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C 

an invitation to bring In the backhoes and decimate the traditional neighborhood 
character, historic housing and urban green spaces that the Comp Plan and the 
Residential Infill Project are charged with protecting. 

4) A thoughtful process is needed to judge the impacts of such a zone change on
neighborhoods. Each center should be considered on a case-by-case basis. Modeling
and analysis must occur, including infrastructure, parking, transit, and impact on
adjacent single dwelling areas before making a zone change to such large areas of the
city. {A related example; the City Council has decided to move very slowly to introduce
required deconstruction of demolished homes. The same cautlon must be applied to
this idea, even though, in this case, caution does not benefit developers.)

5) The City has apparently little interest or influence over the development of effective
public transportation. Without better transportation infrastructure it is unwise to
encourage such widespread Increases of density.

6) The Residential Infill Project has not completed its work regarding the scale and mass
of single-family houses. Code must be clear and transparent that much smaller houses
are the sustainable way of the future. Any proposed multi-family buildings in single­
family residential zones must be the same size overall as a single-family house in that
zone. Code for middle housing areas must include tight controls on scale and mass of
buildings to ensure that new construction is truly affordable for the majority of
Portlanders.

7) Before such a large area of the city is re-zoned, "middle housing" and the goals
around middle housing must be clearly and carefully defined. What is an "appropriate"
designated center? What size and price is "middle housing"?

This amendment moves too fast: let the Residential Infill Project complete its work. Do 
some thoughtful modeling. Do not let the profit-centered interests of the developers to 
build new structures drive the decisions of the City Council. 

Thank you for your careful consideration of our comments. 

Respectfully submitted, 

United Neighborhoods for Reform 
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P.O. Box 225 • Vancouver, WA 98666 

(360) 696-9870 • (503) 230-1414 • Fax (360) 696-8453 

E-mail: edhovee@edhovee.com 

Economic and Development Services 

 
 

MMEEMMOORRAANNDDUUMM  

To:  Mayor Hales and City Council 

From:  Eric Hovee - Principal 

Subject: Portland and Pattern Area Retail Demand and Sales Analysis 

Date:  April 22, 2016  

 

On April 14 and 20, I provided testimony to the City Council supporting Comprehensive Plan 

policies related to retail development (P60), a full spectrum of grocery stores (P44), and 

development regulations that transition over time (P51). By memorandum dated April 19, BPS 

staff responded to material I submitted at the initial April 14 City Council hearing titled Retail 

Performance by Pattern Area (as a draft document initially prepared January 14, 2016).  

The purpose of this memorandum is to respond to the BPS analysis with supplemental 

discussion which is requested to be made part of the open record. The April 19 BPS memo 

makes two overall points summarized with our response as follows:  

1) BPS staff does not think there is a need to amend the Economic Opportunities Analysis 

(EOA) to address retail capacity issues raised in testimony of Mark Whitlow and Eric 

Hovee on April 14 on behalf of the Retail Task Force (RTF) and International Council of 

Shopping Centers (ICSC).  

Response: While we raised the need for EOA revisions in earlier discussions with BPS, 

we have not made this request in oral testimony to the City Council as policy revisions 

(item #2) represent the greater RTF/ICSC priority for Council support. However, we ask 

that the written record include a request for Council consideration of substantive but 

minimal retail-related revisions to the EOA (per the Appendix to this memorandum).1 

2) BPS supports amending or adding policies to the Comprehensive Plan in support of 

retail development, especially grocery stores – but takes exception to our supporting 

retail analysis. 

Response: These policies have been requested by Commissioner Saltzman and are 

supported as part of the BPS staff recommendation which is most appreciated. 

However, we would also take this opportunity to respond to specific concerns raised by 

the BPS memorandum. 

The remainder of this memo provides additional detail regarding these two items.  
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11))  AAMMEENNDDIINNGG  TTHHEE  EEOOAA  

Reasons for requesting EOA amendments as manner proposed by the Appendix are three-fold: 

a) To establish the most succinct, yet clear linkage between supporting Comp Plan 

documentation and resulting retail-related policies as currently proposed – better 

assuring compliance with state Goal 9 requirements. Mark Whitlow has submitted 

testimony expressing the concern that rezoning away from general commercial (CG) will 

greatly reduce the supply of sites suitable for auto-accommodating retail, which is 

untenable when more 80% of trips outside the Central City are still made by automobile.  

For example, the City is required to include findings explaining how new proposed site 

development restrictions, such as those imposed with the Centers Main Street Overlay 

(CMSO), will not adversely impact its Goal 9 inventory. A related concern is that new site 

development constraints (as with the Mixed Use Zones proposal) will further undermine 

the buildable land/commercial supply analysis in the EOA. Commercially designated 

lands that currently support larger-format and value-oriented neighborhood commercial 

uses and drive-through facilities may no longer serve this function if proposed site 

development standards will prove either too physically constraining or too expensive for 

many lower-margin businesses – including grocery stores – to be feasibly sustainable.  

In effect, the City is proposing new and stringent site development standards that 

seriously limit the ability to the full range of neighborhood commercial uses – but 

without analyzing how such site development standards impact Portland’s new effective 

inventory of commercial land. In the absence of a revised inventory or appropriate 

policy guidance, the EOA appears vulnerable to falling short of the requirement that the 

plan accommodate “the widest range of retail” as defined by OAR 660-009-005(6).2 

b) To reference more detailed retail analysis than has been included with the EOA – the 

initial preparation of which dates to 2009. Of particular importance is the need to 

evaluate retail sales and leakage patterns by geographic (or “pattern areas”) of the city 

– as now proposed with Mixed Use Zones Project that will be considered by City Council 

following Comp Plan adoption – but not envisioned at the time the EOA retail analysis 

was conducted.  

Also relevant is the request to reference subsequent analysis for PDC indicating a “lack 

of available sites” for grocery stores. While it can be methodologically challenging to 

distinguish short term from long-term availability, this is an issue that nonetheless 

warrants Goal 9 consideration per OAR 660-009-0025(7). 

c) To occur concurrently with other EOA revisions being requested by BPS – while 

avoiding the need to have the EOA revised or amended in more comprehensive fashion. 

The relatively minor but substantive retail revisions being requested are consistent with 

though less significant than the EOA revisions being made by BPS to amend the Harbor 

forecast.  Our understanding is that while BPS would prefer to minimize EOA revisions, 

these requested retail-specific additions could readily be made if so directed by City 

Council.  
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There are at least two ways of addressing questions related to adequacy of the current EOA. 

One option would be delay Comp Plan adoption pending revision of the existing buildable land 

inventory to more directly assess supply suitable for grocery and other large format uses vis-à-

vis the proposed new mixed use zones. A second option is to proceed with Comp Plan adoption 

as now proposed – but with policies and EOA inclusions that provide clear guidance for 

subsequent implementation actions including Mixed Use Zone consideration. This second 

option meets with RTF/ICSC concurrence subject to appropriate policy and EOA safeguards.  

22))  RREETTAAIILL  LLEEAAKKAAGGEE  

There are a number of concerns related to our retail analysis that BPS raises with its April 19 

memorandum that can be addressed point-by-point. Before proceeding with this detailed 

discussion, it is important to first highlight a pivotal area of agreement between the retail 

analyses provided both by our firm and BPS, namely that:  

Both the BPS and Hovee analyses agree that there is grocery sales leakage when 

considered on a city-wide basis as well as for the east, west and inner pattern areas of 

the City. Because we use different data sources, estimates of the degree to which these 

pattern areas are under-retailed vary – but there is virtual 100% alignment on which 

areas of the City are underserved. This common finding provides clear empirical support 

for the retail policies that have been recommended by BPS and which we support for 

Council adoption (P44, P51, and P60)  

We now proceed to consider some of the areas of BPS concern in more detail.  

Different Data Sources. For this analysis, we have used the two of the most prominent 

private demographic and retail sales leakage data sources in the country: 

• BPS utilized ESRI – a firm best known for its geographic information system (GIS) 

software but which has become an important provider of location-specific demographic 

and economic data. 

• EDH utilized Nielsen – a firm perhaps best known at one time for television ratings but 

now (with the acquisition of Claritas) is a significant provider of customized market data.  

As with many private proprietary data bases, the internal economic modeling mechanics of ESRI 

and Nielsen are essentially a black box system, with specific modeling formulations not readily 

divulged. Both firms are somewhat more clear about the data sources and both appear to draw 

from similar sources of data. As defined by Nielsen (with data sets as we have provided to BPS): 

Nielsen's Retail Market Power data is derived from two major sources of information. 

The demand data is derived from the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CE Survey, or CEX), 

which is fielded by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). The supply data is derived 

from the Census of Retail Trade (CRT), which is made available by the U.S. Census. 

Additional data sources are incorporated to create both supply and demand estimates. 
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More detailed statements of Nielsen demographic and retail analytics are provided by the web 

site: http://www.tetrad.com/demographics/usa/nielsen/.  

Areas of potential divergence are that ESRI appears to place more reliance on Dun and 

Bradstreet business information than Nielsen while Nielsen appears to place greater reliance on 

American Community Survey (ACS) data of the U.S. Census Bureau for estimating household 

income.  

In any event, Nielsen estimates in-city consumer demand (and household incomes) to be higher 

than what ESRI estimates, while ESRI indicates actual spending in Portland to be higher than 

what is indicated by Nielsen modeling.  

If BPS is interested, we would be prepared to cooperate in a more detailed review of the data 

sources and methodologies used by both of these national data providers. In the absence of 

what might be a considerable research project, an alternative approach is to use the two retail 

analyses to bracket the likely range of potential retail performance and sales leakage in 

Portland. This is the approach taken with this memorandum.  

Overall Sales Leakage or Surplus? While both ESRI and Nielsen agree that Portland 

experiences sales leakage in grocery, there is disagreement between the data two sources as to 

whether Portland experiences net sales leakage or surplus when considered for all retail store 

types combined. Nielsen data indicates net leakage for all retail of 9% while BPS-cited ESRI 

figures indicate a net surplus of 10%.  

Our initial draft working paper on Retail Performance by Pattern Area (of 1-14-16) cited just the 

Nielsen figure, as we did not have the counterpart BPS-ESRI data at that time. Based on the 

combined sources, it is reasonable to say that while it is not clear whether Portland experiences 

overall net sales leakage or surplus, the City appears to be roughly in balance (with a range of 

about +/- 10%). 

Additional Sales/Leakage Caveats. Two additional items are of note:  

• Based on what we see with data in hand at this time, it also appears to be the case that 

any net positive retail contributions may be attributable primarily to Portland’s Central 

City area where sales far exceed what the Central City’s residential population alone 

supports. Based on Nielsen data, the other pattern areas of the city show overall sales 

leakage not just for grocery but for other retail sales categories. It would be helpful if 

BPS were to provide the data to confirm whether this is the case or not with ESRI data, 

as well. Note: BPS has provided leakage data by pattern area for grocery retail but does 

not provide this level of geographic detail for all retail store types combined (with its 

April 19 memo). 

• Our retail performance analysis indicates that about 18% of retail sales (especially large 

format) activity city-wide occurs outside of BPS defined pattern areas – primarily at 

Hayden Island/Meadows and Cascade Station. For total comparability, it would be 
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useful for BPS to provide ESRI estimates for this outside of pattern area geography – or 

indicate how these otherwise unaccounted for in-city retail sales have been allocated.  

Vacancy Rates & Rents. BPS analysis suggests that our findings of a higher vacancy rate and 

lower rents in East Portland are an indicator of retail space availability – also that something 

other than zoning capacity/land development is at work – most likely insufficient demand and 

business support. BPS further asserts that rather than rezoning more land for commercial retail, 

the solution is to “support business growth through programs like PDC’s Neighborhood 

Prosperity Initiative.” 

The BPS analysis appears to overlook three critical items: 

• There is more East Portland demand than supply evidenced by apparent sales leakage. 

With grocery, the deficiency is met in part by residents traveling elsewhere out-of-

distance to shop and by spending more at the nearby but less healthy convenience store 

alternative.  

• With lower East Portland incomes, unmet demand is evident but is not being adequately 

addressed by retailers operating at lower price points with discount stores or 

entrepreneurial startups that require lower cost space, operating at narrow profit 

margins. Design requirements that can be afforded in higher income, higher cost locales 

(as with the inner area) render development infeasible when development 

requirements and associated costs exceed what low rental rates will support.  

• PDC programs tend to be limited in scope, eligibility and funding availability. If these 

resources are to be viewed as a city-wide mechanism to fill the financial feasibility gap 

for grocery and other retail, further financial analysis should be provided with the EOA 

or other BPS analysis to demonstrate adequacy of resources required over the 20-year 

time horizon of the proposed Comprehensive Plan.  

In effect, the issue appears not to be one primarily of demand or even available financial 

incentives, but of supply. Zoning and associated development regulations do directly affect the 

supply of sites sized to the market with design standards and associated costs that either meet 

or exceed what area rents will support. For East Portland, addressing the pricing aspect of 

supply will prove instrumental to better taking care of unmet resident demand both in the near 

term and over the 20-year horizon of the Comprehensive Plan.  

Food Deserts. We would concur with much of the BPS discussion regarding difficulties faced 

by West Portland grocers due to topographical constraints. Resolving this will require much 

different approaches than in East Portland. Redevelopment with SW corridor high capacity 

transit may afford new opportunities but with recognition of continued need for auto 

accessibility for residents located away from major arterials on streets best accessed by car.  

The grocery map for parts of Inner and East Portland indicate grocery gaps that extend beyond 

the Parkrose and 122
nd

/Foster areas – with additional coverage gaps extending beyond the 1+ 

mile walking distance – as in inner Southeast and east of 122
nd

 Avenue. While reduced housing 
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density in East Portland may support less grocery retail than elsewhere in the city, further 

planning attention is suggested to better assure availability of adequately sized, auto-

accommodating and competitively priced sites in these underserved submarkets of the city. 

Buildable Land Inventory. Several responses to the BPS analysis are noted:  

• The 2011 PDC/Leland study is most useful at addressing short-term land availability and 

suitability (or lack thereof) for consistency with OAR 660-009-0025 (7), topics which are 

not well covered by the EOA.  

• Our firm was most directly involved with the buildable land inventory (BLI) with the 

initial EOA draft in 2009, less so with the 2012 EOA as adopted by City Council, and not 

at all with subsequent revisions including the August 2015 and March 2016 drafts. It also 

should be noted for the record that none of the City’s draft or adopted EOAs considered 

the wholesale conversion of all of the City’s commercial land to mixed use, both in the 

proposed comprehensive plan text and map and, again, in the text of the proposed 

Mixed Use Zones zoning code and related zoning map.   

• Of most significance is that the breakout of sites for pattern areas can be useful as a 

means of better evaluating realistic commercial development capacity with both this 

Comp Plan update and the Mixed Use Zones Project proposal. Of less utility is the April 

19 BPS breakout which is limited to less than three acre versus more than three acre 

sites. Based on prior discussions with BPS, RTF/ICSC interest is most focused on 3-10 

acre sites which are especially important for viable grocery development.  

Our understanding of the current BLI is that 3-10 acre neighborhood commercial sites 

are in extremely limited supply, meaning that land shortages will need to be offset by 

parcelization of larger 10 – 50+ acre properties – if suitable and feasible. The BPS 

analysis would be far more useful if: a) the inventory would be disaggregated to 

separate 3-10 acre sites from other size classes; and b) the inventory in this size class 

and the larger size classes were mapped to better ascertain locational suitability for 

retail development near- and long-term.   

CCOONNCCLLUUSSIIOONN  

The following observations are offered by way of summary: 

• RTF/ICSC may be in less disagreement about overall sales leakage than what the BPS 

report indicates. Given the two data sources now available, the range of retail 

performance city-wide could be anywhere +/- 10% net leakage or surplus – or roughly in 

balance.  

• Of greater importance for the policy discussion, both Hovee and BPS analysis indicates 

that Portland experiences net grocery sales leakage that warrants appropriate 

Comprehensive Plan retail-focused policies – across all pattern areas except the Central 

City. And our understanding is that RTF/ICSC and BPS staff are both in support of policy 

amendments P44, P51 and P60. 
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• Council adoption of the above policies plus RTF/ICSC requested denial of adoption of 

P32 (regarding drive-through facilities as also pivotal to providing the widest range of 

retail possible) represent the highest priorities for RTF/ICSC. We also strongly urge City 

Council consideration of refining the EOA as outlined by the Appendix to this 

memorandum. This approach assures a better linkage between Comp Plan supporting 

documentation and policy, as data rather than policy-driven, and as representing a path 

that offers less risk of Goal 9 non-compliance.  

• Whether now or subsequent to Comp Plan adoption (but prior to Mixed Use Zone 

adoption), we would urge BPS to refine and revise the buildable lands inventory as 

needed to better address proposed zoning changes and resulting retail suitability with 

transition from current general commercial to mixed use designations.  

Bottom line, RTF/ICSC is prepared to work with the Council and BPS with final Comp Plan policy 

and ensuing inventory refinements with Mixed Use Zone discussions – together with on-going 

plan monitoring post-adoption. 

Council and BPS considerations of this supplemental written testimony is most appreciated.  

 

c: Mark Whitlow, Perkins Coie LLP 

Ord. 187832, Vol. 1.3.B, page 3916



E.D. Hovee & Company, LLC for Mayor Hales and City Council: 

Portland and Pattern Area Retail Demand and Sales Analysis Page 8 

AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX..  RREETTAAIILL--RREELLAATTEEDD  RREEVVIISSIIOONNSS  TTOO  PPOORRTTLLAANNDD  EEOOAA  ((DDRRAAFFTT  22--2244--1166))  

As a result of meetings involving the Retail Task Force (RTF) and Oregon Government Relations 

Committee of the International Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC) with the City of Portland Bureau of 

Planning and Sustainability (BPS), policy revisions are proposed to strengthen Comprehensive Plan 

provisions to more clearly encourage grocery stores and retail development, especially in underserved 

areas of Portland. RTF/ICSC also recommends that the following minimal revisions be included with 

supporting documents of the City of Portland Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA), August 2015 draft.   

EOA Section 1 Trends Opportunities and Market Factors. The August 2015 EOA provides retail sales and 

leakage analysis based on now dated 2008 data at pages 60-67. Suggested for insertion (at page 62 of 

the Section 1 draft EOA document) is the following update paragraph: 

Updated retail sales and leakage data (as of 2015) confirms initial 2008 EOA analysis that that 

Portland generally appears adequately retailed, when considered for all retail sectors combined. 

This is due in large part to the high retail volumes of the Central City attracting spending from 

both City and non-City residents. However, much of Portland outside the Central City area 

experiences significant sales leakage with retail sales not fully serving resident demand. 2015 

retail sales data indicates that sales leakage is particularly pronounced for grocery stores, 

causing in-city residents to make longer trips outside of their immediate neighborhoods and 

even out of Portland to meet these daily needs.   

EOA Section 2/3 Employment Land Needs and Supply. Page 39 of the existing Section 2/3 EOA 

document notes that: “As with the Town Centers geography, most of the Neighborhood Commercial 

capacity is in smaller, underutilized, redevelopable sites.” Suggested clarification would read as follows: 

The ability to reduce sales leakage and better serve neighborhood business needs may be 

particularly limited for store types that require larger sites – as with grocery – and in parts of the 

city where building rents are not adequate to support redevelopment. Also noted is that more 

recent analysis conducted for PDC (Leland 2011) indicates that a current “lack of available sites” 

makes it difficult to facilitate grocery store development in underserved areas. 

EOA Section 4 – Community Choices. Introductory text to existing EOA discussion of Neighborhood 

Business Districts (EOA Section 4, page 29) describes the importance of these neighborhood business 

district geographies to the city. Either here or in conjunction with text related to the proposed policies 

regarding grocery stores and/or retail development, insert a new paragraph as follows: 

Serving unmet neighborhood retail and service needs. With the exception of Portland’s Central 

City area, retail needs generated by local residents are generally underserved, especially for 

grocery that often serves as a neighborhood business anchor use. Providing a diversity of goods 

and services that are convenient, affordable and accessible will better fulfill objectives of 20-

minute neighborhoods, reduced auto use, healthy food choices and improved resident livability. 

 

This listing of potential retail-related revisions to Portland EOA documentation has been prepared for the  

Retail Task Force (RTF) and Oregon Government Relations Committee of the International Council of 

Shopping Centers (ICSC) by the economic and development consulting firm E. D. Hovee & Company, LLC.  

For further information, contact firm principal Eric Hovee, phone: (503) 230-1414,  

email: ehovee@edhovee.com, or website: www.edhovee.com. 
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EENNDD  NNOOTTEESS  

                                                      
1
  By email dated February 29, 2016, Mark Whitlow transmitted the 1-page of Retail-Related Revisions to Portland EOA (draft 

of 2-24-16) to Steve Kountz and Tom Armstrong with the request that “we would like to continue (our) conversation about 

the need to amend the EOA in a very minor way as proposed by Eric Hovee in the attachment.  Please consider it, as we 

think it is an important factual base that should be in the EOA.” 

2
  As provided via email dated, April 6, 2016 from Mark Whitlow, Perkins Coie, LLP, to Tom Armstrong, BP: “… the City is 

required to include findings explaining how new proposed site development restrictions will not adversely impact its Goal 9 

inventory.  Such inventory must be preserved or expanded based on an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) that 

identifies the characteristics and types of “other employment uses” (OAR 660-009-0015), which are defined to include “all 

non-industrial employment activities including the widest range of retail, wholesale, service, non-profit, business 

headquarters, administrative and governmental employment activities.”  OAR 660-009-005(6).  In addition, the EOA must 

identify sites that are expected to accommodate employment growth based on the site characteristics typical of expected 

uses.  OAR 660-009-0015(2).  The resulting plan must base its inventory of employment lands, in part, on the site 

characteristics of the various employment uses expected to generate employment growth.  OAR 660-009-0025.  Stated 

plainly, the EOA must analyze the need for, and inventory of, “other employment” uses based on their particular site 

characteristics, and must provide for such sites in the resulting plan.   

 Goal 9, subparagraph 3, requires that the City’s inventory of suitable commercial sites be adequate not just in terms of total 

acreage, but also with regard to size, type, location, and service levels, to provide for a “variety of industrial and commercial 

uses consistent with the plan policies.”   Where a City adopts site design and development regulations that limit the 

feasibility of commercial uses on such affected properties, the City is obligated to demonstrate how it remains in 

compliance with the Goal 9 requirement for an adequate inventory of commercial sites.  Opus Development Corp. v. City of 

Eugene, 28 Or LUBA 670 (1995).  In the relatively recent case of Gunderson, LLC v. City of Portland (62 Or LUBA 403 (2011)), 

LUBA held that the City erred when adopting greenway regulations that, while they did not include express use restrictions, 

effectively converted industrial land to open space due by imposing extremely restrictive site development requirements.  

LUBA also found fault with the City’s EOA because it categorized industrial uses by their geographical distribution rather 

than by site characteristics.  Id. at 418.   

 The City’s current EOA and its proposed amendments appears to take the same approach that LUBA rejected in Gunderson 

(I should note that the 2012 EOA was developed prior to the proposed zoning code amendments and therefore would not 

reasonably have evaluated such impacts).  Even if the City decides to restrict the development of a certain type of 

commercial use, such as large format retail, it must at least demonstrate that it considered the impact on such retail uses 

before enacting such restrictions, and must demonstrate that it retains a sufficient supply of Goal 9 land, considering site 

characteristics, notwithstanding such restrictions.  Home Depot v. City of Portland, 37 Or LUBA 870 (2000).  As we 

discussed, the City’s enactment of very stringent site development restrictions that would limit several commercial uses, 

including large format commercial and drive-throughs, was not critically evaluated in the of City’s draft EOA .  Thus, the City 

has failed to demonstrate that such site development restrictions will not adversely impact its supply of Goal 9 land, based 

on the site characteristics of certain use categories. “  

 

 

This review of Portland and Pattern Area Retail Demand and Sales Analysis has been prepared for RTF/ICSC 

by the economic and development consulting firm E. D. Hovee & Company, LLC with input from Perkins 

Coie, LLP. . On behalf of the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability E. D. Hovee was responsible for initial 

drafting of the City of Portland Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) in 2008-2009, with updated analysis 

made as part of the EOA document adopted by Portland City Council in 2012. E. D. Hovee has not been 

directly involved with the more recent EOA draft documents dated August 2015 and March 2016.  

 

Since 1984, E. D. Hovee has provided economic and development consulting services for a range of 

public, non-profit and private clients – focused in the states of Oregon and Washington. In addition to 

Portland, EOAs and related Goal 9 analyses have been prepared for communities as diverse as Beaverton, 

McMInnville, Cascade Locks, Wilsonville, Forest Grove, Hood River County, Medford, Phoenix, and Ashland.  

E. D. Hovee has also conducted assignments elsewhere across the U.S. – particularly with respect to 

downtown/neighborhood business district revitalization and transit supportive development.  
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733 SW 2nd Ave., Suite 200    Portland, OR  97204    503-274-0211   Fax 503-274-0985 
 

 

Mayor Charles Hales      April 22, 2016 
Portland City Council 
c/o Council Clerk      VIA EMAIL 
1221 SW 4th Avenue, Room 130 
Portland, OR  972014 

Re: 2035 Comprehensive Plan Testimony  

Dear Mayor Hales and Council Members: 

This letter supplements my January 4th letter and verbal testimony on April 14th.  As stated at the 
hearing, I urge you to: oppose P32 the proposed policy on drive-thrus; support P44 on grocery stores; 
support P51 the proposed policy to consider the market when proposing new development regulations; 
and support P60 the proposed policy to provide an adequate supply of land for all types of retail. 

CRA represents great retailers including higher end grocers and larger format grocers selling more 
affordable goods.  Grocery operators need auto-accommodating commercial sites of sufficient size in 
convenient locations with good auto and transit access to satisfy “the widest range of retail” from upper 
end to value-based grocery.  People need a wide range of goods to truly make Portland a complete 
community.  If they can not get what they want in Portland evidence shows they will travel to the 
suburbs or outer regions of Portland to get what they need.  This adds unnecessary trips and 
disadvantages those without cars or direct transit access who then resort to unhealthy food choices. 

Appropriate zoning for grocery stores would allow traditional horizontal development, drive-thrus, 
ample off-street parking and convenient access.  There are few, if any, undeveloped sites in Portland that 
are large enough with appropriate zoning to accommodate traditional grocery stores.   The problem is 
particularly acute with larger format affordable grocers.  Larger format discount grocery customers 
typically travel from a greater distance and stay longer thus requiring more parking.  Preferred parking 
ratios are at least 4 spaces per 1,000 sf of building and preferable 5 spaces per 1,000 sf.  They have 
lower profit margins in order to offer lower prices.  They can not afford higher land values, expensive 
design requirements and especially structured parking.  A 50,000 sf store needs around 5 acres for 
parking, circulation, pedestrian connections and landscaping.  Hopefully these new comprehensive plan 
policies will lead to more appropriate sites.  Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

 
Robert L. LeFeber, Principal Broker 
cc: Tom Anderson, Eric Engstrom, and Susan Anderson. BPS 
 RTF/ICSC GR Committee 
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