends residents.

If a motion of some kind is
passed in time to influence
the council vote, its impor-
tance is only what council
members deem it to be. Even
a unanimous and procedur-

ally pure recomnendation -

from a neighborhood asso-

ciation is only advisory to the

city and can be ignored by
any council member who dis-
agrees with its purpose.

On the other hand, an
unofficial vote by Goose Hol-
low members could be taken
as a better measure of neigh-

borhood opinion than the
official position of its board.

“The council’s job is to
make policy, and what the
neighbors and the neigh-
borhood association think
is definitely relevant,” said
Powell, a GHFL board mem-
ber and frequent Planning
Committee chair since the
1970s. “The GHFL no opin-
ion’ statement, I believe, miis-
represents the opinion of the
neighborhood.”

“Neighborhood organi-
zations should have leaders
who listen and respond to

-the citizens who live there,’

said Clark. “On the topic of
Block 7, many citizens living
in Goose Hollow don't feel
theyare being represented
by their board. Respect-
ing the fact that the GHFL
is governed by a board, the

ing hope that the board will
finally hear the voice of the
league's citizens.”

Prince said the GHFL
board is dominated by busi-
ness and institutional repre-
sentatives who do not live in
the neighborhood and bring
a suburban perspective.

“Their suburban voting
tendency was exhibited most
clearly in the recent vote
taken by the board not to
object to the MAC's request
for a zone change on Block
7, she said. “They took this
vote despite eight months of
meetings packed with angry
Goose Hollow residents who
objected to this zone change.
In meeting after meeting,
over 95 percent of attendees
objected to a zone change on
Block 7=

members calling this meet- (&' Comment on nwexaminer.com

Multnom
RH (reside

Signed by 11




=ulmctied 6
VA /BN [26\9

‘ " Tom Walsh & Co.
1100 NW Glisan Street, Suite 300
Portland, Oregon 97209
(503) 973-5001 / Fax (503) 973-5009

partners@tomwalsh.com

September 30, 2014

To: The City Council
Portland, Oregon

Portland is an unusual city for fairly simple reasons. Among them:

1) As Robert Frost put it, “Good fences make good neighbors.” Here,
those fences are the boundaries we set as we plan for livability.
Some would call them zoning boundaries.

2) And, when we make agreements, neighbor-to-neighbor, we live by
them. It’s a fundamental part of our culture; good values and
good discipline make for a good city.

In the 1990s, the Multnomah Athletic Club made an agreement with its
Goose Hollow neighbors as part of the zoning change that permitted the
construction of the parking garage and major athletic facilities south of
Salmon Street. No further Club facilities would be built south of Main
Street, the MAC agreed. That agreement should be honored.

Surveys of the MAC membership indicate a decisive interest in
additional parking capacity. It makes one recall Yogi Berra’s comment
about his favorite restaurant in the Bronx: “Nobody goes there any
more; it’s too crowded.” The MAC is crowded; use by members is up
considerably, and so is the use of meeting space by outside groups. But
the current supply of parking is adequate, and there are numerous other
options (walking, biking, car-pooling and transit) available.

Builders Since 1960

CCB# 133847



As one daily user of the MAC, with about 20,000 visits over the past 60
years, [ have commented that there has not been a single instance in all
that time that I turned away from the Club because I couldn’t find a
parking space. Sometimes, I had to look hard; sometimes I was late for
a meeting or a workout; occasionally I’ve adjusted my schedule. But,
there’s always been a place to park.

The Multnomah Athletic Club, responding to its members, is clearly
within its rights to request a zone change. This City Council, however,
should deny that request. Based on the facts, the history of prior
agreements, and the ethic of the way in which this City’s livability
works best, changing a residential City block to commercial use in

one of our strongest neighborhoods is clearly unwarranted, unwise

and undisciplined.

Thank you.



= uRmiTeE QY
—rva <,>/ YPrince
/B /20v\




1980

e L SS——

i




-

A

DMINISTRATIVE

Multnomah Athletic Club

General Manager Norman Rich
nrich@chemac.com

Senior Executive Assistant Melania Oppat
moppat@themac.com w
Chief Financial Officer/AGM Tim Arbogast
tarbogast@themac.com

Executive Assistant Lisa Jones
ljones@themac.com

Sccurity Manager Dennis Wright
dwriight@themac.com

Controller John Foley
jfoley@themac.com

Purchasing Manager Barry Kaufman
bkaufman@themac.com

Athletic Director Edward Stoner
estoner@themac.com

Assistant Athletic Director Pete Greer
pgreer@themac.com {
Aquatics Manager Lisa Virtue
Ivirtue@chemac.com

Fitness Manager Darrell Duvauchelie
dduvauchelle@themac.com

Gymnastics Manager Meg Doxtator
mdoxtator@themac.com

Junior Sports Manager Dan Baggeii
dbaggett@chemac.com

Qutdoor Manager Chad Failla
cfailla@themac.com

Squash Manager Khalid Mir
kmir@themac.com

“Tennis Manager Wayne Pickard
wpickard@themac.com

Communications Director Michole Jensen
mjensen@themac.com

Communications Manager Tony Roberis
troberts@chemac.com

Facilivies Director Elsa Lemoine
elemoine@themac.com

Capital Projects Manager Diane Kelley
dkelley@themac.com ’ !
Physical Plant Manager Dwayne Brantley
dbrantley@themac.com

Food & Beverage Director Cameron McMurry
cmemurry@themac.com

Executive Chef Philippe Boulot
pboulot@themac.com

Catering Manager Dorcas Popp
dpopp@themac.com

Human Resources Director Alison Beppler
abeppler@themac.com

Member Services Director Linda Ornelas
lornelas@themac.com

Child Care Manager Dawna Yntema
dyntema@themac.com

Guest Services Manager Christine Natonek
cnatonck@themac.com

The -M-porium Manager Tonya Mitchell ‘
tmitcheli@themac.com
Member Events Manager Abby DenUyl f
adenuyl@themac.com \
Membership Manager Dave Hanna
dhanna@themac.com

www.theMAC.com

"V friends who
have a daughter who
has served communi-
ties around the world
with care and compas-
sion. I met her father,
Russ, when 1 first
entered the hospital-
ity industry so many
years ago. We were
similar in many ways,
with passion for our
work and in our efforts to ensure we did our
best at everything. Our teacher was a classi-
cally trained hotelier who learned from the
best. Understanding our customer mattered
greatly, and overachieving by satisfying our
customer mattered even more.

Russ later fell in love and married Wendy.
Wendy was a secasoned sales manager who
could sell anything she wanted because of her
careful follow-through and great customer
service. They had two beautiful daughters
who grew up in Hawaii, Puerto Rico and

Norm Rich
GENERAL MANAGER

Sonoma.

Hilary, their oldest, graduated from the
University of California, Berkeley with a pre-
med degree. She went on to serve 30 months
in Managua, Nicaragua doing research on
blood-borne diseases. Today, Hilary spends
her time on a fellowship for a mobile health
technology company in Mozambique, while
applying to medical school and working
toward a career in Public Health. Hilary is
out to change the world. She is a byproduct
of her parents, and has learned from her
lifetime of experiences and applied them
well into shaping her future. Four years after
attending medical school she will take her
acquired knowledge and hard work and apply
it to her promising future.

As parents, we work hard and much of our
lifetime is spent on developing and preparing
our children for their future. We are hopeful
we can provide these types of life experiences
for our children and give them opportunities
to learn from life’s lessons.

Our club membership includes thousands
of children, teenagers and young adults who
someday might follow the footsteps of our
friend Hilary, or take new steps in other direc-
tions. Let the club assist you in your child’
education. We have many athletic disciplines,
social interactions and educational pursuits

that may be just right for your family. We
are always venturing into new opportunities,
offering experiences that can be meaningful
and inspirational for developing youth. We
are all about our members and providing
lifetime experiences.

Parking solutions

We have been working hard on creating
more parking for our membership on Block
7, the block directly south of our member
Parking Structure. If successful, we will have
225 additional parking spaces for the exclu-
sive use of the membership; trading parking
for land.

We are reaching out to clubymembers in
the Goose Hollow neighborhood to ask for
their support as we begin the public process
of obtaining rezoning for the property from
RH (residential high-rise) to CX (central
commercial). The same project could move
forward without rezoning, but without the
additional parking dedicated to MAC. In
addition to relieving a significant amount of
pressure on our existing Parking Structure, it
also results in a reduction of vehicles circling
the neighborhood looking for parking, com-
peting with our Goose Hollow neighbors for
on-street parking. The parking situation will
continue to deteriorate as parking meters are
installed in Washingron Park and the Oregon
Zoo, bringing more cars to our neighbor-
hood. More and more events at JELD-WEN
Stadium also puts more pressure on neigh-
borhood parking and our garage. MAC is
willing to help resolve this ever-increasing
parking challenge by partnering with Mill
Creek Residential Trust to bring real relief
to the neighborhood.

We are therefore asking our MAC neigh-
bors to please support this project. If you
are a neighbor and in the Goose Hollow
Foothill League boundaries, we ask that you
officially register with the Goose Hollow
Foothill League (GHEL) by signing up with
the GHTL: hrep://goosehollow.org/index.
php/get-involved/become-a-member. Once
registered with the GHFL, we will notify you
significantly ahead of the vote and ask that
you attend the GHFL meeting to officially
vote to support additonal parking for MAC,
If you want to send me an e-mail of support
please do so at nrich@themac.com.

I hope that you join us in supporting this
effort. wm
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Moore-Love, Karla

From: Rachel Clark <goosehollowinn@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 1:10 PM
To: Moore-Love, Karla

Cc: Nick Clark; Kal Toth

Subject: RE: Block 7

Attachments: Block 7 opposition letter council14.doc

TO: Portland City Council 10/1/14

From: Rachel Clark, 1927 SW Jefferson St., 97201
To Portland City Council, in regards to the proposed Block 7 change of zoning from Residential to CX:

As a former resident and CURRENT business owner | would like to express my opposition to the change of zoning
application for Block 7, submitted by the Multnomah Athletic Club (MAC).

Itis clear that a new apartment building —with parking for residents- is on the table and a very likely scenario for
Block 7 and the neighborhood. It is likely that this new building will bring a new liveliness to the core of Goose
Hollow. | do not oppose this change, as we have known for years that it is encouraged in the current zoning.
More frequent pedestrian activity is welcome.

However, | am opposing a change of the zoning. which would allow the applicant to add parking for
commercial purposes on Block 7. There are better options for commercial parking structures for the applicant in
the neighborhood; more importantly, the current proposal will add congestion to the already congested,
problematic corner at SW 18th and Salmon, a busy, high-volume intersection which connects a MAX stop, the
Zion Lutheran Church, Lincoln High School, and the Stadium. This point, the congested intersection at SW 18th
Avenue has been glossed-over and virtually unaddressed.

At present, during normal day and night-time hours, there is often a back-up onto SW 18th Avenue, resulting
from the convergence of activity from all of the users, listed above - as well as residents, passers-through, and
businesses in the area. The current proposal would invite significant more traffic on that intersection, as the
Block 7 users would have to enter through the parking garage. Many of them turn left (south) off of Salmon,
entering from the west-bound lane on Salmon. This current problem area will turn into one of those serious
problem areas in the core area.

The second reason that | am opposing the change is that the MAC's agreement with the neighborhood will be
dissolved. This dissolution will erode neighbor's faith - across the city, as it will surely be headline news - in the
process of making agreements among neighbors within neighborhoods. Basically, the agreements that the
club made with neighbors years ago mean little, should this zoning change path. With the city's agreement of
the change, then the distrust will further seep into neighbors' views of city government's role in facilitating those
"neighborly" neighborhood agreements.

While agreeing with the apartment construction, as it is currently zoned and anfticipated at some point, please
oppose commercial parking (resulting from a zoning change) on Block 7. Goose Hollow will continue to grow
info a more and more beautiful neighborhood as the residential and business aspects bloom on the
surrounding blocks. What we don't need is a commercial parking structure right in the middle of that beautiful
neighborhood. Please urge the MAC to consider other options for its business interests -- outside of the
residential core.

Thank you for your time and careful consideration of this important neighborhood issue,



Rachel Clark
1225 SW 19th Avenue/1927 SW Jefferson St

" Rachel Clark
Operations Manager

Goose Hollow Inn
503-310-1756
1927 SW Jefferson St.

Portland, OR 97201
www.goosehollowinn.com

From: jmbeil@msn.com

To: karla.moore-love@portlandoregon.gov; goosehollowinn@msn.com; jmbeil@msn.com
Subject: Block 7

Date: Wed, 1 Oct 2014 12:28:55 -0700



TO: Portland City Council 10/1/14
From: Rachel Clark, 1927 SW Jefferson S$t., 97201

To Portland City Council, in regards to the proposed Block 7 change of zoning from
Residential fo CX:

As a former resident and CURRENT business owner | would like to express my opposition to
the change of zoning application for Block 7, submitted by the Multnomah Athletic Ciub
(MAC]).

It is clear that a new apartment building —with parking for residents- is on the table and a
very likely scenario for Block 7 and the neighborhood. It is likely that this new building will
bring a new liveliness to the core of Goose Hollow. | do not oppose this change, as we
have known for years that it is encouraged in the current zoning. More frequent
pedestrian activity is welcome.

However, | am opposing a change of the zoning, which would allow the applicant to
add parking for commercial purposes on Block 7. There are better options for
commercial parking structures for the applicant in the neighborhood; more importantly,
the current proposal will add congestion to the already congested, problematic corner
at SW 18th and Salmon, a busy, high-volume intersection which connects a MAX stop,
the Zion Lutheran Church, Lincoln High School, and the Stadium. This point, the
congested intersection at SW 18t Avenue has been glossed-over and virtually
unaddressed.

At present, during normal day and night-time hours, there is often a back-up onto SW
18th Avenue, resulting from the convergence of activity from all of the users, listed above
- as well as residents, passers-through, and businesses in the area. The current proposal
would invite significant more traffic on that intersection, as the Block 7 users would have
fo enter through the parking garage. Many of them turn left (south) off of Salmon,
entering from the west-bound lane on Salmon. This current problem area will turmn into
one of those serious problem areas in the core area.

The second reason that | am opposing the change is that the MAC's agreement with the
neighborhood will be dissolved. This dissolution will erode neighbor's faith - across the city,
as it will surely be headline news - in the process of making agreements among
neighbors within neighborhoods. Basically, the agreements that the club made with
neighbors years ago mean litile, should this zoning change path. With the city's
agreement of the change, then the distrust will further seep info neighbors’ views of city
government’s role in facilitating those "neighborly" neighborhood agreements.

While agreeing with the apartment construction, as it is currently zoned and anticipated
at some point, please oppose commercial parking (resulting from a zoning change) on
Block 7. Goose Hollow will continue to grow into a more and more beautiful '
neighborhood as the residential and business aspects bloom on the surrounding blocks.
What we don't need is a commercial parking structure right in the middle of that
beautiful neighborhood. Please urge the MAC to consider other options for its business
interests -- outside of the residential core.

Thank you for your time and careful consideration of this important neighborhood issue,

Rachel Clark

1225 SW 19t Avenue/1927 SW Jefferson St



Moore-l.ove, Karla

From: jon beil <jmbeil@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 12:29 PM
To: Moore-Love, Karla; raerae; Jon beil
Subject: Block 7

Attachments: Block Seven.docx
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10/1/14

To: The City of Portland, City Council and The Goose Hollow Foothills League
From: Jon Beil

Regarding: Block Seven Proposed Development/ MAC Club and Mill Creek
Development- SW 19t and Madison Street.

NO Quid Pro Quo Quo

Whereas the MAC club was granted a development waiver by the city and the GHFL
to build the existing parking structure on Salmon and Main between SW 18t and
SW20th with the agreement that they would not build another parking structure on
other Goose Hollow neighborhood land in the future.

The MAC club agreed with the GHFL, and were allowed to build the parking garage.
Now years later they want another exception and another allowance to not abide by
agreements they made as part of the development of what they built.

The agreement stated no parking structures would be built in the future if they
could build the structure where housing once was.

They agreed to the terms and were allowed to build it to suit their needs.

Now as a not for profit entity with ever expanding membership rolls they want
more parking and more access for members whom are not residents of Goose
Hollow.

Their success is their problem. But now it is the neighborhoods issue also.

To allow them to build an over sized apartment with less parking for residents than
necessary is criminal. The agreements and standards every developer must abide
by makes our world manageable and livable. When the standards and codes
everyone must use are constantly changed in favor of connected and moneyed
corporations, everyone loses faith and opportunity to be part of the physical and
social fabric of our community. Recent examples of poor planning include the
apartments developed throughout the metro area without parking that residents
alike have found do not fit the fabric of existing neighborhoods. This development is
no different.

It is a shady camouflaged apartment being built to allow the MAC to have more
parking.

There are over 9000 parking spaces in downtown Portland already. Less than 3 of
mile away there is a Smart Park with available resources to park every MAC club
member. As funny as it seems why can’t people who are working out walk another



% of mile to get to the carpark? Can the MAC members handle the extra time it
would take? Could the MAC run shuttles to parking lots?

The Timbers already have proven that the peak use principle works regarding
parking in the neighborhood.

The MAC needs to understand they are one of many users in the neighborhood and
just because they want to do something doesn’t mean they get to.

If every developer was allowed exceptions and variances like this we would be akin
to Houston or other poorly planned cities that have diverse development that is
incongruent with uses and human needs.

The fact is the MAC agreed to not build more parking.

They need to live with that fact.

Building an apartment that is too big and doesn’t account for real impacts to the
neighborhood is wrong.

Allowing the MAC to do this is wrong.

On a side note, I wanted to purchase the last real house standing on Block 7, on 20t
between Madison and Main streets, across from the Four Seasons.

When I went to make the full price offer while the for sale sign was up there was an
interesting thing that happened.

The realtor I called to make the offer said, ‘OK.”

Then a few hours later, called back and said the house was sold.

I found out the MAC had sent a straw buyer to purchase the house after hearing of
my interest. The woman who sold it had a covenant in her sale that said, NO SALES
TO THE MAC CLUB.

They soon tore it down citing unsafe conditions. There was nothing wrong with the
house. It was all part of getting the land together for this type of development.

The reason why I am sharing this is because it matters. It shows intent to deceive
and usurp the GHFL neighborhood codes.

The capacity issue for the MAC club is the issue. They have too many “customers.”
What they need to do is have satellite clubs handle the increased volume of
traffic(people and cars) that causes them to have issues. Building a parking garage
won'’t solve the issue they say they have. Building new facilities to handle the
membership will. It is that fundamental problem that drives them to create an ill-
fitting development where they have no right to.

Their name says it all- Multnomah Athletic Club. It’s not Southwest Portland Athletic
Club.

[ urge the council to look beyond the smooth veneer of false arguments and to deny
the MAC the ability to make Block 7 into a poor excuse for a parking garage and a
poor example of responsible development in a city that takes development
seriously.

If we cannot abide by our words and agreements then we are not the riches of our
city.

Vote No on Block 7.

Thank you, Jon Beil, former GHFL member



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Tom Milne <tom.milne@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 11:08 AM

To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: Testimony and materials for Oct. 1 Hearing: LU 14-105474 CP ZC

Attachments: Oral testimony to City Council.doc; Web Petition signers & content 10-1-14.xls; Web Petition

signers & content 10-1-14.xis

Karla,

Attached are materials relevant to today's hearing on the MAC/Mill Creek proposed zone change on Block 7
from RH to CX:

1. My oral testimony for today
2. My written testimony, somewhat longer with documentation I won't cover in oral testimony 3. A list of
signers on a Friends of Goose Hollow online petition, found at www.foghpdx.com

Thank you for sharing those with member of the City Council.
Tom Milne

1132 SW 19th, Unit 708
Portland, OR 97205

[3SY



Friends of Goose Hollow, LLC | Building a Healthy Community * Stop the Zone Change ... Page 1 of 1

Friends of Goose Hollow, LLC

Building a Healthy Community * Stop the Zone Change for Block 7

‘riends of Goose Hollow
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We

how you can become a member and/or donate,

and information of relevance to the proposed development of Block 7 by the Multhomah Athletic
Club and Mill Creek Residential Trust.

Sign a petition by clicking on the button above or going to the “Take Action” tab.

Write a letter and/or call City Commissioners, expressing your opposition to the
proposed rezone. Contact information for letters and phone numbers can be found on
the Take Action tab. The City Council’s hearing is now scheduled for October 1, 2:00
pm, so send your letters soon! MAKE SURE YOUR VOICE IS HEARD!

http://fogh-pdx.com/ 10/1/2014



Testimony to City Council
October 1, 2014

My name is Tom Milne. I reside at 1132 SW 19t%, Unit 708, Portland,
97205. 1 am a member of the Board of Directors for Friends of Goose
Hollow, LLC, a group that, with over 300 area residents, opposes the

rezoning of Block 7 to Commercial.

Today you will hear from Friends of Goose Hollow supporters who
oppose the rezone. People will address MAC’s unkept promises,
concerns with traffic and parking, poor consideration of resident input,

and concerns about impact on the neighborhood environment.

We aren’t opposed to development on the block. We would love to see a
well-designed project that fits in the neighborhood and complies with
the MAC’s Master Plan that was first negotiated with the neighborhood
in 1983. Unfortunately, our history with the MAC is rife with unkept

promises. For example:



1. The MAC negotiated with the neighborhood and City in 1983,
leading to approval of the MAC parking garage and the Master
Plan. But the City had to threaten to tear the structure down after

the MAC consistently refused to fulfill commitments it had made.

2. The Master Plan states the plan “will remain in effect until
development allowed by the Plan has been completed, or the Plan
no longer applies as a conditional use, or is amended or
superseded.” The plan identifies that Block 7 would be developed

within RH zoning.

In the mid-1990s, the MAC sought support of the neighborhood to
rezone their clubhouse and parking structure from
nonconforming uses in an RH zone to CX. At least 4 MAC officials
stated that the MAC remained committed to develop Block 7
within RH zoning requirements. The then-president of MAC
stated in a letter to the Planning Bureau, “it is not the club’s
intention to discontinue the Master Plan with a zone change.”
MAC counsel, Mr. Stephen Janik, assured in a letter to thé Planning

Bureau, “The Master Plan is a separate land use decision that



continues to apply to all properties discussed in the Master Plan,
until the Master Plan terminates, which will be when all of the

development allowed by the Master Plan is completed.”

Now the MAC says the plan no longer applies. It is obvious that the
MAC’s request of support from the neighborhood for rezoning of the
clubhouse and garage wasn't a disingenuous strategy to, in their view,

extricate the club from the provisions of the Master Plan.

The MAC may be a world-class athletic and social club. Butithasa
history of running roughshod over our neighborhood and not keeping

its commitments. I urge you to deny the zone change.



Friends of Goose Hollow Web Survey
Opposing Rezoning of Block 7
www.foghpdx.com

The Multnomah Athletic Club (MAC) seeks more parking for its members and woul
to build a new parking structure on their “Block 7” property, which compris
entire city block bounded by 19th and 20th Avenues, Main and Madison Str
To do so, they are partnering with Mill Creek Residential Trust, a property develop
construct a very large building on Block 7 that would include 229 new parking spo
the MAC in an otherwise residential development. Drawings show the finished stru
would fill the Block 7 site completely, out to the sidewalk’s edge, and vertically to
height of seven to nine stories, with only a few setbacks and no remaining public ¢
space.

To obtain the permits necessary for this project, the MAC and Mill Creek have filec
application with the City that, if granted, would allow a re-zone of the “Block 7" pr
from high-density residential (RH) to high-density commercial (CX), and permit fu
commercial exploitation of the space. This would include the construction of the 2.
new “commercial” parking spaces for the MAC, along with the 16 rental “guest sui
they are also requesting. The re-zoning to “"CX” would clear away most or all legal
obstacles for the MAC and Mill Creek in this development project.

We, the undersigned, oppose the re-zoning of Block 7 to “CX" as it will very likely
undermine the livability of the residential neighborhood by:

- Overloading Neighborhood Street & Transportation Infrastructure in violation of 1
Comprehensive Plan policies 2.13, 6.50, 6.12, 6.13D, and 6.25C

- Exacerbating Air & Noise Pollution Impacts, in violation of Comprehensive Plan
Goal B and Policy 8.4 '

- Heightening Dangers for Pedestrians & Bicyclists in violation of Comprehensive P
Objective 6.22D, Policy 12.4 and Objective 12.4A

- Encouraging MAC Members to use their cars rather than public transit, in violatic
Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.17, Goal 6, Objective 5.4D,E, and H, Policy 6.19, Poli
- Destroying the Residential Quality of the Neighborhood, in violation of Comprehe
Plan Policy 2.9, 12.1, 12.6, and Objectives 12.6B and C

First Name Last Name Email Addr Street Address Date Signed

Michael Wallace mbw4971@gmail.com HHEHSEHSHY
Richard Potestio rick@potestiostudio.com HHHBHBEHSHH
Phyllis Reynolds  reynoljo@igc.org HHBEHEHSHH
Michael Leis michaelleisi@gmail.com HHHARSHSHH
James Hedman jrhedman@nehalem.net HHHFHFHHSF

Edward Mann ward.mann@gmail.com HHHEHSHRFH
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Friends of Goose Hollow Web Survey
Opposing Rezoning of Block 7
www.foghpdx.com

The Multnomah Athletic Club (MAC) seeks more parking for its members and woul
to build a new parking structure on their “Block 7” property, which compris
entire city block bounded by 19th and 20th Avenues, Main and Madison Str
To do so, they are partnering with Mill Creek Residential Trust, a property develop
construct a very large building on Block 7 that would include 229 new parking spo
the MAC in an otherwise residential development. Drawings show the finished stru
would fill the Block 7 site completely, out to the sidewalk’s edge, and vertically to
height of seven to nine stories, with only a few setbacks and no remaining public ¢
space.

To obtain the permits necessary for this project, the MAC and Mill Creek have filec
application with the City that, if granted, would allow a re-zone of the “Block 7” pr
from high-density residential (RH) to high-density commercial (CX), and permit fu
commercial exploitation of the space. This would include the construction of the 2.
new “commercial” parking spaces for the MAC, along with the 16 rental “guest sui
they are also requesting. The re-zoning to “"CX” would clear away most or all legal
obstacles for the MAC and Mill Creek in this development project.

We, the undersigned, oppose the re-zoning of Block 7 to "CX" as it will very likely
undermine the livability of the residential neighborhood by:

- Overloading Neighborhood Street & Transportation Infrastructure in violation of 1
Comprehensive Plan policies 2.13, 6.50, 6.12, 6.13D, and 6.25C

- Exacerbating Air & Noise Pollution Impacts, in violation of Comprehensive Plan
Goal B and Policy 8.4

- Heightening Dangers for Pedestrians & Bicyclists in violation of Comprehensive P
Objective 6.22D, Policy 12.4 and Objective 12.4A

- Encouraging MAC Members to use their cars rather than public transit, in violatic
Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.17, Goal 6, Objective 5.4D,E, and H, Policy 6.19, Poli
- Destroying the Residential Quality of the Neighborhood, in violation of Comprehe
Plan Policy 2.9, 12.1, 12.6, and Objectives 12.6B and C

First Name Last Name Email Addr Street Address Date Signed

Michael Wallace mbw4971@gmail.com WSS HY
Richard Potestio rick@potestiostudio.com HHHARSHSHH
Phyllis Reynolds  reynoljo@igc.org HHEHSEHSHH
Michael Leis michaelleisl@gmail.com HHHHSEHSHY
James Hedman jrhedman@nehalem.net ik i g kg

Edward Mann ward.mann@gmail.com A A A Y
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Moore-Love, Karla

From: Fritz, Amanda

Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 11:04 AM

To: City Elected Officials

Cc: City Elected Officials Exec's; Moore-Love, Karla; Frugoli, Sheila

Subject: Standard message sent to Goose Hollow neighbors requesting delay on Council action on
MAC

Dear Colleagues,

This is the message | have been sending on behalf of the Council in response to the requests of Goose Hollow
neighbors to delay the hearing today. | copied your public email addresses on the first few responses, then
just copied Karla for the record. Most important part in bold (added).

Amanda

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed rezoning of
Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to broad public participation
in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of Development Services, | am
coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request based on
the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the Approval Criteria. |
believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to hold the initial hearing as
currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing additional time would enable
neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully, we can decide after testimony
to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage neighbors to
address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Roger Leachman <rogerleachman@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2014 5:41 PM

To: Moore-Love, Karla; Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fish; Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner
Novick; Commissioner Saltzman

Subject: A Resident's Response fo the Janik-Hall Memorandum

Attachments: Letter to NWExaminer.odt

The Honorable Mayor Charlie Hales, Members of the City Council
Commissioners Amanda Fritz, Nick Fish, Steve Novick, and Dan Saltzman
City Hall, c¢/o Karla Moore-Love, Council Clerk

1221 SW 4th Avenue, Room 103

Portland, OR 97204

RE: LU-14-105474 CP ZC

Dear Mayor Hales & City Commissioners:

I am a resident of Goose Hollow (SW Vista) & a member of the Goose Hollow Foothills League (GHFL).

I write in response to the 26 September 2014 Memorandum addressed to you by Mr. Stephen T. Janik & Mr.
Damien R. Hall.

Unfortunately the misrepresentations advanced therein are legion. This will not surprise many neighborhood
residents who heard Mr. Janik's testimony at the 21 May 2014 Hearing, where, e.g., Mr. Janik misstated the
position of the GHFL board --& was corrected by Mr. Kal Toth, a GHFL board member. I will confine my own
observations to the final paragraph of the memo, as I expect other residents will respond to the assertions in the
earlier sections.

Messrs. Janik & Hall begin that section by writing: “As you may be aware, individual members of the GHFL
have submitted a petition to hold a member meeting with the stated purpose of forcing the hand of the GHFL
board to take a position on this application.” Well, the “individual members” totaled 112, well over the 10%
threshold required by GHFL bylaws for calling a Special Membership Meeting. This number of signatures was
collected in less than two weeks & only ceased at that point in order to meet the notice requirements of the
bylaws & ORS 65.214. I suggest to you that the number of signatures could have doubled or tripled in another
week or two.

Messrs. Janik & Hall then misrepresent the entirely legitimate call for a Special Membership Meeting. The
actual stated purpose, in compliance with the GHFL bylaws & ORS 65.204, is to: “...call a Special Membership
Meeting of the GHFL for the purpose of adopting a Goose Hollow neighborhood position opposing the proposal
submitted by Mill Creek Residential Trust LLC, partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club (MAC), to rezone
Block 7 from RH (residential) to CX (commercial).”



However, Messrs. Janik & Hall say the purpose is one “...of forcing the hand of the GHFL board to take a
position on this application.” Somehow it has escaped their notice that the membership itself intends to act &
adopt a resolution. The GHFL board is not even referenced in the call for a meeting. And “forcing the hand of
the GHFL board” is a rather silly use of suggestive, misleading language. Not to mention that it seems
nonsensical on its face.

They next write: “Both GHFL board and Neighbors West-Northwest representatives have noted that such
decisions should only be made by the GHFL board and that a member meeting for this purpose is inconsistent
with the adopted GHFL bylaws.” I assume they may refer to the coverage in the September 2014 Northwest
Examiner (accessible to you at: nwexaminer.com), although no citation is given. Let me note that the GHFL
board itself has taken no such position. I was present at the last (18 September) meeting & the only discussion
concerning the Special Membership Meeting concerned the mailing of notices. Absent clarity, I assume they
may refer to the opinions of Mr. Robert J. Arkes, President of GHFL, & Mr. Mark Sieber, Executive Director of
NWNW, as given in the Northwest Examiner.

Mr. Arkes noted publicly on 26 September that he was not running for re-election to the board, owing to a
grievance having been filed against him. The grievance alleges, among other matters, that Mr. Arkes failed to
discharge his duties under ORS 65.377(1), which states: “An officer shall discharge the officer's duties: (a) in
good faith (b) with the care an ordinarily prudent person in a like position would exercise under similar
circumstances.”

Additionally it was revealed at the last meeting of the GHFL board's nominating committee that only two of the
board members whose terms are expiring plan to stand for re-election. Only one of these two (& he is not a
resident) supports the requested zone change. It seems more than likely that the days of the historically
developer-controlled GHFL board will end at the November election.

Prior to the resignation of the GHFL Treasurer last week, three out of the four GHFL officers were non-
residents. Yet the non-resident GHFL members (whether business licensees, non-resident property owners, etc.)
constitute less than 10% of the entire membership. Myself, I am of the opinion this has accounted for the well-
documented dysfunctionalism (one can investigate this by reading GHFL board minutes & the coverage in the
Northwest Examiner) that has characterized the self-perpetuating ruling clique for so many years.

The assertions apparently attributed to Messrs. Arkes & Sieber that “...such decisions should [my emphasis]
only be made by the GHFL board and that a member meeting for this purpose is inconsistent...with the bylaws”
are simply their opinions & have no force of law. I have addressed this briefly in a letter-to-the-editor of the
Northwest Examiner, which I have attached for you.

I suspect the fact that Messrs. Janik & Hall use the helping verb “should” in the above referenced passage rather
than “can” indicates, for once, a commendable caution on their part.

Next, I am at a loss to know how Messrs. Arkes, Sieber, Janik & Hall (it is admittedly hard to know who is
actually saying all this, so perhaps it's all four), can assert, without any proof, that the purpose of the Special
Membership Meeting is inconsistent with the bylaws --because there is no language limiting the purposes for
such a meeting in the GHFL bylaws (nor in ORS 65.204). I would also say, as I did in my letter, that the clauses
in GHFL bylaws & ORS Chapter 65 providing for the calling of special meetings are to enable the members to
rein in a board whose majority does not represent the interests of the membership.

In the final clause of their final sentence, Messrs. Janik & Hall say “...such meeting....appears to not be of any
effect as to the position or policy of the GHFL with regards to this application.” In this context, “appears” is of



course a weasel word. They know they cannot say that it can have absolutely no effect on GHFL's positions &
policies, so they have to resort to what is basically subterfuge & hope you won't notice.

Messrs. Janik & Hall are not residents of Goose Hollow. They are high-priced lawyers with offices in two states
& the District of Columbia & who represent wealthy, powerful clients. In the slang of my Oklahoma boyhood,
they are hired guns. So it is passing strange they can't shoot straight.

Thank you for your attention to this.

Yours truly,

Roger Leachman

Roger Leachman

742 SW Vista Ave., # 36
Portland, OR 97205
(704)962-6523
rogerleachman@hotmail.com



Editor, The Northwest Examiner:

Concerning your coverage in the September Northwest Examiner of the Special Membership
Meeting called by Goose Hollow Foothills League GHFL) members, two erroneous assertions made by
Mr. Robert Arkes (current President of GHFL) & Mr. Mark Sieber (Executive Director of NWNW)
should be addressed.

The first is that an insurance policy may somehow restrict the actions & authority of a
neighborhood association (GHFL in this instance). This is not only a patent absurdity, it is a
repugnancy. Crucially, there is no authority whatsoever for it. The only way a contract of insurance
could be a governing document of GHFL would be if it were incorporated in haec verba or by
reference in GHFL's Articles of Incorporation or Bylaws —which is not the case.

The fact that the executive director of a “coalition” (NWNW) supposedly dedicated to serving
neighborhood associations would apparently assert this position (& which position may or may not be
supported by ONI —that is unclear) should set off alarm bells in every neighborhood association in
Portland.

We then come to the matter of the power vested in the members of a neighborhood association.
Mr. Arkes & Mr. Sieber imply that, for all intents & purposes, members have no power other than to
elect a board. They cannot intervene or act to correct a board which is answerable & accountable to
them. This also is an absurdity. The main purpose of the clauses in GHFL Bylaws & ORS Chapter 65
that provide for the calling of special meetings is to enable the members to rein in a board whose
majority does not represent the interests of the membership. Neither the Bylaws language nor that of
ORS Chapter 65 limits in any way the purposes for which a Special Membership Meeting may be
called. The limitation upon such a meeting is only that it must act “...within the purpose or purposes
described in the meeting notice...”

Roger Leachman

742 SW Vista Ave., # 36
Portland, OR 97205
(704)962-6523

- rogerleachman@hotmail.com



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Marilyn Weber <schatzimlw@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2014 5:35 PM
To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: Re: 14-1054474

This is the testimony I will be reading at the hearing on Oct.1 at 2PM

October 1, 2014

TO: The Honorable Mayor Hales and Members of the City Council
FROM: Marilyn Weber, 1132 SW 19th Avenue, #805, Portland, OR 97205

My name is Marilyn Weber. | live at 1132 SW 19th Avenue and am a homeowner at the Legends. | relocated from New
York City ten years ago to enjoy a healthier balance of urban life at a slower pace.

The rapid growth in the Portland area is affecting not only Goose Hollow but the entire city. The proposal to rezone will
add excessive traffic to our streets but little thought has been given as to how traffic will be managed once we get this
great influx of people and cars. Is there a plan in place to build out our streets, roads and expressways? The more
urbanized Portland becomes, the more people will seek to escape it.

Referring now to the U.S. Census Bureau and the Texas Transportation Institute, published in the 2014 Business Insider:
Out of the ten most traffic-clogged cities, D.C. being #1, Portland ranks #10, 44 hours are spent annually by commuters
stuck in traffic, costing each an average of $937 a year and rush hour lasts 4 1/2 hours per day in this city.

Portland planners have focused heavily on the Urban Growth Boundary but it should preserve residential livability and the
historic character of Goose Hollow.

With respect to Block 7 and Goals 6 and 8 (Transportation and Environment)

of the Comprehensive Plan, the plain and simple fact is that more MAC traffic equals more dirty air, more noise pollution,
more safety issues. The destruction

of all 40 trees will provide us with less oxygen and a lower quality of life. By keeping Block 7 zoned RH, a more
appropriate scale could be built and at least some trees preserved.

We should not sacrifice quality of life for the parking needs of an exclusive club, 95% of whose membership does not live
in Goose Hollow. What we do will affect us and future generations - our grandchildren and great grandchildren

Thank you for your time and consideration. Please vote “no” to Block 7 rezoning.

Marilyn Weber

Attachment: U.S. Cities with Worst Traffic, Business Insider



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Ellen D Levine <edlevine2@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 3:20 PM
To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: Case File LU 14-105474 CP ZC
Attachments: MAC testimony 10-01-14.docx

Below (and attached as a Word File) is my testimony for the Case File LU 14-105474 CP ZC.

Ellen D. Levine
P.O. Box 3320
Applegate, OR 97530

RE: Case File LU 14-105474 CP ZC
Dear Members of the City Council:

I am writing in opposition to the Multnomah Athletic Club and Mill Creek proposed zone change from RH to CX on the
property called Block 7.

My husband and 1 are senior citizens who currently divide our time between Portland and the rural Applegate Valley in
Southern Oregon, where we’ve lived for 40+ years. During that time, we were college administrators and active in the
community. At one time, | served on the Jackson County Planning Commission.

After retirement, we bought our condo in the Royal Manor, at 2021 SW Main, and have the intention of relocating
permanently in Portland. Quality of life is important to us and we thought the city offered us what we’re looking for. In
our view, the MAC proposal is not consistent with environmental quality and will exacerbate an already bad traffic
situation. Statewide Goal 6 is specific about maintaining and even improving air, water and land resources by
considering the carrying capacity of these resources and not exceeding them.

The zone change is requested because of the proposed short-stay apartments and additional parking. There is no real
need for either. Parking spaces can be found if one is willing to walk a block or so, and there are two hotels within easy
walking distance. This shouldn’t be a hardship for members of an athletic club!

The real problem is the traffic. In addition to MAC members and local residents, a heavy load of traffic uses 20" Street as
a thoroughfare to cross from Jefferson to Burnside, or Burnside to Jefferson. There is also considerable usage of Salmon
St. As pedestrians, my husband and | have experienced some close calls. It’s scary to think what it will be like with so
much additional usage of the streets in our area. We're aging, and my husband is a cancer survivor with some physical
challenges, so we can’t easily scurry out of the way. Even worse, with additional cars, delivery trucks and so on, the air
quality will diminish, even more so because the green, open space area with plants and trees will also disappear under
the proposed development.

Based on the obvious conflict with State Planning Goal 6, | urge you to deny this proposal.



Ellen D. Levine
P.O. Box 3320
Applegate, OR 97530

RE: Case File LU 14-105474 CP ZC
Dear Members of the City Council:

I am writing in opposition to the Multnomah Athletic Club and Mill Creek proposed zone change
from RH to CX on the property called Block 7.

My husband and I are senior citizens who currently divide our time between Portland and the
rural Applegate Valley in Southern Oregon, where we’ve lived for 40+ years. During that time,
we were college administrators and active in the community. At one time, I served on the
Jackson County Planning Commission.

After retirement, we bought our condo in the Royal Manor, at 2021 SW Main, and have the
intention of relocating permanently in Portland. Quality of life is important to us and we thought
the city offered us what we’re looking for. In our view, the MAC proposal is not consistent with
environmental quality and will exacerbate an already bad traffic situation. Statewide Goal 6 is
specific about maintaining and even improving air, water and land resources by considering the
carrying capacity of these resources and not exceeding them.

The zone change is requested because of the proposed short-stay apartments and additional
parking. There is no real need for either. Parking spaces can be found if one is willing to walk a
block or so, and there are two hotels within easy walking distance. This shouldn’t be a hardship
for members of an athletic club!

The real problem is the traffic. In addition to MAC members and local residents, a heavy load of
traffic uses 20" Street as a thoroughfare to cross from Jefferson to Burnside, or Burnside to
Jefferson. There is also considerable usage of Salmon St. As pedestrians, my husband and I have
experienced some close calls. It’s scary to think what it will be like with so much additional
usage of the streets in our area. We’re aging, and my husband is a cancer survivor with some
physical challenges, so we can’t easily scurry out of the way. Even worse, with additional cars,
delivery trucks and so on, the air quality will diminish, even more so because the green, open
space area with plants and trees will also disappear under the proposed development.

Based on the obvious conflict with State Planning Goal 6, I urge you to deny this proposal.



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Frugoli, Sheila

Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 8:02 AM
To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: FW: Block 7 Hearing Memo to Council
Attachments: Block 7- Memo to Council.pdf

Hi Karla,

Please transmit this memo to City Council. This memo updates/corrects the previous memo. The first memo
erroneously identified the hearing as an appeal.

Thanks,

Sheila

From: Hall, Damien [mailto:dhall@balljanik.com]
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 7:54 AM

To: Frugoli, Sheila

Subject: RE: Block 7 Hearing Memo to Council

Thanks Sheila, good catch. A corrected document is attached.

See you on Wed.

Damien

Damien Hall
£ 503.944.6138
f 503.295.1058

We advise you that any discussion of federal tax matters in this email is not intended or written to be
used, and may not be used by you or any taxpayer, to (a) avoid penalties under the Internal Revenue
Code, or (b) promote, market or recommend to any other party any transaction or matter addressed
herein. All taxpayers should seek independent tax advice.

From: Frugoli, Sheila [mailto:Sheila.Frugoli@portlandoregon.gov]
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 7:37 AM

To: Hall, Damien

Subject: RE: Block 7 Hearing Memo to Council

Hi Damien,

| just read your memo. Please note that the hearing is not an appeal. The Hearings Officer prepared a
recommendation that will be presented {by me) to the Council. The Council is the local decision-making body for the
Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment/Zoning Map Amendment.

1



Sheila

From: Hall, Damien [mailto:dhall@balljanik.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 27, 2014 12:22 PM
To: Frugoli, Sheila

Subject: Block 7 Hearing Memo to Council

Sheila,

Please include the attached memorandum in the record of decision for the Block 7 land use appeal. 1T am
also providing the memorandum to the chiefs of staff for the city commissioners and with Jennifer Bragar,
counsel for the appellants.

Damien

Damien Hall
£ 503.944.6138
f 503.295,1058

We advise you that any discussion of federal tax matters in this email is not intended or written to be
used, and may not be used by you or any taxpayer, to (a) avoid penalties under the Internal Revenue
Code, or (b) promote, market or recommend to any other party any transaction or matter addressed

herein. All taxpayers should seek independent tax advice.



101 SW Main Street, Suite 1100
Portland, Oregon 97204

balljanik.com

t 503.228.2525
f 503.295.1058

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Hales and City Commissioners
FROM: Stephen T. Janik and Damien R. Hall
DATE: September 26, 2014

RE: Block 7 Application - LU 14-105474

Our File No. 12092-18

Background

On October 1, 2014, the City Councit will hear the above mentioned land use
application that was recommended for approval by the Land Use Hearings Officer.
This firm represents the project applicant, Mill Creek Residential Trust. The
balance of this memorandum is a brief summary of the context and applicable
criteria in this case.

Project Overview

This project will provide a building comprised of between 194 and 296 residential
dwelling units served by on-site parking. Up to 16 of the residential units may be
used for short stays of Multnomah Athletic Club ("MAC"”) members and guests.
There will also be up to 225 stalls of on-site parking for MAC use that will be
accessed at the entrance to the existing MAC parking structure and connected to
the project site by a tunnel under SW Main Street.

All proposed uses other than the MAC parking are allowed under the current RH
zoning. As a resuit, the entirety of the project that is above grade and can be
viewed by a passing pedestrian can be buiit without changing the comprehensive
plan and zoning. For example, the proposed building has an FAR of 5.87:1 and
height of 87 feet, well under the 7:1 maximum FAR and 100 foot maximum
height allowed under in the current RH zone. The CX designation is requested
solely to allow the subterranean construction of additional MAC parking in
association with the otherwise allowed apartment building. The MAC parking will
require a further approval, a Central City Parking Review.

The additional MAC parking will ease the existing parking demand for MAC
members and guests and benefit the neighborhood because there will be less
traffic congestion from MAC members and guests circling the neighborhood in
search of available parking and less competition for on street parking between
residents and MAC members and guests.

C:\shadow\PORTLAND-#972440-v5-Memo_to_Council.docx
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Accordingly, the property would be developed with the same apartment building
even if our request for a Comprehensive Plan and zone change to CX were not
granted. However, granting the request allows for development of the apartment
building and the additional MAC parking, thereby improving traffic circulation and
availability of on-street parking in the surrounding neighborhood.

Approval Criteria

As identified in the staff report and decision of the Hearings Officer, the primary
approval criterion for this review is PMC 33.810.050(A)(1), under which the
reviewer balances whether the proposed plan amendment equally or better
supports the Comprehensive Plan as a whole, compared to the old designation.

The staff report identified 105 applicable Comprehensive Plan provisions, finding
that the proposal equally or better meets 100 of the 105 provisions, and
therefore equally or better supports the Comprehensive Plan as a whole, even if 5
provisions are not equally or better met.

Before the Hearings Officer, the applicant argued that the 5 provisions in
question actually are equally or better met by the proposal, and the hearings
officer agreed with the applicant on 4 of the 5 provisions in question. Thus, the
decision of the Hearings Officer found that the proposal equally or better meets
104 of the 105 applicable Comprehensive Plan provisions and is more supportive
of the Comprehensive Plan as a whole.

The hearings officer found that the requested Comprehensive Plan change will
overwhelmingly better support the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
The far greater number of Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, 104 of which
are better served and fulfilled by the requested change, far outweigh the one
applicable policy that the change will not equally or better meet.

The applicant requests that the City Council affirm the findings of the Hearings
Officer that ali but 1 of the 105 applicable Comprehensive Plans are better met
by the requested change and the proposal on balance equally or better supports
the Comprehensive Plan as a whole.

Community Outreach

Certain project opponents have made various statements about the need for
additional public outreach and input associated with the project. This claim is
belied by the extensive outreach and series of meetings with the neighborhood
that the applicant has undertaken over the past two years in association with this
project. The applicant’s outreach to neighborhood stakeholders has been fruitful
as well, because the tunnel concept is based on input provided by neighborhood
stakeholders which the applicant has taken to heart and incorporated into the
project despite the additional cost of approximately $1.0 million.

The public outreach efforts of the applicant have yielded substantial
improvements to the project and support within the neighborhood for this
application. Of course not all members of the neighborhood are supportive, since
the residents of the neighboring Legends Condominium tower remain vocal
opponents of the application despite the applicant’s extensive outreach and
attempts to find mutually acceptable compromise. However, the support from

972440.5 2



the neighborhood has been evident in the testimony provided at hearings on the
project, both before the Goose Hollow Foothills League ("GHFL") and the
Hearings Officer.

Neighborhood support for the project was never more evident than in the hearing
before the GHFL Board on April 29, 2014 during which the GHFL Board denied

two consecutive motions to oppose the application. A third motion to support the
application also failed for lack of a majority, resulting in a neutral position for the

GHFL board.

The following table summarizes the applicant’s community outreach efforts.

Neighborhood Group

Meeting Date

GHFL Block 7 Committee

October 3, 2012

GHFL Block 7 Committee

December 4, 2012

GHFL Board February 21, 2013
GHFL Block 7 Committee April 16, 2013
GHFL Block 7 Committee June 5, 2013

GHFL Board

June 20, 2013

Design Advice Request — GHFL Participation

July 15, 2013

GHFL Block 7 Committee

September 11, 2013

GHFL Board

September 19, 2013

GHFL Block 7 Committee

November 6, 2013

GHFL Block 7 Committee

November 20, 2013

GHFL Block 7 Committee

January 27, 2014

GHFL Block 7 Committee

February 12, 2014

GHFL Block 7 Committee

March 12, 2014

GHFL Block 7 Committee

April 9, 2014

GHFL Block 7 Committee

April 23, 2014

GHFL Board Hearing

April 29, 2014

As you may be aware, individual members of the GHFL have submitted a petition
to hold a member meeting with the stated purpose of forcing the hand of the
GHFL board to take a position on this application. Both GHFL board and

972440.5 3




Neighbors West-Northwest representatives have noted that such decisions should
only be made by the GHFL board and that a member meeting for this purpose is
inconsistent with the adopted GHFL bylaws. Thus, we ask that the City -Council
decline the requests {(already forthcoming) to continue the hearing until the
upcoming member meeting, as such meeting is not part of the approval process
for this application and appears to not be of any effect as to the position or policy
of the GHFL with regards to this application.

972440.5 4



Parsons, Susan

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Tuesday, September 23, 2014 10:40 AM
To: Guido/Ofiara family

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: please postpone hearing of Oct 1

Dear Annette and Carolyn,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other
neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Guido/Ofiara family [mailto:cofiara@qwest.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 21, 2014 11:17 AM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: please postpone hearing of Oct 1

Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 1st, 2014 to allow a democratic process to occur.

[y



Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek Residential Trust LLC, partnered with
the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

As a Goose Hollow resident, | ask you to postpone the Oct 1st City Council hearing considering Mill Creek’s request for a
zone change and amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice requirements, it was not possible to
schedule a special membership meeting of the GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier than October 8th, only a week
after City Council meets. Consider the following:

GHFL Block 7 Committee voted overwhelming to oppose the zone change.

Neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process.

The GHFL Board was not able to achieve consensus or make a recommendation.

Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking for the October 8th meeting which
exceeded the 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5% required by Oregon state law governing non-profits.

Annette Guido and Carolyn Ofiara



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 1:48 PM

To: 'knach4@gmail.com'

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Postponement of City Council Hearing October 1st
Dear Karl,

Thank you for your reply. In this matter, the Council is governed by Oregon land use law. We have
to make decisions based on whether a proposal complies with the Approval Criteria in the Code,
rather than by whether the request is popular or not. Land Use decisions aren't like other legislative
choices, where the Council can choose pretty much on whatever reasons we feel persuaded

by. Bound by state law for land use reviews, we act more like judges, looking at the rules and
determining whether the proposal meets them or not.

Under land use laws, one person can make a compelling argument that the Approval Criteria are not
met, and the application can be denied even if 100 people say they like it but none of the 100 has a
counter-argument as to how the Approval Criteria are indeed met. This process actually can favor
neighbors, because it means that (in a hypothetical case - as | mentioned, | can't discuss this one)
applicants can't just cozy up to the Council members and say, "do this because we provide a good
service and you should like us", or "do this because we have xxx supporters". The applicant has to
prove that the proposal complies with the Approval Criteria.

| suggest you read the Recommendation being presented to Council, and look how it's laid out into
listing the Approval Criteria and then saying whether each is met or not. That way you can testify to
Council on which elements of the report you find accurate or inaccurate, in making your case for or
against. The number of people supporting your position doesn't matter - the content of your argument
with respect to the Approval Criteria does.

The Recommendation is here: https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/article/497694 Discussion of the
Approval Criteria starts on page 20. It would be helpful to read the whole document, to get a broad
understanding of how Council will make the decision.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403



From: knachd@gmail.com [mailto:knach4@gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 12:39 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Re: Postponement of City Council Hearing October 1st

Thank your for your response. What are the Approval Criteria? I would think neighbor support or opposition
would be an integral part of a decision.

Best,

Karl

On Sep 19, 2014, at 11:52 AM, Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov> wrote:

Dear Karl,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the
proposed rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate
your commitment to broad public participation in land use reviews. As the
Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of Development Services, | am coordinating the
City’s response to your request and that of other neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny
the request based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by
neighbors is not part of the Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council
understand the application’s pros and cons to hold the initial hearing as currently
scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing additional time would
enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully, we can
decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and
encourage neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to
breathe, please avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of
Portland will reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services
to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests
or visit http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Karl N [mailto:knach4@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 19, 2014 10:06 AM




To: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; Novick, Steve; Commissioner Saltzman
Subject: Postponement of City Council Hearing October 1st

Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP C, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek Residential
Trust LLC, partnered with Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland.

Greetings All,

Please postpone City Council Hearing of October 1st 2014 to all a democratic process to occur.
As a Goose Hollow resident, I ask you to postpone the October 1st City Council hearing
considering Mill Creek's request for a zone change and amendment to the City's Comprehensive
Plan. Because of notice requirements, it was not possible to schedule a special membership
meeting of the Goose Hollow Foothills League (GHFL) to vote on the proposed zone earlier than
October 8th, only a week after City Council meets. Consider the following:

GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee vote overwhelmingly to oppose zone change/
Neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process.

The GHFL Board could not reach a recommendation on the issue.

Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking for the
October 8th meeting. This exceeds the 10% required by GHFL bylaws and the 5% required by
Oregon state law governing non-profit organizations.

Thank you for your commitment to the city.

Kindest regards,

Karl Nachmann

2021 SW Main St. #47

Portland, OR 97205

(541) 490- 0989



Parsons, Susan

From: danielsalomon@comcast.net

Sent: Monday, September 22, 2014 3.05 PM

To: Parsons, Susan; Jennings, Gayla; Moore-Love, Karla

Cc: Constance Kirk; Kal Toth

Subject: Fwd: Oregon Resident: Block 7 Testimony for City Council (Please Reply)
Attachments: Block 7 Testimony by Daniel Salomon 09-16-2014 (1).doc

Dear Ms. Moore-Love,

My name is Daniel Salomon. | am a resident of Portland, Oregon and currently live in Collin Circle
apartments in Goose Hollow.

As an attachment is my official Block 7 Testimony for the City Council.

Please give my testimony to the City Council, please add my testimony to the public record and
please e-mail me that you have received my testimony and that it meets all the requirements for
submission for consideration by the city council?

Thanks very much!

sincerely,

Daniel Salomon

[y



Block 7 Testimony by Daniel Salomon, 1/17/2014

My name is Daniel Salomon. I am an environmental writer, Goose Hollow resident, and
GHFL member. I am a Neurodiverse human on the Autism Spectrum. I hold a Master of
Arts in Theological Research from Andover Newton Theological School and a Graduate
Certificate in Science and Religion.

I relocated cross country from the East Coast to Portland to be close to the environmental
and animal movements and live in a city with accessible public transportation because I
live in Section 8 Housing Voucher program. (Goal 8.1, Goal 8.4)

I am against the proposal to rezone Block 7 from residential to commercial which would
allow Block 7 to be turned into a parking garage and apartment high rise. I respect
Portland as an ecological success story but commercializing Block 7 would be
environmentally devastating (Goal 8.9, Objective G).

As a Neurodiverse citizen, the stakes could not be higher. I need safety from violent
crime to be able to live independently and a lower stress environment to manage my
serious anxiety symptoms. This is not to mention the influx of additional air, water, noise,
light, electromagnetic chaos and carbon pollution caused that would result from building
a four story underground parking garage underneath and a nine story high rise apartment
building. This project would negatively impact my already fragile nervous system if
Block 7 were to be rezoned from residential to commercial.

I testified at the public hearing on Block 7 May 21, 2014 (LU 14-105474 CP ZC)
specifically stating the challenges that a person with my disability would face should the
Block 7 rezoning proposal be allowed.

Public speaking is a challenge for anyone. I overcame my fear to help others like me and
my neighbors alike.

Yet the “Recommendations of the Hearings Officer’s” report excluded any mention
of my Neurodiverse Autism. The applicant and the report itself failed to uphold
Goal 9. We, too, are citizens.

Goal 9 Citizen Involvement (see below):

Improve the method for citizen involvement in the on-going land use decision-making
process and provide opportunities for citizen participation in the implementation, review
and amendment of the adopted Comprehensive Plan.

Medical-scientific research on the human health benefits of preserving and restoring
natural areas supports my concerns and those in the general population. Research
conducted by Portlander forester Dr. Geoffrey Donovan and other specialists in
connection with the United States Department ¢f Agriculture Forest Service and the
Pacific Northwest Research Station, shows a positive correlation between preserving
older trees and shrubs in cities and human survival and the ability to flourish in cities.
These findings were presented at academic conferences in peer reviewed scientific
journals. (Goal 8.14, Objectives A, B, C, E, H)



Donovan demonstrated through three different controlled scientific experiments:

Affluent neighborhoods that had older trees and shrubs experienced a reduction in
crime. But affluent neighborhoods that had younger trees and shrubs experienced
an increase in crime. This is because according to Donovan criminals can easily
hide in small trees and shrubs. (Goal 8.1).

Affluent neighborhoods east of the Mississippi who lost their native and/or non-
native ash trees of any species because of the emerald ash borer also experienced
an increase in mortality due to cardiovascular disease. Donovan contends_that the
ash stands for all mature trees. All mature trees in affluent neighborhoods only
(there are other mediating factors at work in low income neighborhoods) reduce
stress connected to the immune system and improves local air quality. (Goal 8.3,
Goal 8.9 (Objective G), Goal.14 (Objectives A, B, C, E, H), Goal 8.20)

In Portland neighborhoods (both affluent and economically diverse) that had more
extensive tree canopy cover, women experienced greater reproductive success,
while Portland neighborhoods that did not have as much of a tree canopy
experienced higher reproductive failure. For the same reasons---mature trees
reduce stress, strengthen the immune system and improve local air quality. (Goal
8.3, Goal 8.9 (Objective G) Goal.14 (Objectives A, B, C, E, H), Goal 8.20)

Block 7 is home to many native mature trees and shrubs: three elder Oregon ashes (all
with circumferences between 7-11 feet), one elder Pacific Dogwood (with a circumstance
of over 4 feet), one mature Pacific Yew (with a circumference over 4 feet), three mature
big leaf maples (with circumferences around 7 feet) and three mature Oregon white oaks
(with circumstances between 6-8 feet), all native to Oregon.

Block 7 is also home to a stand of adult paper birches and bitter cherries, a younger black
cottonwood, two younger Alaskan cypresses, a younger Lodgepole pine and a native,
mature Pacific Rhodendron which is the state flower of Oregon, all native to Oregon.

Not to mention two native, declining, edible, fruit producing Black Huckleberries, a
native, American Holly, a stand of Camellias and a hedgerow of Leland cypresses. (Goal
8.3, Goal 8.9 (Objective G), Goal 8.11, Goal 8.14 (Objectives A, B, C, E, H), Goal 8.16
(Objectives B, C), 8.17 (Objectives A, B, C), 8.20)

This means that the mature trees and shrubs of Block 7 are irreplaceable to the health,
safety and well-being of the people of Goose Hollow, an affluent neighborhood which
has the most to lose in terms of our health and safety from ecological destruction. The
mature trees and shrubs of Block 7 cannot be mitigated through the MAC replanting
seedlings. This is not to mention that some experts contend that even “big, old and
isolated” Oregon white oaks, like the two in Block 7, are even ecologically important,
providing a “stepping-stone” for wildlife displaced by habitat fragmentation and climate
disruption. (Goal 8.1, Goal 8.2, Goal 8.23, Goal 8.24)

When I see Block 7, I see Block 7 interconnected to my historic Goose Hollow
neighborhood and to the City of Portland, to the Columbia River watershed and to the
Earth’s watershed. I also see Block 7 interconnected to my temperate rainforest



bioregion, to an underground stream and the ruined foundations of a floodplain and
interconnected to Earth’s atmosphere, the global climate justice struggle and the global
sustainability strategy. When I see Block 7 remaining zoned as residential, I see less
parking as an incentive for more people to utilize Portland’s renowned public
transportation system, to carpool, to bicycle and to walk, helping to reduce carbon
emissions. When I see Block 7, I see Mill Creek possibility building around the mature
native trees of Block 7. (Goal 8.13)

For these reasons, I need Block 7 to remain zoned as residential. (Goal 8.1, Goal 8.2,
Goal 8.3, Goal 8.4, Goal 8.96 (Objective G), 8.11, 8.14 (Objectives A, B, C, E, H), 8.16
(Objectives B, C), 8.17 (Objectives A, B, C), 8.20, 8.23, 8.24)

Even if a nine story high rise or a small housing development were built on Block 7
under current residential zoning, residential zoning will lower the likelihood of a major
increase in traffic in Goose Hollow. (Goal 8.1, Goal 8.2, Goal 8.3, Goal 8.4, Goal 8.96
(Objective G), 8.11, 8.14 (Objectives A, B, C, E, H), 8.16 (Objectives B, C), 8.17
(Objectives A, B, C), 8.20, 8.23, 8.24)

Block 7 is irreplaceable to the Goose Hollow neighborhood, the City of Portland and
Planet Earth. (Goal 8.1, Goal 8.2, Goal 8.3, Goal 8.4, Goal 8.96 (Objective G), 8.11, 8.14
(Objectives A, B, C, E, H), 8.16 (Objectives B, C), 8.17 (Objectives A, B, C), 8.20, 8.23,
8.24)

I am open however to a nine story high rise apartment without the four story garage
allowed under the current residential zoning with previsions to protect the mature native
trees. (Goal 8.1, Goal 8.2, Goal 8.3, Goal 8.4, Goal 8.98 (Objectives G), Goal 8.11, Goal
8.13, Goal 8.14 (Objectives A, B, C, E, H), Goal 8.16 (Objectives B, C), Goal 8.1
(Objectives A, B, C), Goal 8.20, Goal 8.23, Goal 8.24)

Rezoning Block 7 from residential to commercial in a residential neighborhood which
also includes cutting down mature native trees, betrays the spirit of Goal 8, where the
goal of Goal 8 is to make the City of Portland more sustainable, just, communitarian and
in harmony with the Earth, for everyone. (Goal 8.1, Goal 8.2, Goal 8.3, Goal 8.4, Goal
8.98 (Objectives G), Goal 8.11, Goal 8.13, Goal 8.14 (Objectives A, B, C, E, H), Goal
8.16 (Objectives B, C), Goal 8.1 (Objectives A, B, C), Goal 8.20, Goal 8.23, Goal 8.24)

Thanks very much!
Ecological Survey of Block 7
Mammals:
One bat sited (native) (declining)
Western grey squirrels (native) (declining)
Birds:

Townsend’s Warbler (native) (seasonal) (migratory to open habitats like Block 7)



Ruby Crowned Kinglet (native) (seasonal) (migratory to open habitats like Block 7)
American Robin (native) (seasonal) (migratory to open habitats like Block 7)
American Crow (native)

Steller’s Jays (native) (seasonal)

Western Scrub Jays (native) (resident)

Song Sparrows (native) (resident)

Spotted Towhee (native) (migratory) (neotropical)

Northern Flicker (red shafted) (native) (migratory)

Red-breasted Sapsucker (native) (seasonal)

Anna’s Hummingbird (native) (expanding range) (resident)

Black Capped Chickadees (native) (resident)

Bushtits (native) (seasonal)

Cedar Waxwings (native) (seasonal)

American Goldfinches (native)

House Finches (native)

Oregon Juncos (native)

Trees: All native trees
Lodgepole Pine (child)
Alaska Cedars (child)
Big Leaf Maples (youth)
Black Cottonwood (baby)
Paper Birches (adult)
Bitter Cherries (adult)
Oregon White Oaks (mature)
Oregon Ashes (elder)
Pacific Dogwoods (elder)

Shrubs: Native and non native shrubs

I



Black Huckleberries (native) (declining) (fruit producing)
Pacific Rhodendron (native) (state flower) (mature)
Pacific Yew (native) (mature)
Leland Cypresses (non-native) (mature)
Ehglish Holly (hon»native) (mature)
American Hollies (non-native) (1 mature, 2 babies) (good food source for native birds)
Camellias (non-native) (mature)
Native Wildflowers: Important for preserving biodiversity and food for wildlife
Palmate Coltsfoots (native) (locally common)
Queen’s Cups (native) (abundant)
Exotic Wildflowers: Positive role of providing food for native wildlife and ornamental value
Saint John’s Wort (non-native) (good for wildlife) (ornamental and medicinal value)
Snow Drops (non-native) (ornamental value)

Primitive Plants: All native, extraordinarily biodiversity and sign of good air quality and
ecosystem health

Flat-Leaved Liverworts (native) (locally common)
Hard Scale Liverworts (native) (uncommon)
Magnificent Mosses (native) (locally common)
Oregon Beaked Mosses (native) (locally common)
Slender Beaked Mosses (native) (locally common)
Twisted Ulota(s) (native) (locally common)
Curly Thatch Mosses (native) (abundant)
Lover’s Mosses (native) (locally common)
Yellow-Green Peat Moss (native) (abundant)
Licorice Ferns (native) (locally common)
Sword Ferns (native) (locally common)
Lichens: All native, high biodiversity, sign of good air quality and ecosystem health
Dust Lichens (native) (multiple species) (common)

Bark Barnacles (native) (common)



Cladonia Scales (native) (common)
Peppered Moons (native) (abundant)
Pimpled Kidneys (native) (abundant)
Ragbags (native) (two different colors) (common)
Sulphur Stubble (native) (abundant)
Historical: |

Traces, yards, staircases, gardens, plants and property lines of demolished Queen Anne’s
houses belonging to Chinese immigrants dating back to possibly the end of the nineteenth
century.

One possible original outdoor staircase still useable today.
Definitely in the watershed of Goose Hollow.

Seed bank from an earlier floodplain Douglas fir lowland temperate rainforest has
survived, explains presence of both wetland and rainforest plants, as well as why many
wetland trees like the paper birches grow well here and are present in extraordinary
numbers, including planted ones on surrounding streets.

Other:
Extraordinary mushroom and fungous diversity including the Turkey Tail.
Can see the moon and some stars in Block 7 on clear nights.
“Dark space”----little to no light pollution in this area after dark.
Fairly quiet after dark too.
Not much in the way of litter, compared to more urban places in Goose Hollow.
Used primarily as a dog park, communal social space and for informal athletic events.
Home to a native bee colony.
Saw at least two orb spider webs.
Saw one migrating dragonfly.
Bibliography for Further Reading:

Roger Burrows and Jeff Gilligan, Birds of Oregon (Lone Pine Publishing International
Ine., 2003).

Marco Della Cava, “One man’s trash is another man’s displeasure: Litterati cleans up
world one snap at a time” USA Today (October 17, 2013).

Geoffrey Donovan and multiple authors, “The Relationship between Trees and Human
Health: Evidence from the Spread of the Emerald Ash Borer” American Journal of
Preventive Medicine (2013; 44 (2): 139-145).



Paul Gerald, Peaceful Places Portland: 103 Tranquil Sites in the Rose City and Beyond
(Menasha Ridge Press, 2012) read “Maquam Nature Park™ 97-98.

Ex Situ Plant Conservation: Supporting Species Survival in the Wild ed. by Edward
Guerrant Jr., Kayri Havens and Mike Maunder (Washington DC: Island Press, 2004) 31-
38, “Wild, Compromised, and Faked Nature.”

Wild in the City: Exploring the Intertwine---the Portland. Vancouver Region’s Network
of Parks, Trails, and Natural Areas ed. by Michael Houck and M.J. Cody (Oregon:
Oregon State University Press, 2011) “Hard Drinkers: Freshwater Mussels” by Mathew
Shepherd, 308-310, “Oak Woodlands and Savannahs” by Mark Griswold Wilson, 67.

Marcy Cottrell Houle, One City’s Wilderness: Portland’s Forest Park-Third Edition
(Corvallis: Oregon State University Press, 2010).

Michael Mehaffy, “Do Portland Planners have tower envy?” The Sunday Oregonian
(September 29, 2013).

Multiple Authors, Gathering in the City: An Annotated Bibliography and Review of the
Literature About Human-Plant Interactions in Urban Ecosystems (United States
Department of Agriculture Forest Service and Pacific Northwest Research Station,

February 2012).

Harry Nehis, Tom Aversa and Hal Opperman, Birds of the Willamette Valley Region
(Olympia, Washington: R.W. Morse Company, 2004).

Jim Pojar and Andy MacKinnon, Revised-Plants of the Pacific Northwest Coast:
Washington, Oregon, British Columbia & Alaska (British Columbia Ministry of Forests
and Lone Pine Publishing, 1994 2004).

Tracy Prince, Portland’s Goose Hollow: Images of America (Arcadia Publishing, 2011).

Esther M. Sternberg, M.D., Healing Spaces: The Science of Place and Well-Being (USA:
Harvard University Press, 2009 2010). Pay particular attention to “Chapter 11. Healing
Cities, Healing World” 253 and “Chapter 12. Healing Gardens and My Place of Peace”
280.



Moore-L.ove, Karla

From: Marilyn Weber <schatzimlw@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2014 12:36 PM
To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: Oppose Re-zoning Block 7

Dear Ms. Moore:

My husband and I made a cross country move from NYC ten years ago to buy a new home at The Legends
condominium where we found peace and quiet, a neighborly atmosphere surrounded by historic homes, and a
healthy environment to enjoy our retirement years. Block 7, across the street, has heritage trees, shrubs,
birds and once this goes, it will never be recaptured for future generations to enjoy. Is this what the city
planners want? We NEED grass and trees in order to breathe or we choke for lack of oxygen. The more
dense the population becomes, the more people will use their cars to escape on weekends to the coast.

If MAC and Mill Creek Development Corp. have their way to build a big box building, all of this will be
destroyed forever. There are many other scientific and ecological reasons for this not to happen.

Please help us to preserve this lovely quaint neighborhood and maintain the RX residential status.
Thank you for your consideration.
Marilyn Weber

1132 SW 19th Ave. #805
Portland, OR 97205



Sept. 15,2015

AUDITOR  89-17<14 anli 23

Portland City Council -
c/o City Council Clerk - %;\’ /;g\ic d"\/\
1221 Fourth Avenue, Room 140 . d §

Portland, OR 97204
RE: Case # LU 14-105474 CP ZC
To City Council:

[ am a MAC member. My family of four has two cars. Rarely if ever do we take both
cars to the MAC at the same time. [ bike commute to and from work; often, my
commute includes a stop at the MAC to exercise before work or to meet my family
there after work. Many club members, employees and guests make use of the MAC'’s
bike parking, and I appreciate the fact that the MAC provides ample, convenient and
secure places for locking bikes. My understanding is that later this year the club will
further increase the amount of space dedicated to bike parking.

Although I am a dedicated bike commuter, there are times that I need to drive my
car to get to the club, either because of the time of day or because I am bringing my
family or guests with me. I believe that the proposal for additional MAC parking is
an indication of the MAC trying to find the best solution for a real problem.
Additional underground parking for MAC will free up street parking for residents
and businesses and reduce the amount of traffic in the nearby neighborhood by
eliminating the need for MAC members to circle the neighborhood looking for
parking when the lot is full.

[ urge you to approve the request for a zone change to permit this excellent solution
for MAC and the surrounding businesses and residences.

Sincerely,

7 .
v (M
Michael C. Urness

1514 SW Spring St.
Portland, OR 97201



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 5:28 PM

To: Aaron Johanson

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: [User Approved] Re: block 7 rezoning vote postponement request

Dear Aaron,

Thank you for your reply. In this matter, the Council is governed by Oregon land use law. We have to make
decisions based on whether a proposal complies with the Approval Criteria in the Code, rather than by whether
the request is popular or not. Land Use decisions aren't like other legislative choices, where the Council can
choose pretty much on whatever reasons we feel persuaded by. Bond by state law, we act more like judges,
looking at the rules and determining whether the proposal meets them or not.

Under land use laws, one person can make a compelling argument that the Approval Criteria are not met, and
the application can be denied even if 100 people say they like it but hone of the 100 has a counter-argument
as to how the Approval Criteria are indeed met. This process actually can favor neighbors, because it means
that (in a hypothetical case - as I mentioned, I can't discuss this one) applicants can't just cozy up to the
Council members and say, "do this because we provide a good service and you should like us", or "do this
because we have xxx supporters". The applicant has to prove that the proposal complies with the Approval
Criteria.

I suggest you read the Recommendation being presented to Council, and look how it's laid out into listing the
Approval Criteria and then saying whether each is met or not. That way you can testify to Council on which
elements of the report you find accurate or inaccurate, in making your case for or against. The number of
people supporting your position doesn't matter - the content of your argument with respect to the Approval
Criteria does.

The Recommendation is here: https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/article/497694 Discussion of the Approval
Criteria starts on page 20. It would be helpful to read the whole document, to get a broad understanding of
how Council will make the decision.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please avoid
using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036,
TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Aaron Johanson [mailto:aaron@ajohanson.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 7:55 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: [User Approved] Re: block 7 rezoning vote postponement request



Dear Commissioner Fritz,

Thank you for your timely response.

I don't understand how a legal formality calied Approval Criteria can dominate majority will. I will attend the
October 1 meeting, but I fail to understand how restating that we need more time to canvas the community
could effect your vote,

Sincerely,

Aaron Johanson

On Sep 16, 2014, at 4:27 PM, Commissioner Fritz wrote:

> Dear Aaron,

> .

> Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed rezoning of
Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. I appreciate your commitment to broad public
participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of Development Services, 1
am coordinating the City's response to your request and that of other neighbors.

>

> As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request based on
the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the Approval Criteria. 1
believe it would help the Council understand the application's pros and cons to hold the initial hearing as
currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing additional time would enable neighbors
or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully, we can decide after testimony to continue the
hearing, or to hold the record open.

>

> Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage neighbors to
address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

>

> Amanda

>

> Amanda Fritz

> Commissioner, City of Portland

>

> The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please avoid
using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

>

> To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036,
TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

>

> e Original Message-----

> From: Aaron Johanson [mailto:aaron@ajohanson.com]

> Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 1:02 PM

> To: Commissioner Fritz

> Subject: block 7 rezoning vote postponement request

>

> Dear City Commissioner Fritz,

> Please postpone the Oct 1st City Council meeting about Block 7 rezoning. As a long-term Goose Holiow
resident I would like to better understand the will of the majority of the residents of Goose Hollow at a special
meeting scheduled for October 8th at 7pm. It doesn't seem right for the city council to vote before having this
valuable information.

> Thank you,

> Aaron Johanson

> 2303 SW Market St Drive



> Portiand, OR 9720-1



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 4:26 PM
To: Vigeland, Julie

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: MAC Block 7 Re-Zoning Proposal
Dear Julie,

Thank you for your message. Since the Block 7 rezoning is a land use matter, | am not allowed {o
comment outside of the land use review public hearings process. The Council decision will be made
on whether or not the application has met the Approval Criteria in the Code, rather than on whether it
is supported by neighbor and/or MAC members,

I'm glad to know you are meeting with Art. Thank you for all your work promoting equity in Parks.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Julie Vigeland [mailto:julie@thevigelands.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 12:54 PM

To: Fritz, Amanda

Subject: MAC Block 7 Re-Zoning Proposal

Amanda -
I want to add my voice to those who are supporting the re-zoning of Block 7 which is owned by the

Multnomah Athletic Club. I believe you have the basic information regarding the proposal so 1
won't go into those details here.

What I do want to share is my endorsement of this development by Mill Creek and the

MAC. There is no question in my mind that it enhances the quality and character of the
neighborhood. Given my knowledge of Portland's comprehensive plan through my service on the
Portland Parks board, there is no question that the project and zoning changes fit the

1



plan. Important for the neighborhood is that the project would be scaled with the other existing
buildings. Additonally, the project clearly helps to fulfill the goal of increasing available housing
with access to public transportation. These are all positive aspects for the city.

As a MAC member I find that the addition of parking spaces and the tunnel (using the existing
entrances) will ensure that a greater number of members will be able to park off the street. That is
a plus for members but also for the neighborhood.

If I could I would be there to testify but my husband and I will be out of the country.

A huge thank you to you for your active leadership as the Commissioner of Parks. It has been a
pleasure getting to know you better. There will always be more to do but we are making

progress. Passage of the bond isn't assured, of course, but it is certainly looking

good. Additionally, for your information, I am meeting with Art Hendricks tomorrow as we make
plans for the Equity and Diversity committee going forward. What a long way we have come since
I first shared the board draft of the Equity Affirmation Statement with you! All positive.

My best -
Julie



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 4:27 PM

To: Aaron Johanson

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: block 7 rezoning vote postponement request

Dear Aaron,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed rezoning of
Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. I appreciate your commitment to broad public
participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of Development Services, 1
am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request based on
the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the Approval Criteria. I
believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to hold the initial hearing as
currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing additional time would enable neighbors
or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully, we can decide after testimony to continue the
hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage neighbors to
address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please avoid
using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036,
TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Aaron Johanson [mailto:aaron@ajohanson.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2014 1:02 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: block 7 rezoning vote postponement request

Dear City Commissioner Fritz,

Please postpone the Oct 1st City Council meeting about Block 7 rezoning. As a long-term Goose Hollow
resident I would like to better understand the will of the majority of the residents of Goose Hollow at a special
meeting scheduled for October 8th at 7pm. It doesn't seem right for the city council to vote before having this
valuable information.

Thank you,

Aaron Johanson

2303 SW Market St Drive

Portland, OR 9720-1



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 1:24 PM
To: 'Katie Smoldt’

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Block 7 Proposed Rezone

Dear Katie,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City's response to your request and that of other

neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on patrticipating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able fo breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
hitp://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Katie Smoldt [mailto:Katie.Smoldt@kuniauto.com]
Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 1:24 PM

To: Hales, Mayor
Cc: Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; Novick, Steve; Commissioner Saltzman

Subject: Block 7 Proposed Rezone



Please postpone City Council Hearting of Oct. 1%, 2014 to allow a democratic process to occur.

Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek residential Trust LLC,
partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

As a Goose Hollow resident, I ask you to postpone the Oct 1% City Council Hearing considering Mill Creek’s
request for a zone change and amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice requirements, it
was not possible to schedule a special membership meeting of the GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier
than October 8", only a week after City Counsel meets. Consider the following:

e GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee voted and overwhelming to oppose zone change.

e Neighborhood testimpon was suppressed by a lottery process

e The GHFL Board could not reach a recommendation on the issue

e  Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking for the October 8
;r;zfggg The exceeds 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5% required by Oregon state law governing non-

Thank you,

Katie Smoldt
503-820-8747



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 12:43 PM
To: katharinedoel@gmail.com

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: ' RE: Block 7 hearing

Dear Katharine,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’'s response to your request and that of other
neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: katharinedoel@gmail.com [mailto:katharinedoel@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 14, 2014 1:23 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Block 7 hearing



Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 1%, 2014 to allow a democratic process to occur.

Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek Residential Trust LLC,
partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

As a Goose Hollow resident, I ask you to postpone the Oct 1% City Council hearing considering Mill Creek’s
request for a zone change and amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice requirements, it
was not possible to schedule a special membership meeting of the GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier
than October 8th, only a week after City Council meets. Consider the following:

GHFL Block 7 Committee voted overwhelming to oppose the zone change.

Neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process.

The GHFL Board was not able to achieve consensus or make a recommendation.

Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking for the October

8" meeting which exceeded the 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5% required by Oregon state law governing
non-profits.

Sincerely,
Katharine Doel

Sent from my iPad



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 12:28 PM
To: Will Crawford

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Block 7 Proposed Rezone

Dear Will,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’'s response to your request and that of other
neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Will Crawford [mailto:wcrawford1218@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2014 11:49 AM

To: Hales, Mayor

Cc: Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; Novick, Steve; Commissioner Saltzman; Katie

Subject: Block 7 Proposed Rezone

I am a homeowner in the Goose Hollow neighborhood
1



Please postpone City Council Hearting of Oct. 15, 2014 to allow a democratic process to occur.

Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek residential Trust LLC,
partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

As a Goose Hollow resident, I ask you to postpone the Oct 1% City Council Hearing considering Mill Creek’s
request for a zone change and amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice requirements, it
was not possible to schedule a special membership meeting of the GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier
than October 8", only a week after City Counsel meets. Consider the following:

e GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee voted and overwhelming to oppose zone change.

e Neighborhood testimpon was suppressed by a lottery process

e The GHFL Board could not reach a recommendation on the issue

e Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking for the October 8™
meeting. The exceeds 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5% required by Oregon state law governing non-
profits.

Thank you,

Will Crawford



Moore-L.ove, Karla

From: Jennifer Bragar <JBragar@gsblaw.com>

Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 4:40 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz; Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.; karl reer

Cc: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fish; Commissioner Novick; Commissioner Saltzman; Moore-
Love, Karla; Esau, Rebecca; Scarlett, Paul; Frugoli, Sheila; Beaumont, Kathryn

Subject: [User Approved] RE: [Approved Sender] Re: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's

petition to change zoning on Block 7

Commissioner Fritz,

Thank you for your response.

This e-mail is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). It contains information that is confidential and/or legally privileged. if you
believe that it has been sent to you in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message. Any disclosure, copying,
distribution or use of this information by someone other than the intended recipient is prohibited.

JENNIFER M. BRAGAR
Associate | 503.228.3939 x 3208 Tel | 503.226.0259 Fax | jbragar@gsblaw.com

GARVEY SCHUBERT BARER | 11th Floor | 121 SW Morrison Street | Portland, OR 97204 | & GSBLaw.com
P land use | condemnation | real estate e-forum: www.northwestlandlawforum.com

From: Commissioner Fritz [mailto:amanda@portliandoregon.gov]

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 10:05 AM

To: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.; karl reer; Jennifer Bragar

Cc: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fish; Commissioner Novick; Commissioner Saltzman; Moore-Love, Karla; Esau, Rebecca;

Scarlett, Paul; Frugoli, Sheila; Beaumont, Kathryn
Subject: RE: [Approved Sender] Re: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning on Block 7

Dear Tracy, Jennifer and Karl,

Thank you for your messages requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request.

As you know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request based
on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the Approval
Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to hold the
initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing additional
time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully, we can
decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland



The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.qov/bibs/article/454403

From: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D. {mailto:tprince@pdx.edu]

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 11:34 AM

To: Commissioner fritz

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: [Approved Sender] Re: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning on Block 7

Hi Amanda,

Thank you for getting back to me so quickly and giving me your perspectives. Members of our group have
looked into the question of City Council’s requirement to respond in a timely manner.

As it turns out, applicant Mill Creek Residential Trust LLC, when submitting their January 15th, 2014
application, submitted a waiver of their right to a decision by the City within 120 days. Furthermore, in their
February 4th, 2014 letter rejecting the original application, BDS stated that the 120-day review period does not
apply to CP CZ (Comprehensive Plan) submissions and typically takes at least 6 months from the time the
application is deemed complete. Notwithstanding the above, the Portland City Code 33.730.040 states that
quasi-judicial land use reviews such as Comprehensive Plan Map amendments are not subject to the 120 day
rule for decision making. We have found nothing to suggest that the City is obliged to respond before a given
period, failing which the submission would be deemed to be approved.

Perhaps the City attorney could clarify these points for all interested parties.

We hope that you will advocate for a postponement beyond October 1st to allow the neighborhood to express
their collective position on Block 7, including whether they believe the project better meets the Comprehensive
Plan goals and policies under the existing RH zone than under the proposed CX zone.

Thanks,

Tracy Prince
with Kal Toth, Dale Cardin, Jerry Powell, Karl Reer, Mark Velky, Roger Leachman, and Constance Kirk

On Tue, Sep 2, 2014 at 2:25 PM, Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov> wrote:

| Dear Tracy,



Thank you for your message. Since this is a quasi-judicial matter, | am not allowed to discuss it
outside of the public hearing process. The applicant holds the key to the timing, since the review
must be completed under the state-mandated timeframe. [f the applicant does not grant an
extension and the Council fails to act within the timeframe, the application is deemed approved.

Neither the number of signatures on a petition not the position of the Neighborhood Association are
factors that may be considered in Council’s decision. We are required to make the choice based on
whether or not the Approval Criteria are met. Arguments in favor or in opposition should reference
the Approval Criteria, which are noted in the notice of the hearing.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe,
please avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with
disabilities. Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D. [mailto:tprince@pdx.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2014 1:31 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning on Block 7

Hi Amanda,

We residents of Goose Hollow have collected signatures for a vote of the membership (rather than a

vote of the board) on the MAC's proposed zone change on Block 7. We've collected 114 signatures

(only 65 --10%--were required under our bylaws). This meeting will be held October 8. The vote at

this meeting will show the outrage residents have felt over the MAC's proposed zone change and

over the GHFL board ignoring the majority opinion. We petition City Council to delay a vote on Block
3



7 until after this GHFL membership vote is held.

For at least two decades in the Goose Hollow Foothills League (GHFL) the board has been largely
occupied by business owners and managers of institutions (MAC, Lincoln High School, the Timbers,
etc) who do not live in Goose Hollow, with most living in the suburbs. Their suburban voting
tendency was exhibited most clearly in the recent vote taken by the board not to object to the MAC's
request for a zone change on Block 7. They took this vote despite 8 months of meetings packed with
angry residents who objected to this zone change. In meeting after meeting, over 95% of attendees
objected to this zone change. The committee tasked with researching the history of MAC
agreements, zoning, etc on Block 7 voted overwhelmingly to reject the requested zone change. Yet
the GHFL board stuck to its usual suburban way of thinking and voted not to object to the zone
change.

Their behavior has been so obviously pro-developer (regardless of residential opinion) that residents
are furious. We've formed Friends of Goose Hollow to counter this behavior and have raised enough
money to fight the MAC's efforts to request a zone change for many years. As | detailed in my op-ed
on the topic,

http://www.oregonlive.com/opinion/index.ssf/2014/05/portland _should reject athleti.html

there are many years of history of the MAC committing (in front of City Council) to never change the
zoning on Block 7. We will hold them to that promise even though they are hoping that the
neighborhood has forgotten. We haven't.

We petition City Council to delay the vote on the MAC's requested rezoning until a vote of the GHFL
membership has occurred.

Sincerely,

Tracy Prince
503-475-6080

Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Scholar in Residence

Portland State University

Portland Center for Public Humanities

http://www.pdx.edu/public-humanities/profile/tracy-i-prince

Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Scholar in Residence

Portland State University

Portland Center for Public Humanities
http://www.pdx.edu/public-humanities/profile/tracy-j-prince
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Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 1:57 PM

To: ‘Jacques Grant'; Hales, Mayor

Cc: Hales, Mayor; Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Council hearing re. Block 7! Oct 1 Hearing

Dear Jacques,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other
neighbors. ,

As you likely know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Jacques Grant [mailto:hollywoodlights@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 11:48 AM

To: Hales, Mayor

Cc: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Council hearing re. Block 7! Oct 1 Hearing



Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek
Residential Trust LLC, partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

| ask you to postpone the Oct 1%t City Council hearing considering Mill Creek’s request
for a zone change and amendment to the City's Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice
requirements, it was not possible to schedule a special membership meeting of the
GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier than October 8th, only a week after City
Council meets. Consider the following:

GHFL Block 7 Committee voted overwhelming to oppose the zone change.
Neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process.
The GHFL Board was not able to achieve consensus or make a recommendation.

Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking
for the October 8" meeting which exceeded the 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5%
required by Oregon state law governing non-profits.



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 1:58 PM

To: 'Lynn Connor'; Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fish; Commissioner Saltzman; Novick, Steve
Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 1st, 2014 regarding LU 14-1054474
Dear Lynn,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other

neighbors.

As you likely know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Lynn Connor [mailto:lynnbconnor@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 11:19 AM
To: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fish; Commissioner Saltzman; Commissioner Fritz; Novick, Steve

Subject: Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 1st, 2014 regarding LU 14-1054474

Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 1st, 2014 to allow a democratic process to occur.

Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek Residential Trust LLC,
1



partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

As a Goose Hollow resident, I ask you to postpone the Oct 1st City Council hearing considering Mill Creek’s
request for a zone change and amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice requirements, it
was not possible to schedule a special membership meeting of the GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier
than October 8th, only a week after City Council meets. Consider the following:

GHFL Block 7 Committee voted overwhelming to oppose the zone change.

Neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process.

The GHFL Board was not able to achieve consensus or make a recommendation.

Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking for the October
8th meeting which exceeded the 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5% required by Oregon state law
governing non-profits.

Sincerely,

Lynn Connor



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 10:59 AM

To: Shoshkes Ellen

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla; Frugoli, Sheila

Subject: RE: Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 1st, 2014 to allow a democratic process to
occur.

Dear Ellen,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other
neighbors.

As you likely know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Shoshkes Ellen [mailto:eshoshkes@icloud.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 10:57 AM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 1st, 2014 to allow a democratic process to occur.



Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 15, 2014 to allow a democratic
process to occur.

Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek
Residential Trust LLC, partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

As a Goose Hollow resident, | ask you to postpone the Oct 1%t City Council hearing
considering Mill Creek’s request for a zone change and amendment to the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice requirements, it was not possible to schedule a
special membership meeting of the GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier than
October 8th, only a week after City Council meets. Consider the following:

GHFL Block 7 Committee voted overwhelming to oppose the zone change.
Neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process.

The GHFL Board was not able to achieve consensus or make a recommendation.
Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking
for the October 8" meeting which exceeded the 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5%
required by Oregon state law governing non-profits.

Ellen Shoshkes

kkkkkkkAhrRhhhdhdkdhikkkkikiihhrhkhk

Ellen Shoshkes Ph.D.

Adjunct Associate Professor of Urban Studies and Planning

Portland State University

Author of — Jaqueline Tyrwhitt: A Transnational Life in Urban Planning and Design
(www.ashgate.com/isbn/9781409417781)




Moore-L.ove, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 9:59 AM

To: ‘Mark Velky'

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Oct. 1st City Council Hearing On Block 7
Dear Mark,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other
neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Mark Velky {mailto:dmc.lotus@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 9:46 AM

To: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; Novick, Steve; Commissioner Saltzman
Subject: Oct. 1st City Council Hearing On Block 7

The Honorable Mayor Charlie Hales and Members of the City Council



Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 1%, 2014 to allow a democratic
process to occur.

Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek
Residential Trust LLC, partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

As a Goose Hollow resident, | ask you to postpone the Oct 1%t City Council hearing
considering Mill Creek’s request for a zone change and amendment to the City's
Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice requirements, it was not possible to schedule a
special membership meeting of the GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier than
October 8th, only a week after City Council meets. Consider the following:

GHFL Block 7 Committee voted overwhelming to oppose the zone change.
Neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process.

The GHFL Board was not able to achieve consensus or make a recommendation.
Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking
for the October 8" meeting which exceeded the 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5%
required by Oregon state law governing non-profits.

Thank You
Mark Velky



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 10:13 AM
To: ‘Marilyn Weber'

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: City Council Hearing 10/1/14

Dear Marilyn,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed rezoning of
Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. I appreciate your commitment to broad public
participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of Development Services, 1
am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request based on
the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the Approval Criteria. 1
believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to hold the initial hearing as
currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing additional time would enable neighbors
or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully, we can decide after testimony to continue the
hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage neighbors to
address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please avoid
using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036,
TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Marilyn Weber [mailto:schatzimlw@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 9:53 PM
To: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; Novick, Steve; Commissioner Saltzman

Subject: City Council Hearing 10/1/14

re: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC. Pre-App #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek Residential Trust LLC/ MAClub

Dear Representatives of the People:

I am a resident and homeowner of Goose Hollow and am asking you to postpone the City Council Hearing
addressing Mill Creek's request for a zone change and comprehensive amendment of the King's Hill addition to
the City. I am a member of the Goose Hollow Foothills League and wish to participate in this decision. A
special membership meeting to vote on the zone change cannot be held until 10/8.

1



Please consider the GHFL Block 7 Planning Committee voted overwhelmingly to oppose zone change. The
neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process. The Board could not reach a recommendation
on this issue. Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the membership, signed the petition asking for the 10/8

meeting.

PLEASE DELAY THE OCTOBER 1 HEARING TO ALLOW A DEMOCRATIC PROCESS TO OCCUR.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Marilyn Weber

1132 SW 19th Avenue #805
Portland, OR 97205



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 10:17 AM
To: 'neil cooper'

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: ghfl

Dear Neil,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other
neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on patrticipating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: neil cooper [mailto:cooperconnell@hevanet.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 7:28 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: ghfl



Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 15!, 2014 to allow a democratic
process to occur.

Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek
Residential Trust LLC, partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

As a Goose Hollow resident, | ask you to postpone the Oct 1%t City Council hearing
considering Mill Creek’s request for a zone change and amendment to the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice requirements, it was not possible to schedule a
special membership meeting of the GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier than
October 8th, only a week after City Council meets. Consider the following:

GHFL Block 7 Committee voted overwhelming to oppose the zone change.
Neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process.

The GHFL Board was not able to achieve consensus or make a recommendation.
Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking
for the October 8"meeting which exceeded the 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5%
required by Oregon state law governing non-profits.



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 10:17 AM

To: ‘Constance Kirk'

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Public Hearing Delay of Block 7 rezoning. Please postpone the City Council Hearing of

Oct. 1st, 2014

Dear Constance,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other
neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able fo breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
hitp://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/articie/454403

From: Constance Kirk [mailto:conniekirk@me.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 5:26 PM

To: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; Novick, Steve; Commissioner Saltzman

Subject: RE: Public Hearing Delay of Block 7 rezoning. Please postpone the City Council Hearing of Oct. 1st, 2014

Dear Mayor Hales and Members of the City Council:
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Please postpone the City Council Hearing of Oct. 15!, 2014 to allow a democratic
process to occur.

Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek
Residential Trust LLC, partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

As a Goose Hollow resident, | ask you to postpone the Oct 1%t City Council hearing
considering Mill Creek’s request for a zone change and amendment to the City's
Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice requirements, it was not possible to schedule a
special membership meeting of the GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier
than October 8th, only a week after City Council meets. Consider the following:

--GHFL Block 7 Committee voted overwhelming to oppose the zone change.
--Neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process.

--The GHFL Board was not able to achieve consensus or make a recommendation.

-- Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signhed the petition asking
for the October 8" meeting which exceeded the 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5%
required by Oregon state law governing non-profits.

Respectfully submitted,
Constance Kirk

Constance E. Kirk

1132 SW 19th Avenue, #304

Portland, OR 97205
Cell: (646) 245-1295



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Friday, September 12, 2014 10:34 AM

To: ‘karl reer’'

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Request Delay of OCtober 1st Hearing re Zone Change of Block 7
Dear Karl,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other
neighbors.

As you may know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: karl reer [mailto:karlreer@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 5:48 PM

To: Hales, Mayor
Cc: Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; Steve.Novick@portlandpregon.gov; Commissioner Saltzman
Subject: Request Delay of OCtober 1st Hearing re Zone Change of Block 7

Dear Mayor Hales and Members of the City Council,



As a resident of Goose Hollow and a member of the Goose Hollow Foothills League, I respectfully urge that
you delay the October 1st scheduled hearing addressing the Mill Creek/Multnomah Athletic Club's request for a
Zone Change of Block 7, in Goose Hollow, until after October 8th - when a Special Membership Meeting of the
GHFL Members will permit the many neighbors opposed to this proposal to voice their opposition to the
project.

We are well aware that this proposed Zone Change violates a promise previously made by the MAC to Goose
Hollow and to the City Council. A brief delay in the scheduled hearing will permit neighborhood views to be
registered - and will not cause an undue delay in the process.Please delay the October 1st Hearing.

Karl Reer

1132 SW 19th Avenue
Portland OR 97205
503 333-7068



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 10:59 AM

To: Shoshkes Ellen

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla; Frugoli, Sheila

Subject: RE: Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 1st, 2014 to allow a democratic process to
occur.

Dear Ellen,

Thank you for your message requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request and that of other
neighbors.

As you likely know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request
based on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the
Approval Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to
hold the initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing
additional time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully,
we can decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Shoshkes Ellen [mailto:eshoshkes@icloud.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 10:57 AM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 1st, 2014 to allow a democratic process to occur.



Please postpone City Council Hearing of Oct. 15!, 2014 to allow a democratic
process to occur.

Reference: LU 14-1054474 CP ZC, Pre-App: #13-142602 submitted by Mill Creek
Residential Trust LLC, partnered with the Multnomah Athletic Club, to City of Portland

As a Goose Hollow resident, | ask you to postpone the Oct 1%t City Council hearing
considering Mill Creek’s request for a zone change and amendment to the City's
Comprehensive Plan. Because of notice requirements, it was not possible to schedule a
special membership meeting of the GHFL to vote on the proposed zone earlier than
October 8th, only a week after City Council meets. Consider the following:

GHFL Block 7 Committee voted overwhelming to oppose the zone change.
Neighborhood testimony was suppressed by a lottery process.

The GHFL Board was not able to achieve consensus or make a recommendation.
Over 110 GHFL members, 17% of the GHFL membership, signed the petition asking
for the October 8" meeting which exceeded the 10% required by GHFL bylaws and 5%
required by Oregon state law governing non-profits.

Ellen Shoshkes

kkkkkkkhhkhkhhhhkkkkkkkhhrkkk

Ellen Shoshkes Ph.D.

Adjunct Associate Professor of Urban Studies and Planning

Portland State University

Author of — Jaqueline Tyrwhitt: A Transnational Life in Urban Planning and Design
(www.ashgate.com/isbn/9781409417781)




Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 10:05 AM

To: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.; karl reer; Jennifer Bragar

Cc: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fish; Commissioner Novick; Commissioner Saltzman; Moore-
Love, Karla; Esau, Rebecca; Scarlett, Paul; Frugoli, Sheila; Beaumont, Kathryn

Subject: RE: [Approved Sender] Re: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change

zoning on Block 7

Dear Tracy, Jennifer and Karl,

Thank you for your messages requesting postponement of the Council hearing on the proposed
rezoning of Block 7 application of the Multnomah Athletic Club. | appreciate your commitment to
broad public participation in land use reviews. As the Commissioner in Charge of the Bureau of
Development Services, | am coordinating the City’s response to your request.

As you know, the Council must make the decision on whether to approve or deny the request based
on the Approval Criteria. The level of support or opposition by neighbors is not part of the Approval
Criteria. | believe it would help the Council understand the application’s pros and cons to hold the
initial hearing as currently scheduled. If Council is convinced by testimony that allowing additional
time would enable neighbors or the applicant to address the Approval Criteria more fully, we can
decide after testimony to continue the hearing, or to hold the record open.

Accordingly, please plan on participating in the hearing at 2 p.m. on October 1, and encourage
neighbors to address the Approval Criteria in their comments.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D. [mailto:tprince@pdx.edu]

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 11:34 AM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: [Approved Sender] Re: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning on Block 7



Hi Amanda,

Thank you for getting back to me so quickly and giving me your perspectives. Members of our group have
looked into the question of City Council’s requirement to respond in a timely manner.

As it turns out, applicant Mill Creek Residential Trust LLC, when submitting their January 15th, 2014
application, submitted a waiver of their right to a decision by the City within 120 days. Furthermore, in their
February 4th, 2014 letter rejecting the original application, BDS stated that the 120-day review period does not
apply to CP CZ (Comprehensive Plan) submissions and typically takes at least 6 months from the time the
application is deemed complete. Notwithstanding the above, the Portland City Code 33.730.040 states that
quasi-judicial land use reviews such as Comprehensive Plan Map amendments are not subject to the 120 day
rule for decision making. We have found nothing to suggest that the City is obliged to respond before a given
period, failing which the submission would be deemed to be approved.

Perhaps the City attorney could clarify these points for all interested parties.

We hope that you will advocate for a postponement beyond October 1st to allow the neighborhood to express
their collective position on Block 7, including whether they believe the project better meets the Comprehensive
Plan goals and policies under the existing RH zone than under the proposed CX zone.

Thanks,

Tracy Prince
with Kal Toth, Dale Cardin, Jerry Powell, Karl Reer, Mark Velky, Roger Leachman, and Constance Kirk

On Tue, Sep 2, 2014 at 2:25 PM, Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov> wrote:

Dear Tracy,

Thank you for your message. Since this is a quasi-judicial matter, | am not allowed to discuss it
outside of the public hearing process. The applicant holds the key to the timing, since the review
must be completed under the state-mandated timeframe. If the applicant does not grant an
extension and the Council fails to act within the timeframe, the application is deemed approved.

Neither the number of signatures on a petition not the position of the Neighborhood Association are
factors that may be considered in Council’s decision. We are required to make the choice based on
whether or not the Approval Criteria are met. Arguments in favor or in opposition should reference
the Approval Criteria, which are noted in the notice of the hearing.

Amanda



Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe,
please avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with
disabilities. Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
hitp://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D. [mailto:tprince@pdx.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2014 1:31 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning on Block 7

Hi Amanda,

We residents of Goose Hollow have collected signatures for a vote of the membership (rather than a
vote of the board) on the MAC's proposed zone change on Block 7. We've collected 114 signatures
(only 65 --10%--were required under our bylaws). This meeting will be held October 8. The vote at
this meeting will show the outrage residents have felt over the MAC's proposed zone change and
over the GHFL board ignoring the majority opinion. We petition City Council to delay a vote on Block
7 until after this GHFL membership vote is held.

For at least two decades in the Goose Hollow Foothills League (GHFL) the board has been largely
occupied by business owners and managers of institutions (MAC, Lincoln High School, the Timbers,
etc) who do not live in Goose Hollow, with most living in the suburbs. Their suburban voting
tendency was exhibited most clearly in the recent vote taken by the board not to object to the MAC's
request for a zone change on Block 7. They took this vote despite 8 months of meetings packed with
angry residents who objected fo this zone change. In meeting after meeting, over 95% of attendees
objected to this zone change. The committee tasked with researching the history of MAC
agreements, zoning, etc on Block 7 voted overwhelmingly to reject the requested zone change. Yet
the GHFL board stuck to its usual suburban way of thinking and voted not to object to the zone
change.

Their behavior has been so obviously pro-developer (regardless of residential opinion) that residents
are furious. We've formed Friends of Goose Hollow o counter this behavior and have raised enough
money to fight the MAC's efforts to request a zone change for many years. As | detailed in my op-ed
on the topic,

http://www.oregonlive.com/opinion/index.ssf/2014/05/portland should reject athleti.htm!

there are many years of history of the MAC committing (in front of City Council) to never change the
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zoning on Biock 7. We will hoid them to that promise even though they are hoping that the
neighborhood has forgotten. We haven't.

We petition City Council to delay the vote on the MAC's requested rezoning until a vote of the GHFL
membership has occurred.

Sincerely,

Tracy Prince
503-475-6080

Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Scholar in Residence

Portland State University

Portland Center for Public Humanities

http://www.pdx.edu/public-humanities/profile/tracy-i-prince

Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Scholar in Residence

Portland State University

Portland Center for Public Humanities
http://www.pdx.edu/public-humanities/profile/tracy-j-prince




Moore-Love, Karla

From: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D. <tprince@pdx.edu>

Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 11:34 AM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: [Approved Sender] Re: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning
on Block 7

Hi Amanda,

Thank you for getting back to me so quickly and giving me your perspectives. Members of our group have
looked into the question of City Council’s requirement to respond in a timely manner.

As it turns out, applicant Mill Creek Residential Trust LLC, when submitting their January 15th, 2014
application, submitted a waiver of their right to a decision by the City within 120 days. Furthermore, in their
February 4th, 2014 letter rejecting the original application, BDS stated that the 120-day review period does not
apply to CP CZ (Comprehensive Plan) submissions and typically takes at least 6 months from the time the
application is deemed complete. Notwithstanding the above, the Portland City Code 33.730.040 states that
quasi-judicial land use reviews such as Comprehensive Plan Map amendments are not subject to the 120 day
rule for decision making. We have found nothing to suggest that the City is obliged to respond before a given
period, failing which the submission would be deemed to be approved.

Perhaps the City attorney could clarify these points for all interested parties.
We hope that you will advocate for a postponement beyond October 1st to allow the neighborhood to express

their collective position on Block 7, including whether they believe the project better meets the Comprehensive
Plan goals and policies under the existing RH zone than under the proposed CX zone.

Thanks,

Tracy Prince
with Kal Toth, Dale Cardin, Jerry Powell, Karl Reer, Mark Velky, Roger Leachman, and Constance Kirk

On Tue, Sep 2, 2014 at 2:25 PM, Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov> wrote:

Dear Tracy,

Thank you for your message. Since this is a quasi-judicial matter, | am not allowed to discuss it
outside of the public hearing process. The applicant holds the key to the timing, since the review
must be completed under the state-mandated timeframe. If the applicant does not grant an
extension and the Council fails to act within the timeframe, the application is deemed approved.



Neither the number of signatures on a petition not the position of the Neighborhood Association are
factors that may be considered in Council’s decision. We are required to make the choice based on
whether or not the Approval Criteria are met. Arguments in favor or in opposition should reference
the Approval Criteria, which are noted in the notice of the hearing.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe,
please avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with
disabilities. Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D. [mailto:tprince@pdx.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2014 1:31 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning on Block 7

Hi Amanda,

We residents of Goose Hollow have collected signatures for a vote of the membership (rather than a
vote of the board) on the MAC's proposed zone change on Block 7. We've collected 114 signatures
(only 65 --10%--were required under our bylaws). This meeting will be held October 8. The vote at
this meeting will show the outrage residents have felt over the MAC's proposed zone change and
over the GHFL board ignoring the majority opinion. We petition City Council to delay a vote on Block
7 until after this GHFL membership vote is held.

For at least two decades in the Goose Hollow Foothills League (GHFL) the board has been largely
occupied by business owners and managers of institutions (MAC, Lincoln High School, the Timbers,
etc) who do not live in Goose Hollow, with most living in the suburbs. Their suburban voting
tendency was exhibited most clearly in the recent vote taken by the board not to object to the MAC's
request for a zone change on Block 7. They took this vote despite 8 months of meetings packed with
angry residents who objected to this zone change. In meeting after meeting, over 95% of attendees
objected to this zone change. The committee tasked with researching the history of MAC
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agreements, zoning, etc on Block 7 voted overwhelmingly to reject the requested zone change. Yet
the GHFL board stuck to its usual suburban way of thinking and voted not to object to the zone

change.

Their behavior has been so obviously pro-developer (regardless of residential opinion) that residents
are furious. We've formed Friends of Goose Hollow to counter this behavior and have raised enough
money to fight the MAC's efforts to request a zone change for many years. As | detailed in my op-ed
on the topic,

http://www.oregonlive.com/opinion/index.ssf/2014/05/portland _should reject athleti.html

there are many years of history of the MAC committing (in front of City Council) to never change the
zoning on Block 7. We will hold them to that promise even though they are hoping that the
neighborhood has forgotten. We haven't.

We petition City Council to delay the vote on the MAC's requested rezoning until a vote of the GHFL
membership has occurred.

Sincerely,

Tracy Prince
503-475-6080

Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Scholar in Residence

Portland State University

Portland Center for Public Humanities

http://www.pdx.edu/public-humanities/profile/tracy-j-prince

Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Scholar in Residence

Portland State University

Portland Center for Public Humanities
http://www.pdx.edu/public-humanities/profile/tracy-j-prince




Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2014 2:25 PM

To: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning on Block 7
Dear Tracy,

Thank you for your message. Since this is a quasi-judicial matter, | am not allowed to discuss it
outside of the public hearing process. The applicant holds the key to the timing, since the review
must be completed under the state-mandated timeframe. If the applicant does not grant an extension
and the Council fails to act within the timeframe, the application is deemed approved.

Neither the number of signatures on a petition not the position of the Neighborhood Association are
factors that may be considered in Council’s decision. We are required to make the choice based on
whether or not the Approval Criteria are met. Arguments in favor or in opposition should reference
the Approval Criteria, which are noted in the notice of the hearing.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D. [mailto:tprince@pdx.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2014 1:31 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning on Block 7

Hi Amanda,

We residents of Goose Hollow have collected signatures for a vote of the membership (rather than a
vote of the board) on the MAC's proposed zone change on Block 7. We've collected 114 signatures
(only 65 --10%--were required under our bylaws). This meeting will be held October 8. The vote at
this meeting will show the outrage residents have felt over the MAC's proposed zone change and
over the GHFL board ignoring the majority opinion. We petition City Council to delay a vote on Block
7 until after this GHFL membership vote is held.



For at least two decades in the Goose Hollow Foothills League (GHFL) the board has been largely
occupied by business owners and managers of institutions (MAC, Lincoln High School, the Timbers,
etc) who do not live in Goose Hollow, with most living in the suburbs. Their suburban voting tendency
was exhibited most clearly in the recent vote taken by the board not to object to the MAC's request for
a zone change on Block 7. They took this vote despite 8 months of meetings packed with angry
residents who objected to this zone change. In meeting after meeting, over 95% of attendees
objected to this zone change. The committee tasked with researching the history of MAC
agreements, zoning, etc on Block 7 voted overwhelmingly to reject the requested zone change. Yet
the GHFL board stuck to its usual suburban way of thinking and voted not to object to the zone
change.

Their behavior has been so obviously pro-developer (regardless of residential opinion) that residents
are furious. We've formed Friends of Goose Hollow to counter this behavior and have raised enough
money to fight the MAC's efforts to request a zone change for many years. As | detailed in my op-ed
on the topic, http://www.oregonlive.com/opinion/index.ssf/2014/05/portland should reject athleti.html
there are many years of history of the MAC committing (in front of City Council) to never change the
zoning on Block 7. We will hold them to that promise even though they are hoping that the
neighborhood has forgotten. We haven't.

We petition City Council to delay the vote on the MAC's requested rezoning until a vote of the GHFL
membership has occurred.
Sincerely,

Tracy Prince
503-475-6080

Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Scholar in Residence

Portland State University

Portland Center for Public Humanities
http://www.pdx.edu/public-humanities/profile/tracy-j-prince




Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 9:59 AM

To: Steve Witten

Cc: : Moore-Love, Karla; Bizeau, Tom

Subject: RE: Mill Creek-MAC joint venture aka "Block 7"

Dear Steve,

Thank you for your comments. Since the matter will be before Council in a situation where we act as judges
to make the decision, I am not allowed to discuss the points you raise, however I will keep them in mind
during the public hearing. I appreciate you taking the time to send in your advice.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please avoid
using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036,
TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Steve Witten [mailto:stevewi@niteflyte.net]

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:12 AM

To: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; Novick, Steve; Commissioner Saltzman
Subject: Mill Creek-MAC joint venture aka "Block 7"

Mayor Hales and Commissioners —
I am writing to you today in SUPPORT of File No.:

LU 14-105474 CP ZC
H04140008

I realize that I am in the distinct minority in Goose Hollow but most of my neighbors are overlooking some
pertinent facts:

- Block 7 is privately-owned, undeveloped property and NOT any kind of designated “green space.” The MAC
club has the right to develop the property as they see fit within City-established ordinances. In my opinion, he
current proposal for Block 7 meets those criteria (the caveat here being that I'm certainly no expert on City-
established ordinances...this is why God created lawyers).

- The opposition groups state that the development proposed on Block 7 would destroy the historic nature of
Goose Hollow. In this regard, I find it odd most of the members of these groups (certainly the most vocal
ones) live in Kings Hill or on Vista Ridge — nowhere near Block 7. I live one block away and walk by the site

every day.



- What the opposition groups don't realize is that the Block 7 site is nothing more than a somewhat nicely-
landscaped homeless camp and doggy toilet. I'll bet none of the opposition have stepped in dog feces, picked
up dirty needles or been startled by a person exiting the bushes fresh from communing with nature there! A
recent-conversation with a friendly PPB patrol officer at the neighborhood Starbucks confirms that my
experiences that my experiences are not unique.

- The seismic and mudslide study claims are basically junk science. I'm not a scientist {I am an engineer,
however) and even I can see that. If the opposition wants to use these claims to oppose Block 7, they should
commission reputable, professional seismic and mudslide experts to study the problem and report their
findings. To date, I've not seen any reputabie or professional studies or reports in this regard.

In my opinion, anything that will get rid of the Block 7 homeless camp and the dirty needles will be an
improvement. However, there are some things the ‘City can do on behalf of Goose Hollow residents extract
changes in MAC club behavior in exchange for approving their request for rezoning Block 7...especially in the
management of it's existing parking facilities (most of the traffic in Goose Hollow during the evening commute
is related to the MAC club or the SW Jefferson St. entrance to HWY 26 W):

- The MAC club should charge for parking...period.

- The pedestrian crossing on Salmon St just west of 18th needs to be decommissioned in favor of the existing
sky bridge. Pedestrians in this crosswalk create large traffic back ups on Salmon St. there.

- There should be some kind of traffic control placed at the entrance to the MAC parking garage on SW
20th...perhaps right-turn only for entry and exit to the garage. Left-turners trying to enter and exit the garage
create large backups on 20th in both directions (this entrance is between two 4-way stops — if the
entrance/exit to the MAC club garage were right-turn only, the 4-way stop at Madison and 20th could probably
be eliminated).

- The MAC should put real programs in place with quantifiable and measurable results to get their members
and guests to relinquish their cars for visits there...especially during the evening commute hours. Failure to
meet goals established by these programs should result in some kind of City-imposed sanction. To date all
I've heard from them on this subject is vacuity and obfuscation.

The MAC club is not going anywhere despite all it's (bogus) protestations about the aging of it’s patrons, etc.
The truth is that they have not been very good neighbors recently and the whole Block 7 imbroglio has made
matters worse. It’s time for the City to broker and enforce a peace. Approving to the zoning change for Block
7 is just the bargaining chip the City needs to do that.

Thank you very much for your consideration of my views on this matter.

Steve Witten stevewi@niteflyte.net
1234 SW 18th Ave. #309
Portland, OR 97205



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz

Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2014 2:25 PM

To: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning on Block 7
Dear Tracy,

Thank you for your message. Since this is a quasi-judicial matter, | am not allowed to discuss it
outside of the public hearing process. The applicant holds the key to the timing, since the review
must be completed under the state-mandated timeframe. If the applicant does not grant an extension
and the Council fails to act within the timeframe, the application is deemed approved.

Neither the number of signatures on a petition not the position of the Neighborhood Association are
factors that may be considered in Council’s decision. We are required to make the choice based on
whether or not the Approval Criteria are met. Arguments in favor or in opposition should reference
the Approval Criteria, which are noted in the notice of the hearing.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D. [mailto:tprince @pdx.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, September 02, 2014 1:31 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Request to delay City Council vote on MAC's petition to change zoning on Block 7

Hi Amanda,

We residents of Goose Hollow have collected signatures for a vote of the membership (rather than a
vote of the board) on the MAC's proposed zone change on Block 7. We've collected 114 signatures
(only 65 --10%--were required under our bylaws). This meeting will be held October 8. The vote at
this meeting will show the outrage residents have felt over the MAC's proposed zone change and
over the GHFL board ignoring the majority opinion. We petition City Council to delay a vote on Block
7 until after this GHFL membership vote is held.



For at least two decades in the Goose Hollow Foothills League (GHFL) the board has been largely
occupied by business owners and managers of institutions (MAC, Lincoln High School, the Timbers,
etc) who do not live in Goose Hollow, with most living in the suburbs. Their suburban voting tendency
was exhibited most clearly in the recent vote taken by the board not to object to the MAC's request for
a zone change on Block 7. They took this vote despite 8 months of meetings packed with angry
residents who objected to this zone change. In meeting after meeting, over 95% of attendees
objected to this zone change. The committee tasked with researching the history of MAC
agreements, zoning, etc on Block 7 voted overwhelmingly to reject the requested zone change. Yet
the GHFL board stuck to its usual suburban way of thinking and voted not to object to the zone

change.

Their behavior has been so obviously pro-developer (regardless of residential opinion) that residents
are furious. We've formed Friends of Goose Hollow to counter this behavior and have raised enough
money to fight the MAC's efforts to request a zone change for many years. As | detailed in my op-ed
on the topic, http://www.oregonlive.com/opinion/index.ssf/2014/05/portland should reject athleti.html
there are many years of history of the MAC committing (in front of City Council) to never change the
zoning on Block 7. We will hold them to that promise even though they are hoping that the
neighborhood has forgotten. We haven't.

We petition City Council to delay the vote on the MAC's requested rezoning until a vote of the-GHFL

membership has occurred.
Sincerely,

Tracy Prince
503-475-6080

Tracy J. Prince, Ph.D.

Scholar in Residence

Portland State University

Portland Center for Public Humanities
http://www.pdx.edu/public-humanities/profile/tracy-j-prince




Moore-Love, Karla

From: Hardy, Douglas

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:33 AM

To: Moore-Love, Karla

Cc: Frugoli, Sheila

Subject: FW: Oppose re-zoning of Block 7 (LU 14-105474 CP ZC)
Karla,

Here is one more e-mail that should be included as correspondence in the above-referenced land use review
case file, which is scheduled to be heard by City Council on October 1 at 2 pm.

Thanks.

Douglas

From: Marilyn Weber [mailto:schatzimlw@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 21, 2014 9:41 AM

To: Hales, Mayor

Subject: Oppose re-zoning of Block 7

Dear Mayor Hales:

My husband and I made a cross country move from NY ten years ago this month to buy a new home at The
Legends condominium where we found the area to be quiet, friendly and conducive to retirement enjoyment.
We are surrounded by flowering trees, blooming plants/flowers, historic homes and within walking distance to
downtown shops, restaurants and culture. We see neighbors chatting on the streets; owners with happy
dogs chasing the ball; elderly people who are still able to get out, some with walkers. Rarely do I see a police
car cruising around because we are in a good, safe neighborhood.

All this is about to change IF the proposed re-zoning by MAC and Mill Creek were to go through. It would
clear the way for a big box building extending to the sidewalks to be built which would totally destroy the
charm, ambience and livability of the Goose Hollow neighborhood as we know it now ....more noise, increased
traffic, more air pollution and blights which plague many cities.

Portland has had increased traffic congestion over the last year, 26.1 hours were wasted on average idle in
traffic. Of the "50 Worst Traffic Cities in the U.S." Portland is cited as #13; LA is 1st; San Fran, 3rd and NYC

5th.

At the moment three new building projects are being constructed, all within a south view from my balcony.

Please help us save our precious neighborhood which we are so proud to be a part of. What we have now will
be forever gone if the zoning is changed to CX.

Thank you for your consideration.

Hopefully yours,



Marilyn Weber
1132 SW 19th Ave. #805
Portland, OR 97205



Moore-Love, Karla

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Karla,

Hardy, Douglas

Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:22 AM

Moore-Love, Karla

FW: oppose block 7 zone change (LU 14-105474 CP ZC)

The e-mail below should be included as correspondence in the above-referenced land use review case file
which is scheduled o be heard by City Council on October 1 at 2 pm.

Thanks.

Douglas

From: Guido/Ofiara family [mailto:cofiara@qwest.net]

Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2014 10:52 AM

To: Hales, Mayor

Subject: oppose block 7 zone change

Dear Mayor Hales,

We own property in Goose Hollow and are opposed to the MAC/Millcreek zone change request for block 7 and
request your support in refusing this request.

The MAC seeks to expand their parking onto block 7 for the private use of their members. Years ago they
exchanged a promise to not do this if allowed to build their current huge parking structure. Now they are back
with a request to change the rules in their favor in order to continue expansion of their use further into the
residential portion of this mixed use neighborhood.

The MAC is an exclusive club and their current administration is deaf to the requests of the residents of Goose
Hollow to develop their property in a manner that is in keeping with the master plan for development in the

neighborhood.

Please maintain the balance of residential and commercial use in this critical inner city neighborhood and
decline this request by a private and exclusive club that does not represent the best interests of the City of
Portland or the neighborhood of Goose Hollow.

Sincerely,

Carolyn Ofiara and Annette Guido

1132 SW 19th

Portland, OR 97205



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov>
Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2014 8:31 PM

To: ' Pam Pittman

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: NO Block 7 Rezoning please

Dear Pamela,

Thank you for your message. Since this involves a quasi-judicial process in which the Council will act
as final decision-makers except for any challenge to the Land Use Board of Appeals, | am not allowed
to comment on the content of your request outside of the public hearings process. | am copying the
Council Clerk so your comments are part of the official record for the case. The Council must vote
based on whether the application meets the Approval Criteria specified in the Code, rather than on
whether the proposal is popular or not. | appreciate your participation in the review of the application.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Pam Pittman [mailto:PPittman@forkliftsamerica.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2014 8:03 PM

To: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; Novick, Steve; Commissioner Saltzman
Subject: NO Block 7 Rezoning please

I live in a small 625 Sq‘: ft. condo across from this block. It would be so aweful to take a peacefulness of my
little home away from me.
Regards,

Pamela Pittman
503-422-3887

1132 SW 19th Avenue, #609
Portland, OR 97205

The Legends Condominium



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov>
Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2014 8:30 PM

To: Elizabeth Cooksey

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: No Block 7 rezoning

Dear Liz,

Thank you for your message. Since this involves a quasi-judicial process in which the Council will act as final
decision-makers except for any challenge to the Land Use Board of Appeals, I am not allowed to comment on
the content of your request outside of the public hearings process. I am copying the Council Clerk so your
comments are part of the official record for the case. The Council must vote based on whether the application
meets the Approval Criteria specified in the Code, rather than on whether the proposal is popular or not. I
appreciate your participation in the review of the application.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please avoid
using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036,
TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Elizabeth Cooksey [mailto:cookseyelizabeth@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 1:49 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: No Block 7 rezoning

Dear Commissioner Fritz,
Please do not allow the rezoning of Block 7 from residential to commercial. Thank you --

Liz Cooksey
1132 SW 19th #607



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov>
Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2014 8:29 PM

To: Marilyn Weber

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: No Block 7 Rezoning

Dear Marilyn,

Thank you for your message, and your past support. Since this involves a quasi-judicial process in which the
Council will act as final decision-makers except for any challenge to the Land Use Board of Appeals, I am not
allowed to comment on the content of your request outside of the public hearings process. I am copying the
Council Clerk so your comments are part of the official record for the case. I appreciate your participation in
the review of the application.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please avoid
using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably
modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036,
TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Marilyn Weber [mailto:schatzimlw@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 9:14 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: No Block 7 Rezoning

TO: Amanda Fritz

I vigorously oppose the rezoning from RH to CX and hope you will oppose it too and support the Friends of
Goose Hollow (www.fogh.pdx.com) thus preserving mature trees, bushes, flowers and birds in our beautiful
neighborhood in the Historic District.

Thank you.

Marilyn Weber

1132 SW 19th Ave. #805

PD, OR 97205

P.S. I voted for you.



Moore-l.ove, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov>
Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2014 8:28 PM

To: Alan Willis

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: No Block 7 rezoning

Dear Alan,

Thank you for your message. Since this involves a quasi-judicial process in which the Council will act
as final decision-makers except for any challenge to the Land Use Board of Appeals, | am not allowed
to comment on the content of your request outside of the public hearings process. | am copying the
Council Clerk so your comments are part of the official record for the case. | appreciate your
participation in the review of the application.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Alan Willis [mailto:brotheral73@comcast.net]

Sent: Monday, June 09, 2014 2:52 PM

To: Hales, Mayor; Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Fish; Novick, Steve; Commissioner Saltzman
Subject: No Block 7 rezoning

Mayor Hales and members of the Portland City Council:

Although I was out of town when the May 215" hearing on Block 7 occurred, I wish to add
my voice to those of others opposing the MAAC's proposed zone change on that now-vacant
block across from Legends Condominiums, where I have made my home for the past ten
years. Block 7 may not stay vacant forever, but its development should be limited fo the
residential purposes for which the property is now zoned. Please vote "NO" on Block 7 rezoning.

Thank you.

Alan Willis
1132 SW 19" Ave. Unit 801
Portland, OR 97205



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov>
Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2014 8:24 PM

To: Guido/Ofiara family

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: oppose block 7 rezone

Thank you for your message. Since this involves a quasi-judicial process in which the Council will act
as final decision-makers except for any challenge to the Land Use Board of Appeals, | am not allowed
to comment on the content of your request outside of the public hearings process. | am copying the
Council Clerk so your comments are part of the official record for the case. | appreciate your
participation in the review of the application.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Guido/Ofiara family [mailto:cofiara@qwest.net]
Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2014 10:45 AM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: oppose block 7 rezone

Dear Commissioner Fritz,

We own property in Goose Hollow and are opposed to the MAC/Millcreek zone change request for block 7 and request
your support in refusing this request.

The MAC seeks to expand their parking onto block 7 for the private use of their members. Years ago they exchanged a
promise to not do this if allowed to build their current huge parking structure. Now they are back with a request to
change the rules in their favor in order to continue expansion of their use further into the residential portion of this
mixed use neighborhood.

The MAC is an exclusive club and their current administration is deaf to the requests of the residents of Goose Hollow to
develop their property in a manner that is in keeping with the master plan for development in the neighborhood.
1



Please maintain the balance of residential and commercial use in this critical inner city neighborhood and decline this
request by a private and exclusive club that does not represent the best interests of the City of Portland or the
neighborhood of Goose Hollow.

Sincerely,
Carolyn Ofiara and Annette Guido

1132 SW 19th
Portland, OR 97205



Parsons, Susan

From: Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2014 10:09 PM

To: Leslie Cagle

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Block 7

Thank you for your message. Since consideration of the Multnomah Athletic Club's application is a quasi-judicial
process, | am not allowed to comment outside of the public hearing process. | appreciate your input.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please avoid using added
fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably modify
policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868
with such requests or visit http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Leslie Cagle [mailto:lacagle@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2014 6:40 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Block 7

Dear Commissioner:

1 am a MAC member and a resident of Goose hollow. Please vote no on Block 7 re zoning. Parking is expensive and
unsightly. MAC members get 4 parking stickers for each member. If the MAC offered a no parking membership they
could decrease the need for parking and at the same time be more appealing to folks in the neighborhood. I'd
appreciate your help with this important vote.

Leslie Cagle, MD

Zip 97205

Sent from my iPhone



Parsons, Susan

From: Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2014 10:10 PM

To: Casey Milne

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Block 7

Dear Casey,

Thank you for your detailed message. Since consideration of the Multnomah Athletic Club's
application is a quasi-judicial process, | am not allowed to comment outside of the public hearing
process. | appreciate your thoughtful input.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please
avoid using added fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will
reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities.
Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868 with such requests or visit
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Casey Milne [mailto:casey.milne@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2014 1:28 PM

To: Commissioner Fritz

Cc: Casey Milne

Subject: Block 7

Greetings Commissioner Fritz,
My name is Casey Milne

I'm a Goose Hollow resident, 4th generation Oregonian, MAC
member and a Board member of GHFL. | am not however,
representing either MAC or GHFL today.

1



| respect and appreciate the job you have, the commitment you’ve
made and the challenges of leading Portland (and the central city)
into the future. It's complex and requires courage, clarity, vision and
heart. The purpose of this email is to share background information
on Block 7 and to ask for your support in defeating the MAC/Mill
Creek request for re-zoning.

It is clear the MAC Master Plan and historical commitments they
made to you and to the neighborhood are still in effect. They have
repeatedly committed to no additional parking south of the current
parking structure. Also, | have thoroughly researched, assessed
and reviewed all relevant materials (including the 12
Comprehensive Goals) and have identified 8 of the 12
comprehensive goals are “Clearly not met” (1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12),
2 are “On the whole not met” (4 & 5) and 2 are “Not clear” (9 & 11).
From an objective assessment this proposal should not be
approved.

Even more importantly there are additional key factors about the
Goose Hollow neighborhood that are essential in making this
decision.

« 80-90% of housing in Goose Hollow is rental

Goose Hollow has a very high % of low income residents

We have a high % of seniors and few children

We have very low % family owned housing

Goose Hollow has been designated park deprived

We have the added challenges of MAC special events & stadium
events

« Goose Hollow has been dissected by freeways

2



« The neighborhood is impacted by PSU and MAX

« Over 40 of our historic homes have been demolished...and more
are on the chopping block.

» This proposal does nothing to move Goose Hollow to more
diverse housing as called for and needed to become more
vibrant and sustainable.

« Given the high number of seniors and special need residents,
safety must be factored in.

« We need more cross walks on 20", Main and 19"...not more cars
and traffic.

Consider these challenges in helping us create a healthy
neighborhood. We want to attract families and increase home
ownership. To do this we need your help and Goose Hollow needs
to plan, review and support those policies and actions that
contribute to the ideal these comprehensive goals call for.

The parking spaces MAC calls for will increase traffic and not help
local businesses with MAC one-purpose visits. MAC visits to not
help our local businesses. On the other hand visitors that use MAX
do help the neighborhood economy.

| recently heard from fellow MAC members that they're having an
easier time finding parking since the new stickers were
implemented in April 2014. There are many approaches MAC can
make to continue that trend and I've offered to help (as have
others) identify acceptable options (both short and long term). Build
it and they will come is a scientific fact. The majority of MAC
members (70%) and neighbors (90+%) know additional parking is
not needed. The zone change to CX is not needed.

3



As for the 12-14 short term guest suites, MAC would do well to
work with our neighborhood hotel.....Hotel Deluxe, it's classy,
convenient and much less costly than developing Block 7.

Finally, I'm fine with the development of Block 7 and understand the
history of urban density. | also ask to factor in livability. Block 7
could contain a combination of housing options (townhouses and a
smaller condo that could support families) and still have a
significant green space, which the neighborhood desperately
needs. It's time to be creative and collaborative....support this
request. It’s the right thing to do to assure we have a legacy that
serves Portland in the long term.

Thank you,
Casey Milne
Goose Hollow resident

Principal, Milne & Associates

Milne & Associates
503 203-1025

fax 503 203-1026

503 830-4477 vox
casey.milne@comcast.net
www.milneassociateslic.com




Parsons, Susan

From: Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2014 10:10 PM

To: Home Gmail

Cc: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: RE: Block 7

Dear Beverly,

Thank you for your message. Since consideration of the Multnomah Athletic Club's application is a quasi-judicial
process, | am not allowed to comment outside of the public hearing process. | appreciate your input.

Amanda

Amanda Fritz
Commissioner, City of Portland

The City of Portland is a fragrance free workplace. To help me and others be able to breathe, please avoid using added
fragrances when visiting City offices.

To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of Portland will reasonably modify
policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with disabilities. Call 503-823-2036, TTY 503-823-6868

with such requests or visit http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bibs/article/454403

From: Home Gmail [mailto:bevschnabel@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 9:43 PM

To: Hales, Mayor

Cc: Commissioner Fritz

Subject: Block 7

Please do not rezone Block 7. | don't think the MAC Club should get ever more parking at the expense of the
neighborhood.

Beverly Schnabel
Portland 97205

Sent from my iPad





