
-----Original Message----- 
From: Anthony Schaefer [mailto:agschiro13@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2016 3:22 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed use zoning 
 
Dear sirs,  
I am writing today as a concerned citizen of SE Portland. I have lived in SE PORTLAND for 34 of the last 
38 years. Many changes have occurred to our city , som good some not so. I believe that increased 
density must be accommodated in order to maintain a live able city. Community citizen input is vital to 
provide appropriate density and preserve the qualities of our city that make it so live able.  
Mixed use zoning plans need amending to appropriately empower the community to have input on local 
development. To that end I ask the following: 
1. Restore residential FAR requirements for mixed use bldg. 
 
2. Incorporate the division design guidelines into the division st plan expanded to the Division main st 
plan boundaries. 
 
3. Support Vintage low rise preservation.  
 
4. Require quadrant design review. Community based review. 
 
5. Create a SE area plan. 
 
These 5 points need to occur now and should be incorporated during the current review.  
 
I wish to live in a beautiful city , one populated with a diverse citizenship. A city that can 
accommodate both those here now and the many to come. These changes will provide balance to 
growth and preservation.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Dr. Anthony Schaefer DC 
5037532856 
4511 SE Hawthorne blvd 
Portland, Or 97215 
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Ben Earle 
5524 NE 30th Ave.        503-680-8322 
Portland, OR 97211  ben.earle@comcast.net 

City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
Attn: Mixed Use Zones Project 
1900 SW 4th Ave., Suite 7100 
Portland, OR 97201 
psc@portlandoregon.gov 

Mixed Use Zones Project - Proposed Draft Comments

May 24th, 2016 

Dear Planning & Sustainability Commission Members, 

First, you should know that though I am submitting these comments as a private citizen, I have become active over the 
past year with a variety of both residential and mixed use land use related concerns at the neighborhood level and have 
been serving as Secretary of the Land Use & Transportation Committee (LUTC) for the Concordia Neighborhood 
Association (CNA) since February 2015. I was also asked by DRAC Chair Maryhelen Kincaid and ReStore Oregon’s then 
Sr. Field Programs Manager Brandon Spencer-Hartle – he has recently become the City of Portland’s Historic Resources 
Program Manager – to be CNA’s LUTC representative on the “Demo Tool Kit” Advisory Committee that developed 
guidelines to assist citizens and neighborhood associations in filing residential demolition delay extension applications. 

These comments are in response to comments posted April 22 on the MUZP MapApp by Michele Reeves on behalf of 
herself and an unidentified commercial property owner, who also posted remarks following Ms. Reeves’. 

I writing today to reiterate the importance of retaining the current planned CM1 designation for the “mini” commercial node 
at the intersection of NE 30th and Killingsworth. 

Brief History 

This CM1 designation came to be is that BPS specifically determined changing from the initial CM2, which was 
automatically assigned to all existing CS zoned properties in the first MUZP Draft, to CM1 was both appropriate and 
desirable for this corner after considering and agreeing with the reasons provided by the CNA LUTC at a meeting on 
August 18, 2015. 

Why CM1  

The most important reason for not changing the designation for this quaint yet vibrant intersection to CM2 is that its 
unique character of mixed retail, business, and residential use adjacent to a long-established classic Portland residential 
neighborhood, has grown organically and successfully and is exactly the type of location that the specific CM1 definition 
was established to both protect and nurture. A few of the key points are highlit below:

Commercial Mixed-Use 1 (CM1): This small-scale commercial mixed use zone is intended for sites in smaller mixed use 
nodes within lower density residential areas, as well as on neighborhood corridors, and at the edges of neighborhood 
centers, town centers and regional centers. The zone is also appropriate for key areas within neighborhood centers that 
have low-rise storefront character and where this scale is intended to be maintained. This zone allows a mix of 
commercial and residential uses. Buildings in this zone are generally expected to be up to three stories. Development is 
intended to be pedestrian-oriented and generally compatible with the scale of surrounding residentially zoned areas. 

This “singling out” designation is critical precisely because Killingsworth is a busy East-West corridor that this “in between” 
intersection with very particular type of alternate oriented North-South access via 30th to the surrounding well established 
residential community. This is a very different intersection than the more heavily travelled major ones at 42nd Ave., 33rd 
St., 15th Ave., and of course MLK Blvd., Williams & Vancouver, and Interstate. 

It is also essential to ensure the 35 ft / 3 story height limit and 85% coverage (not 50% as the online posted commenters 
erroneous base much of their argument on). 
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I strongly recommend that this CM1 designation is retained and let’s see how the area develops of the next few years -- It 
can always be upzoned to CM2 in the future but downzoning would be almost impossible. 

Thank you for your important work for the future of our city and for your serious consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Ben Earle 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: catherine dee [mailto:cathdee@msn.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2016 11:25 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Division street initiative 
 
Please stop demolishing existing homes. 
Parking spots for new condo and apt essential .  
Plan for avoiding congestion before building More greenspace. PLAn more greenspace when designing 
buildings. ie courtyard apts Restrict heights of buildings when neighborhood homes are 1-2 story homes 
 
Most important really listen to what people want and don't just say "Sorry the permits been 
issued.Nothing can be done". 
 
Catherine Dee 
3112 se 35th 
Portland 
97202 
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From: Charles Kingsley [mailto:chazkingsley@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2016 8:31 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: testimony on the Mixed Use Zoning 
 
I'm writing as one of the initial leaders of the Division Vision Coalition that has worked the past 
15 years to improve the quality of Division Main Street developments. I want to encourage you 
to vote yes on four pieces of the Mixed Use Zoning developments: 
 
1. Restore a Residential FAR Requirement for Mixed Use Buildings.  
Not counting  FAR in new buildings is creating many of the negatively perceived characteristics 
that has been the concern of community members including an overly box-like appearance, large 
blank walls, and significant shading, light overspill and privacy impacts on adjacent properties. 
I'm encouraging the City to fix this now and not wait until the Comp Plan approval timeline of 
2018. 
 
2. Division Plan District: Incorporate the new Division Design Guidelines  
The Community, in partnership with the Division Design Initiative, and a coalition of Division 
neighborhood and business associations would like to codify where possible: 
a)  The Division Design Guidelines be integrated into the “Division Plan District” in the 
new Mixed Use Zoning and  
b) The Division Plan District be extended to match the boundaries of the Division Main 
Street Plan (and the Division Design Guidelines) which extend from 11-60th. 
 
3. Support for Preservation of “Vintage” Low-Rise Commercial Areas 
 
4. Support for Design Review for main street developments 
None of the buildings on Division have had any Design Review by the City’s Design 
Commission and many are concerned we need more design tools to better help new development 
blend better within the existing fabric of Portland communities.  
 
Thank you for your interest and contributions,  
 
Charles Kingsley 
2747 SE 37th, Portland, 97202 
503-568-4044 
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May 22, 2016 
 
Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
1600 SW Fourth Avenue 
Portland Oregon 
 
Dear Commission Members: 
 

I was quite disturbed by Planning staff’s response to my question about the wholesale EX to CM3 
translation – that since housing is becoming a predominant use in the EX zone we should change the 
policy to match what the market is producing. I do not think that is appropriate planning – If our zoning 
is not successfully carrying out our policies, it is the zoning mechanisms that should be changed to 
support the policies, not the other way around. The CM3 zone will be quite successful in support of the 
policies in some EX zoned areas, but not in all of them. 

The EX zone has become a catch all zone, covering a wide variety of areas with differing characteristics. 
It grew out of the M3 zone, which before 1980 was typically placed in areas that were transitioning from 
housing to small scale industrial uses like the eastern edge of NW, the western portion of Elliot, and 
other similar areas around the City. Through many years of efforts, the housing in these areas was 
stabilized and balance reached. The rezoning to CM3 will change that balance   

The example I chose of St Johns was and is an appropriate example of the CM3 zone not being an 
appropriate fit. The St Johns Plan limits the proposed rezone area to 45’ in height (55’ with design 
review). By changing the zoning to CM3, the base height limit will be increased 10’, with the possibility 
of 75’ tall buildings when bonuses are used.  Does this fit the neighborhood plan? What views will be 
blocked by 75’ buildings? Would CM2 be a better match? I don’t know, but it should be looked at.  

Another area to look at is the Vancouver-Williams corridor which continues to have a successful mix of 
housing and small scale employment opportunities. Are we sure that we want this area to be converted 
to a multi-story housing district and lose the businesses which support the Central City? 

Staff heard early from NWDA about the misfit between the NW Policy Plan’s goals of job preservation 
and the CM3’s emphasis on housing, and they have responded by proposing EG1 zoning for part of the 
EX zoned area. While not a perfect fit, it will meet the plans job preservation goals and should be 
accepted.  

I worry, however, whether other similar areas have similar conflicts, but have not spoken up in the same 
effective manner as NWDA. I hope you will look more closely of at the differing characteristics of our 
present EX districts and not simply use CM3 as the default answer for all of them. 

 

Rick Michaelson 
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Doug Klotz       May 20, 2016 
1908 SE 35th Place 
Portland, OR  97214 
Corrected Comments on 10’ setback on Civic Corridors in Eastern and Western 
Neighborhoods 
 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Chair Schultz: 
 
Here’s some details on why the 10’ setback is a bad idea for commercial, on Civic 
Corridors in West and Outer East Portland. 
 
It causes the buildings to be further and further apart, reducing the chance that the street 
will feel like the sort of “outdoor room” that causes people to feel good about being there 
on foot.  These rights-of-way are already overly wide for city streets.  Here’s a 
comparison: 
 
Current Conditions on SE 122nd Ave.  The Right of Way is 90 feet wide, with 6 foot 
sidewalks. (SE Hawthorne, for comparison, is 70’ ROW) 

 
Building to building is 90 feet.   
 
 
As developed today. PBOT would require 6’ dedications, to get 12’ sidewalks 

 
Building to building would be 102 feet. 
 
With current MUZ proposal, an additional 10’ required setback beyond the 12’ sidewalks 

 
Building to Building would be 122 feet.  But is the pedestrian environment any better? 
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Here are some “closeups”: 
 
The current condition:              and the current 6’ dedication to get 12’ sidewalk 
 

         
 
What the 10’ MUZ setback would do;  and my alternative: 9’ dedication to get 15’walk 
 

            
 
Acknowledging Rick Michaelson’s comment Wednesday:   I am not advocating for a 
additional 10’ dedication to reach the 22’ setback from curb that the current proposal 
results in. 
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I believe the purposes of separating pedestrians from traffic and getting more green space 
can be satisfied by increasing PBOT’s required dedication by just 3’, so the public 
sidewalk will be 15’ wide instead of 12’,  which allows a wider, 5’ tree well, and bigger 
street trees. It could even include continuous planting strips near the curb.  Admittedly, 
this would have to be implemented by PBOT. 
 
I agree with a required setback where there is residential on these streets.  A 10’ 
minimum for residential-only buildings would be alright.  But I don’t think the 10’ 
additional space works well for retail and other commercial uses.  The proposed code 
only requires 50% of it to be paved, so planters and other construction could occupy that 
space.  So the result could be what I show below, which is not really a widening of the 
sidewalk.  The public space would still be 12’ wide.  There would be additional private, 
perhaps unusable space between this public area and the building, isolating the building 
from pedestrians.  
 
What proposal could result in: 
 

 
 
None of the 10’ is usable for circulation.  It’s only good to access the occasional entrance, 
and perhaps for café tables.  No one will window shop.  This does not promote an 
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“enclosed” street space, but widens the “outdoor room” created by adjacent buildings, 
and doesn’t get walkers any further from the busy street. 
 
As long is the Right of Way corridor itself is 12’, the tree wells can only be 4’ instead of 
5’, and the resulting trees will be smaller and not spread as wide as could be achieved in a 
15’ Right of Way corridor. 
 
Please remove the required 10’ setback for retail and commercial uses on the outer Civic 
Corridors. It could remain for residential-only buildings, although the wider perceived 
corridor is still a detriment to a pedestrian-friendly streetscape. 
 
Thank you. 
 

 
 
Doug  Klotz 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9463



From: adawson@juno.com [mailto:adawson@juno.com]  
Sent: Friday, May 20, 2016 3:14 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Zoning--Hosford-Abernethy, near SE 21st and Powell 
 
To the Planning and Sustainability Commission 
  
Re: Hosford-Abernethy, near SE 21st and Powell 

  
It may be noted that currently there are apartments to the north and west of this area.  Changing 
this zoning from R2.5 to R1, should it be developed as such, will have the unintended 
consequence of turning an area with interspersed types of housing and a neighborhood feel into a 
large contiguous block of apartments.  As it stands now, whether one lives in a house or an 
apartment in this area, one simply lives in the area.  Once the area becomes primarily apartments, 
it becomes the place where people who cannot afford houses live, rather than just where people 
live.   
  
Sincerely submitted, 
  
Angel Dawson & Louis Hodes 
3106 SE 19th Ave 
Portland OR 97202 
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From: adawson@juno.com [mailto:adawson@juno.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 10:29 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Zoning--Hosford-Abernethy, near 21st and Powell 
 
To the Planning and Sustainability Commission: 
  
Re: Hosford-Abernethy, near SE 21st and Powell. 
  
We are writing to request that our existing zoning of R2.5 not be changed to R1. Our property, 
3106 SE 19th Ave, is zoned R2.5. We feel this is the appropriate designation. The proposed 
zoning identified in the Residential and Open Space Zoning Map is R1. 
  
The justification for this is proximity to amenities and services. Yes, this area is within ¼ mile of 
the SE17th/Rhine Station on the Max Orange Line, but, just barely and the effort required to 
cross Powell Boulevard makes it uncommon that the Rhine Station is the station used by those in 
this neighborhood. Further, there are a number of other properties within this ¼ mile proximity 
that would remain zoned R2.5. 
  
The next justification given is infrastructure availability. Again, most of the other properties 
within the area have the same availability and retain their R2.5 zoning. Further, I believe that 
some of the properties on this block, those facing SE 20th Avenue, actually do not have sufficient 
infrastructure to support R1 zoning. 
  
Again, stating that this area is adjacent to an employment area, is nothing different from the 
many properties around us zoned R2.5. 
  
Under additional factors considered, is given the fact that to the north and the west there are 
apartments (R1). It should be noted, though, that this immediate area, as built up, is very stable. 
The mix of single dwelling units with multiple dwelling units is part of the reason for that. 
  
Further, these smaller, single dwelling units are suitable for raising families within the city, 
unlike R1 zoning. There are few families whose ideal is to raise children without yards and have 
little if any place for grandparents to garden. 
  
One of the goals of the Comprehensive Plan Update is to allow the continuation of the residential 
scale and characteristics of Portland’s residential neighborhoods. Maintaining the R2.5 zoning of 
our property allows such a continuation and is in keeping with the goal of affordable middle 
housing. 
  
The Hosford-Abernethy Neighborhood Action Plan desires to encourage the improvement and 
maintenance of residential properties, especially those that are non-owner occupied (Objective 
2.1) and protect the fragile residential area within which our property lies. We feel that the R2.5 
zone does this better than an R1 zone would. This very specific area has a higher percentage of 
non-owner occupied homes than the citywide average. 
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We have spoken with our neighbors and there is agreement that R2.5 zoning suits this stable 
block much better than R1 zoning would. 
  
Again, we request that on our zoning remain R2.5 
  
Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 
  
Truly, 
Angel Dawson & Louis Hodes 
3106 SE 19th Ave 
Portland OR 97202 
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Planning and Sustainability Commission 

City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 

1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100, Portland, OR 97201 

 

Re: Woodstock Mixed-Use Zone Testimony 

 

The Mixed-Use Zoning project has recently proposed a map change that 
includes down-zoning commercial properties currently zoned CS in the 
core of Woodstock’s business district from current CS zone to CM1 (a 
lateral move to the new Mixed Use Zone would be CM2). 

As a Woodstock community member, I ask that the Planning Commission 
recommend reversal of this decision and exempt Woodstock in this 
downzoning plan. A zone change less than the most equivalent to current 
zoning diminishes property rights of the local commercial property 
owners and limits opportunities for Woodstock’s growth and vitality. 

The Woodstock community has worked together to create a vision for our 
neighborhood. I wish to voice that this decision was not based on our 
vision and is not in line with Portland’s “20 minute neighborhood” goals. 

Therefore, I ask that current level of zoning be restored to the proposed 
map prior to these latest revisions and that there is consistent zoning in 
the core of the Woodstock Business District.  

Please add this to the record.  

Thank you,  

 

Name: Sherrie Wright     

Address: 4410 SE WOODSTOCK BLVD, PORTLAND OR 97206 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Mark Wheeler [mailto:mark@rootsrealty.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 9:17 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Greetings, 
 
I oppose the downzonings from CM-2 to CM-1 in the Low-Rise Commercial Storefront areas of Portland. 
We need more density in these areas, not less. Thank you. 
 
Mark Wheeler 
628 SE 58th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97215 
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Planning & Sustainability Commission Members: 

The University Park Neighborhood Association Board and Land Use Committee and the North Portland 
Land Use Group (comprising the Land Use Committee Chairs of the eleven neighborhood associations in 
the NPNS coalition) offer the following comments and recommendations: 

1) We request that the Health Overlay previously requested by NPLUG and University Park 
Neighborhood in January 2016 be applied to the Mixed Use cooridors and centers within North Portland, 
and perhaps City Wide.  This Health Overlay proposal is attached as a MS Word document, and below: 

Subject: Health Overlay Zone 

Introduction 

North Portland is a vibrant, diverse community of single and multi-family homes, commercial centers, 
and industrial preserves situated at the confluence of the Columbia and Willamette rivers. Our eleven 
neighborhoods face increasing growth and density in the coming years. The City of Portland 
Comprehensive Plan identifies inner neighborhood areas such as North Portland as ideal for increased 
density. The plan recognizes, however, that increased density carries with it the challenge of maintaining 
a healthy, connected city where residents have access to clean air, accessible green space, and vibrant 
employment centers.  

In order to meet the coming growth in our community without compromising the health and well being of 
our residents, North Portland’s neighborhood representatives recommend a health overlay zone. This zone 
applies specific land use, design, and monitoring requirements on new development in North Portland to 
mitigate negative health and safety impacts. The health overlay zone supports a vision along with goals 
and strategies outlined below that together preserve and enhance our way of life while accommodating 
new development in our community.  

Our community draws inspiration for our recommendations from two key sources. Portland’s 
comprehensive plan update, Policy 4.28.d, encourages design and land use patterns that mitigate negative 
air quality and noise impacts in Portland neighborhoods, especially near high vehicle traffic areas, and 
other sources of air pollution. Similarly, Portland’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) goals 1-4 aim to reduce 
the environmental impacts of new development through more sustainable land use and design principles. 

Vision 

A North Portland community that preserves and enhances the health and well being of its residents while 
accommodating growth and density needs. 

Goals 

To achieve our vision, North Portland’s neighborhoods propose the following three goals:  

●Better Air and Water Quality: Land use, design, and monitoring requirements that reduce or minimize 
the negative impact of future development on energy demand, air conditioning use, air pollution and 
greenhouse gas emissions, heat-related illness and mortality, and water quality. 

●Reduced Noise Pollution: Land use, design, and monitoring requirements that reduce or minimize the 
negative impact of future development on unwanted or distressing sound. 

●Increased Safety: Land use, design, and monitoring requirements that reduce or minimize the negative 
impact of future development on criminal activity and emergency preparedness. 
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Strategies 

Goals provide benchmarks by which to measure progress towards our vision. Each goal, however, is 
supported by specific, actionable strategies that residents, community leaders, and City of Portland staff 
can use to better our community. We provide an illustrative list of strategies below based on NPLUG 
discussions, but we expect individual neighborhood association meetings to generate and refine strategies 
to best fit our community vision. 

Better Air and Water Quality 

●Improve storm water management design standards for new developments ●Require air filtration in all 
new residential developments ●Improve ventilation requirements for new residential developments 
●Require building features that facilitate less energy use ●Require moisture-infiltration and ventilation 
features that reduce mold formation ●Eliminate exposure to harmful asbestos materials ●Install traffic-
calming, pedestrian, and bicycle features to minimize the use of single-occupancy vehicles (SOVs) 
●Install more and better transit infrastructure to encourage more energy-efficient transportation modes 
●Require low-emissions freight vehicles ●Preserve and build connections between existing green spaces 
●Plant trees that will help filter the air of carbon dioxide, harmful particulates, and other atmospheric 
contaminants in all new housing developments ●Install air-monitoring stations in North Portland 
neighborhoods[ Monitoring stations do not directly affect air quality, but do allow for on-going evaluation 
of air quality mitigation efforts.] 

Reduced Noise Pollution 

●Improve noise abatement design standards for new developments ●Install noise abatement walls or 
similar constructs between residential areas and freight corridors  

Increased Safety 

●Educate residents on emergency preparedness procedures ●Improve coordination between 
neighborhood organizations and Portland Police Bureau North Precinct services ●Improve coordination 
between neighborhood organizations and Portland Fire and Rescue ●Improve coordination with other 
neighborhood, city, county, and state emergency and safety preparedness groups 

Conclusion 

These goals and strategies support our community vision of a North Portland that accommodates future 
growth and density without compromising our health, safety, or well being. By incorporating these 
elements into the City of Portland comprehensive plan update, we may ensure our community is ready 
and capable of meeting future growth needs while guaranteeing existing and future residents enjoy a 
healthy, safe, and vibrant North Portland.     

2), The University Park Neighborhood Association Board and Land Use recommend that the Mixed Use 
designation be INCREASED in the Mid-Lombard Center to provide for 5 story buildings.  This would 
provide a mechanism to provide efficient and economical development of a commercial district. 

3) TDM should be required for all Mixed Use projects over 5 residential units 

4) The UPNA Board is pleased with the Mixed Use Project report in general. 

Thomas Karwaki 

Vice Chair, UPNA and Land Use Chair 

253.318.2075  
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From: Tom Brown [mailto:sellwoodbrown@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 3:16 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zone Testimony 
 
Dear PSC- 
  
My name is Tom Brown. This email follows my oral testimony provided to the PSC at the May 10, 2016 
public hearing regarding the Mixed Use Zone proposal. 
  
I would like to add the following points for the Commission’s consideration: 
  

1)      My family is the long-time owner of the properties located in Westmoreland at the Southwest corner of Milwaukie 
and Bybee, “Block 7” in the Westmoreland business district, bounded by Milwaukie, Bybee, Rural and 16th Avenue. The 
City’s proposed downzone from CS to CM1 affects the entire block of property owned by my family. 

2)      The properties referenced above and proposed for downzoning from CS to CM1 are all within one-half mile of the 
Milwaukie Light Rail Bybee Station. The Bybee Station Area is unique for light rail station areas because it is surrounded 
by a golf course, rail lines, and a park. Single family residential zoning surrounds the park and the golf course. Thus, the 
only area available for additional development within proximity to the light rail station area are those areas currently zoned 
CS, the very properties proposed for downzoning to CM1. The proposal to downzone the only property available for 
additional development and density in the light rail station area is not accompanied by a proposal for corresponding 
upzoning anywhere else in the light rail station area. The downzoning proposal runs counter to the planning completed for 
the Milwaukie light rail line and station area. 

3)      The properties proposed for downzoning are in the heart of the Westmoreland commercial district and are surrounded 
primarily by other commercial development. The proposal to downzone the core of the commercial district, but to leave 
the rest of the corridor that abuts directly against existing single family neighborhoods at a higher density runs counter to 
the City’s traditional zoning policy of stepping zoning down in order to buffer residential neighborhoods. The current 
proposal inverts the City’s normal zoning approach by allowing dense redevelopment adjacent to single family 
neighborhoods and reducing development potential in the commercial core. As mentioned in prior testimony, downzoning 
is the wrong tool to try to maintain neighborhood character. 

4)      I am the recent past President of the Sellwood Westmoreland Business Alliance. The Business Alliance was never 
notified or asked for input on the proposed change. The lack of outreach and public process by the City on the proposed 
major change to the zoning in the heart of the Sellwood Westmoreland business district really emphasizes the last-minute 
nature of this ill-considered proposal. It has not been fully vetted and should not move ahead at this time without broader 
input and additional work to refine the City’s approach. 

5)      The fact is that most of the buildings on the property affected by the downzoning proposal are very old and are near 
the end of their lifespan. Preservation of neighborhood character can be achieved without limiting growth by the careful 
development and application of design standards. The City’s proposal for downzoning does nothing, by itself, to assure 
that neighborhood character will be retained when redevelopment occurs. 

  
Rather that downzoning, the City should take the time to work with the entire community (residents 
and businesses) to develop design standards that help to preserve neighborhood character, while 
accommodating planned growth. Even if the City chooses to move ahead with downzoning some 
properties, properties such as those at the corner of Bybee and Milwaukie that are within one-half mile 
of a light rail station should not be included in the downzone. 
  
Tom Brown 
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May 17, 2016 
 
ATTN:  
Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
psc@portlandoregon.gov  
503-823-7700 
 
RE: Proposed Mixed Use Zoning 
Need protection for existing commercial properties in primarily residential neighborhood 
 
To: Portland Planning and Sustainability Commissioners 
Barry Manning 
 
On behalf of the SWHRL Neighborhood Association Board, I would like to express a concern 
about the proposed Mixed Use zoning.  
 
For primarily residential neighborhoods like SWHRL, which have little hope of being a “20-
minute” neighborhood, it is crucial to us to preserve what few commercial amenities we have. 
We have only one property on the hill zoned for a grocery* (property owner looking for new 
grocery tenant since Strohecker’s grocery closed), one café, open only for lunch and dinner, and 
a scattering of other shops or services.  
 
*NOTE: Commercial properties in SWHRL area to be CM1 
Strohecker’s property, 2855 SW Patton Rd., has overlying land use conditions limiting use to a 
grocery.  
 
Moreover, we have very limited transit – our one bus runs only during commuter hours, so that 
limits our ability to access stores and services in other neighborhoods. (Those commercial areas 
are at the bottom of our steep hill, so walking or biking back up – lugging purchases – is 
challenging indeed.) Our walkability score is very low. Perhaps the planners have not thought 
about some of the potential effects the new proposed Mixed Use zoning could have on such a 
community as ours. 
 
Please consider adding into the new Mixed-Use zoning some kind of protection for commercial- 
and transit-poor neighborhoods such as ours that would protect an existing commercial 
property from conversion to residential / multi-dwelling only. We can’t afford to lose the few 
vital amenities we have! 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Best regards, 
Nancy Seton, President/Land Use Chair, 
Southwest Hills Residential League (SWHRL) Neighborhood Association 
Phone: 503-224-3840 
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From: Schwab Mary Ann [mailto:e33maschwab@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 6:56 PM 
To: Ocken, Julie <Julie.Ocken@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Sunnyside Neighborhood established in 1888 has a Proud Past -- Bright Future (Friend just 
arrived, I leaving now for the Portland Building 7:15 p.m.) 
 
1888 PROUD PAST -- BRIGHT FUTURE is at risk.   
 

PSC Commissioners:  
 

My fear, the vacant lot North of 522 SE Peacock Lane is but the tip of the iceberg.   
Just learned Vic Remmer's has been serving on Commissioner Saltzman's newly 
formed key-stakeholder "in-the-middle" Residential Advisory Committee.   That 
Developer who planned to cut three sequoias in Eastmoreland.   So how can we 
prevent the Grinch from Stealing Christmas on Peacock Lane and and protect the 
character and charm of Sunnyside's trolley line corridor?  That depends on each of us, 
working with through city-wide partnerships and collaboration on so many 
levels.  Especially,now that the Legislature fast tracked approval of the SB1533 
inclusionary MFI 80%.  The proposed "in-the-middle bonuses incentives are 
complicated and appear to deliver little certain public benefit in exchange for  great 
massing of new construction.  I believe the proposed zoning "in-fill-middle" Developer's 
Bonus "by-right" 20 units, simply invalidates the Comp Plan 2035.   
Here is a link to the inclusionary zoning bill, SB 1533 
(https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2016R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/SB1533/Enrolled). If you want to 
find out more information on the bill, here is the main page on OLIS for SB 1533 
(https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2016R1/Measures/Overview/SB1533). From here, you can click on the 
“Analysis” and “Meeting Material/Exhibits” tabs for more information. 
  
Mayor Sam Adam's Portland Plan Draft: 
In 2007, I was one of seven citizens who testified.  What I found missing were the 
sections on public involvement and land-banking public school property 
in perpetuity.  Regrettably, within weeks, Title 34 was deluded, and the Mayor asked Gill 
Kelly to retire.    
 
Adopted by the City of Portland, Oregon on August 4, 2010,  City of Portland 
Public Involvement Principles  reads well on paper but lacks enforcement -- 
something Andre and Jeff referenced on May 10th.    City Bureaus, PDC, Port of 
Portland all work in silos, reporting only to City Council.    By passing PSC, one 
example where used as an X in the box, when AirB&B accessory short term 
rentals in 95 neighborhoods.    But what a cost to our housing stock, -- Andre' will 
never tell Mayor Hale's "I told you so."  https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/66547 
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Portland City government works best when community members and government work 
as partners. Effective public involvement is essential to achieve and sustain this 
partnership and the civic health of our city. This: 
␣ Ensures better City decisions that more effectively respond to the needs and 
priorities of the community. 
␣ Engages community members and community resources as part of the solution. 
␣ Engages the broader diversity of the community–especially people who have not 
been engaged in the past. 
␣ Increases public understanding of and support for public policies and programs. 
␣ Increases the legitimacy and accountability of government actions. 
These principles are intended to set out what the public can expect from city 
government, while retaining flexibility in the way individual city bureaus carry out their 
work. 
The following principles represent a road map to guide government officials and staff in 
establishing consistent, effective and high quality public involvement across Portland’s 
City government.   
 
High Schools' Status under Proposed Campus Institutional Zones 
Fast forward, I am deeply concerned knowing the camel's nose is under the tent, 
sleeping until the Comp Plan 2035 is approved by City Council. 
I no longer trust Portland Public Schools, who already have met in work-sessions 
behind closed doors last November/December, 2016. 
I have read the 148 pages, Campus Institutional Zoning Project, Early Implementation 
of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan  Proposed Draft - November 2015. 
Let's review both Hospitals on Marquam Hill and High Schools are also assigned 
Institutional Campus (IC) designation of the recommended Comprehensive Plan 
Map.  This is intended to be an interium measure until such time as a high school base 
zone or alternative regulator approach is developed in cooperation with high schools 
and relevant stakeholders. 
... Starting with Neighborhood Association Land Use and Committee members, Parents, 
Teachers, over potential Developers?   Industry?    
 
As a follow-up to my testimony this evening, please use the following link: 
  
Proposed Draft of Campus Institutional Zoning Project 
  
See boxed discussion of high schools on pg 6. 

•         Public and Private High schools over 10 acres in size are designated  on the recommended 
Comprehensive Plan as Institutional Campus (IC) 

See Table 150-1 Campus Institutional Zone Primary Uses  on pg. 35 
 

 Note that schools are “prohibited” uses in both the newly proposed CN1 and CN2 zones. 
•         They remain a “conditional use” in the existing Institutional Residential zone. This is no change 

from the existing zoning code. 
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Peacock Lane - History - 1925 American Building Magazine - 1920s. 
Kudos to Clair Coleman-Evans for sharing the Peacock Lane - History - 1925 American 
Building Magazine - 1920s.  on Facebook.   Like those copied herewith, I was disappointed 
knowing Commissioner Dan Saltzman was not able to intervene.  It's not looking good for 522 
SE Peacock lane.  Hales needs to stop this nonsense by calling a emergency "in-fill-middle" 
moratorium, until the Planning and Sustainability Commissioners have time to weight in on 
finding possible solutions to protect housing 
stock.     http://www.antiquehomestyle.com/primary-sources/american-builder/peacock-lane.htm 
 
 A 2002 code change, reflected today as PCC 33.445.510, is what allows owners of Inventory 
properties to request removal from the Inventory without delay or notification.  With deepest 
regrets, come summer when Bureau of Planning and Sustainability releasing their discussion draft 
of possible code language that may require delay and notification following an owner’s request to 
remove their property from the Inventory -- it will be tooooo late to prevent the Cinch from Stealing 
Christmas.   We can only hope, the  ORS 197.772 limits the City’s authority to protect Inventory 
properties or apply new local designations against the consent of an owner.   
 
Meanwhile, what can PSC and Portlander's do now to assist the Peacock Lane property owners 
to protect their 1925 circa -- English Cottage style. http://www.peacocklane.org  ?     
 
Peacock Lane: Sunnyside Land Use Update3d ago 
Jeff Cole from Sunnyside 

5  

 
Here's a quick update on the recent purchase of 522 SE Peacock Lane and proposed lot split with a 

new house to be built next to existing structure. This topic was discussed at a well attended Land 

Use meeting for Sunnyside this past Thursday night.  

 

Multnomah County public records show the new owner of 522 SE Peacock Lane as Fidelity Trust, 

16915 NE 40th Ave., Vancouver, WA 98686. This is to whom Portland Commissioner Dan Saltzman 

issued a letter on behalf of Peacock Lane residents (see pics). 

 

The Realtor representing the buyer at 522 Peacock Lane is Darryl Bodle II 

(http://www.darrylbodle.com/). The Realtor has provided the following information to Peacock Lane 

on behalf of the buyer: 

1) They decline a request for a meeting with residents of Peacock Lane 

2) They will not be residing at 522 Peacock Lane 
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3) 522 Peacock Lane will not be demolished. 

4) 522 Peacock Lane interior will be updated and then will be sold. 

5) All inquiries regarding the newly created vacant lot next to 522 Peacock Lane should be directed 

to Everett Custom Homes. 

 

Vic Remmers (Everett Custom Homes) has quoted a $350,000 price for purchasing the newly 

created lot; otherwise he will proceed with building a new home. 

 

There has been recent construction work at 522 SE Peacock lane to repair the sewer. No demolition 

permit has been applied for, and if it is, an automatic 35 day delay period will kick into action. The 

SNA board has pre-approved a demolition appeal should one be filed. 

 

Of note: nearly a quarter million folks visit the free Christmas Light show on Peacock Lane held 

every year over the holidays. Nearly all the buildings were designed by the same architect in the 

English Cottage style. http://www.peacocklane.org/ 

 

Thanks to everyone who attended this meeting, including many residents of Peacock Lane who 

provided much of this information.  

 

We'll try to keep everyone posted. 

 

Jeff Cole 

Sunnyside Neighborhood Association Land Use Co-Chair 
Edited 3d ago · Shared with Sunnyside + 8 nearby neighborhoods in General 
*** 

 
Mary Ann Schwab, Community Advocate 
605 SE 38th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97214-3203 
(503) 236-3522 
 

 
 

Peacock Lane is being threatened by demolition and infill. The street is looking for public support via 

this petition. Please take a moment to read what is happening and sign our petition. We are trying to 

save a nearly 80 year old tradition on a 100 year old street.  

Thank you. 

https://www.change.org/p/portland-mayor-... 

Portland Mayor Charlie Hales: Save Peacock Lane 
PETITIONING PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL Save Peacock Lane Peacock Lane in SE Por... 

CHANGE.ORG 
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17 May 2016

Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission
psc@portlandoregon.gov

Re: Mixed Use Zoning project amendments testimony

Dear Chair Katherine Schultz, members of the Commission

I wish to thank the Commission and the Department of Planning and Sustainability for this 
opportunity to (1) serve on the project advisory committee and (2) to submit comments 
regarding the package of amendments.

Amongst the many considerations in putting the package of materials before you, the ones I 
worked hardest to have incorporated included:
(1) requiring building facades to be articulated, that is not just be a flat surface the entire front 

surface for large, long building faces,
(2) Height scaled to the width of the street right-of-way so as to provide users with a less like 

'canyon' experience,
(3) Enabling active uses other than retail to occupy the ground floor of a complex.

The big disappointment in the final product was our inability to incorporate how low income 
(affordable) housing could be included in the package as an incentive for builders/developers. It 
seems that the the biggest impact in providing affordable housing is to reduce onsite parking, as 
much as $25-30,000 per space for structured parking. The owner needs to recoup that 
investment and the only way for that is to add it into the cost or rent of the unit. With that in mind 
fewer or zero onsite parking still requires at least frequent mass transit service, supports walking 
and biking as transport modes as well as working to achieve better health choices, supports the 
Town Center designation (of St Johns), helping to reduce human impacts on climate change. A 
word of caution in considering adding an additional floor to structures without tiering it back (to 
accommodate more affordable housing) is the impact it would have on the street scale, by 
allowing an additional floor as an incentive to include affordable housing would re-create the 
'canyon' feel that many persons who attended our meetings spoke against.

With respect to including affordable housing as part of the mixed use package I would ask that 
including it at the expense of requiring other amenities such as private and public plazas not be 
approved. All residents need both private and public space for rest, relaxation and recreation. It 
should not be at the expense of others needs.

Thank you again for this opportunity,

Respectfully,
Curt Schneider.              curt.j.schneider@gmail.com
6904 N Charleston AV
Resident of Cathedral Park/St Johns 97203

Cc: Barry Manning
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Hi Julie: 
 
Below is the complete testimony, with pictures, sent from a real computer and not a phone.  
 
Thank you for following up and allowing this correction. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Loulie Brown 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Sabin CDC, a non-profit affordable housing developer in Inner N/NE Portland, currently 
owns 3 apartment complexes that front on to NE Alberta St and NE Killingsworth that are 
slated to remain R-1 zoning (5025 NE 8th Ave, 5421 NE 14th Place, and 5010 NE 19th Ave), 
in spite of the fact that the adjacent zoning will be moving to CM-2 with the adoption of the 
new Comp Plan and associated Zoning Code.  
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CE ZONE & NON-CMSO
RECOMMENDATIONS

Portland, Oregon
LEGEND

Recommended CE Areas
Recommended CMSO removals
Proposed CMSO

Proposed Zones
CM1 - Mixed Commercial
CM2 - Commercial Mixed Use 2
CM3 - Commercial Mixed Use 3
CE - Commercial Employment

Current Zones
CG (If no hatch, changing to other comp plan desig.)

Traffic Classifications
Regional Trafficway
Regional Trafficway & Major City Traffic Street
Major City Traffic Street
Traffic Access Street
District Collector
Neighborhood Collector

Freight Classifications
Major Truck Street
Priority Truck Street

Date:  5/17/2016
File: CE Area Recommendations

Map Created By:  SHS
Project No: 2160034.00

1 inch = 2,700 feet

0 4,300 8,6002,150
Feet

SOURCE DATA:
Metro RLIS Lite Base Data, 
Aug 2014

GEOGRAPHIC PROJECTION:
NAD 83 HARN, Oregon North
Lambert Conformal Conic

2014 MACKENZIE      ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

33.130.030.D: 
The Commercial Employment (CE) zone 
is a medium-scale zone intended for sites along 
corridors with a Neighborhood Collector or higher traffic
classification, especially along civic  corridors that are 
also Major Truck Streets or Priority Truck Streets. This 
zone is generally not appropriate in designated centers,
except on a site that is currently developed in an auto-
oriented manner and urban scale development is not
economically feasible... 
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Section 33.130.215.C.1
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Section 33.266.130.C.3.b
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Section 33.130.242.B.3
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Section 33.130.230.B.2.d.
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From: Betsy [mailto:betsy.w.reese@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 10:38 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
To Planning and Sustainability Chair, Katherine Schultz: 
 
I oppose the downzoning from CM-2 to CM-1 proposed in the  
so-called Low-Rise Commercial Storefront areas of 35th to 37th on Division, and 35th to 38th on Hawthorne. 
 
We need greater urban density in order to provide more affordable housing close to transit and within walking 
or bicycling distance of jobs, schools, and amenities. 
 
Thank you for considering my testimony. 
 
Betsy Reese 
3221 SE Brooklyn St. 
Portland, OR  97202    
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TO:    Katherine Schultz 
  Planning and Sustainability Chair 
 
FROM: Linda and Tom Ralley 
  2615 SE 31st Avenue 
  Portland, OR  97202 
  Richmond Neighborhood 
  503-481-6431 
 
SUBJ: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
DATE: May 17, 2016 
 
 
Dear Ms Schultz: 
 
This will be very short.  We oppose the downsizing from CM-2 to CM-1 
proposed in the “Low Rise Commercial Storefront Areas” in the blocks SE 
33rd-SE 38th along SE Division. 
 
We own a home just off Division and have lived here for about 20 years.  
The changes we have seen along Division in the past few years have been 
extraordinary, needed, and wonderful.  The area is beginning to be the 
vibrant, pedestrian-friendly, easy to access community we want to live in.  
There needs to be an increase in density and this area along Division is the 
ideal location. 
 
We are not a “streetcar suburb.”  We are in the heart of Portland where 
people want to live with access to all kinds of transportation.  The area, the 
street needs the ability to build high for the benefit of the community, the 
future people who will come here and for the city of Portland. 
 
Thank you. 
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Oregon Walks ▪ P.O. Box 2252  ▪  Portland, OR 97208  ▪  oregonwalks.org  ▪  503- 223-1597 
 

 

 

 
 
 

May 17th, 2016 
 

Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
psc@portlandoregon.gov 
 
RE: Oregon Walks Comments on Mixed Use Zones Proposed Draft, March 2016 

Chair Schultz and Planning Commissioners:  

Oregon Walks advocates for safe and convenient conditions for walking in Oregon. We have reviewed 
the Proposed Draft Mixed Using Zoning and strongly support the provisions that emphasize the 
development of pedestrian friendly city by providing for a mix of land uses and development 
regulations in centers and corridors that make it easy, safe, and comfortable to walk or use transit to 
meet our daily needs.  

The continued restrictions on new Drive Through Facilities in section 33.130.260 will help reduce the 
negative effects that drive thoughs have on the pedestrian experience. Driveways generally create 
potential conflicts for users of the sidewalk because they are the locations where automobiles cross 
the pedestrian realm. Drive throughs, which generate significantly greater volumes of cars, present a 
greater danger to pedestrians.  

Likewise, Oregon Walks supports the increased requirements for GroundFloor Windows in the Mixed 
Use Zones, from 25% to 40% of the ground floor wall area. Groundfloor windows make a big 
difference for walking, giving pedestrians a view into stores and building lobbies, increasing visual 
interest and increasing personal safety by ensuring “eyes on the street” from those within the building.  

We are concerned, however, that the requirement for a 4’ high maximum for the bottom of windows is 
proposed to be removed from section 33.130.230, C. The windows must be at eye level to allow 
pedestrians to see into buildings, and to allow those inside to be able to see people on the outside, call 
for help when needed, as well as provide an interesting and varied pedestrian experience. Without a 
maximum bottom height, builders can set windows with their sills at 6 feet, say, and extending to 10 
feet height to achieve the required window area, without providing pedestrians a visual connection to 
the life inside the building.  

We welcome the additional window percentage requirements in the Mixed Use Zones proposal, and 
request a change in the draft proposed language requiring the windows be placed at a maximum 4’ 
bottom height to ensure that people are able to see in and out at eye level on any window assembly 
counting toward the standard. 

Thank you for your consideration,  

 

Lidwien Rahman  
Chair of Oregon Walks Plans & Projects Committee 
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PLanning and Sustainability Commission 
RE: Testimony on Mixed Use Zones Proposal 
Date: May 17, 2016 
 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Mixed Use Zoning Proposal.  It represents a 
great deal of very hard work on the part of staff, consultants and community volunteers and we 
are appreciative of the effort that has brought us to this point.  In addition to working with the 
DDI I am a long time officer and board member of the Hosford-Abernethy Neighborhood District 
Association or HAND, but I am not speaking on behalf of HAND since our neighborhood 
association will not meet until this evening. 
 
As Heather indicated, the Division Design Initiative (DDI) represents the ongoing work of 
another group of very dedicated volunteers and low bono consultants.  Because the Mixed Use 
Zones proposal must look at the entire city in its recommendations, it is difficult to tailor 
approaches like the “vintage, low rise commercial” to the needs and preferences of particular 
corridors. Since Division has functioned as a defacto learning lab for mixed use development 
along our corridors, the DDI has tried to focus attention on how development has been playing 
out on the ground.  Our recommendations try to address the opportunities the MUZ will create, 
the changes they will allow and whether familiar parts of neighborhoods are likely to disappear.  
 
In considering the DDI recommendations please remember they have emerged after extensive 
community involvement efforts. Over the past two years, the Division Design Initiative has 
engaged more than 1,000 community members in developing a vision for the future of Division. 
We have been listening to the community through extensive outreach and engagement 
including: 

 Facilitated 20+ public meetings, neighborhood design walking tours, community mapping 
events to identify key sites and special places, an open house, development workshop, and 
education forums. 

 Built and installed “idea boxes” at a variety of key spots along the corridor 
 Conducted community preference surveys on vision and design priorities in partnership with 

Portland State University and Architecture for Humanity  
 Developed policy research and design recommendations including: Top Ten Policy 

Recommendations for the City of Portland, RNA adopted Community Notification & 
Engagement Policy, and the Division Street design guidelines  

 Maintained a website with proposals and links to a variety of community resources. 
 
Our goal remains to be as transparent, inclusive and innovative as we can in addressing  
community concerns regarding affordability, displacement, density and design that we are 
hearing from all sides. 
 
Support for Good Design 
Although we usually think of good design as creating beauty, which to some people seems  
superficial and unimportant, I want to remind you that thoughtful design does so much more.  It 
recognizes and/or creates opportunities for greater sustainability and resilience, improved 
functionality, and a better use of existing, limited resources — whether it be the design of tiny 
houses, temporary shelter for our houseless neighbors, new affordable apartments, compatible 
infill slipping seamlessly into our single family neighborhoods or adaptive reuse and new growth 
along our commercial corridors.  Design and preservation efforts should not be seen as a luxury 
only available to wealthy areas and individuals, but as something that underlies all the work we 
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do as we grow our city. Design and adaptive reuse are critical to achieving our larger goals and 
we plan to continue to work with our neighbors and the City to find a middle path that can 
achieve affordability and density as well as good design.  We have draft design guidelines for 
Division that we hope will be of use for other streetcar era corridors and we count on the City to 
work with us to improve the community design standards and add new design tools to our 
toolkit. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Linda Nettekoven 
2018 SE Ladd Ave 
Portland, OR  97214 
 
 
 

PS I am opposed to Portland Public School's effort to rezone the 1.33 acres at 
the former Washington High School site.  The City has a first option to 
purchase on the acreage ...but has yet to act.  This land was never intended for 
a huge development and only became RH (instead of R1) because another 
building was torn down downtown years ago and the density was transferred 
to that site...rather than staying downtown. 
 
I join the SEUL Land Use Committee (of which I am a member) and Board in 
opposing the upzoning which would lead to development of the site.  This open 
space is needed for the future..especially in light of the allowable increase in 
density expected in that area and the potential needs of the long planned, 
future community center..which Inner SE really needs.  This is a critical 
opportunity to provide needed recreational uses to support a planned for 
increase in population. 
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DLCD 
Director Jim Rue, jim.rue@state.or.us 
 
Portland City Council 
Mayor Charlie Hales, mayorcharliehales@portlandoregon.gov  
Commissioner Amanda Fritz, Amanda@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Nick Fish, nick@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Steve Novick, novick@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Dan Saltzman, dan@portlandoregon.gov 
 
Council Clerk , cputestimony@portlandoregon.gov  
1221 SW Fourth Avenue, Room 130  
Portland, Oregon 97204 
 
Chair PSC Katherine Schultz, psc@portlandoregon.gov 
Planning and Sustainability Commission, psc@portlandoregon.gov 
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100, 
Portland, OR 97201 

  
RE: 2035 Comprehensive Plan 
       PSC Hearings Mixed Use Project  
 
The Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission hearings on the 2035 Comprehensive Mixed 
Use Project needs to be postponed or the record needs to be left open at least 45 days until after the 
City Council adopts the 2035 Comprehensive Plan Policies and Mixed Use Project staff provides 
the citizens with the basic required information needed to analyze the effect of the project on their 
neighborhoods. Projections made over a year ago by the BPS staff on the changes the Mixed use 
Project would have on Multnomah Neighborhood showed a 28 % increase in capacity. The Mixed 
Use Project has significantly changed since the projections were made and the Multnomah 
Neighborhood Association has not received needed information to determine the effect of the 
Mixed Use Project will have on the neighborhood. Below is an email exchange showing that needed 
information will not be available until after City Council adopts the Comprehensive Plan Policies 
and it is unclear how the amendments will affect  the Mixed Use Project 
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/569929. The hearings for the Comprehensive Plan have 
been put on a fast track, basic information is not being provided and there is not enough time for 
citizens, neighborhood associations and neighborhood coalitions to respond to plan for the long 
term future growth of the city. Provisions of Goal 1, Metro’s citizen involvement polices, the 
existing Comprehensive Plan and the city code are not being followed.  
Please add these to the record. 

Thank you, 

James F. Peterson 
Multnomah 
Land Use Chair 
2502 SW Multnomah Blvd 
Portland, Oregon 97219 
 

cc: City Auditor, La Vonne Griffin-Valade, LaVonne@portlandoregon.gov 
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From: Barry.Manning@portlandoregon.gov 
To: mnalanduse@swni.org 
CC: Joan.Frederiksen@portlandoregon.gov; Eric.Engstrom@portlandoregon.gov 
Subject: RE: Mixed Use Project 
Date: Fri, 8 Apr 2016 19:02:24 +0000 
 

Hi Mr. Peterson: 

  

BPS has not yet finalized capacity modeling on the proposed zoning.  We will be doing that soon, but are 
waiting on final City Council plan amendment outcomes before we do so.  It will probably be May before 
this happens. I will follow up when we have that information and will also look back at my meeting notes 
regarding any additional analysis/information we have for Multnomah Village. 

  

On the topic of the Low-rise Storefront Area proposal that led to CM1 zoning in selected neighborhood 
centers, please refer to the Proposed Draft (https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/70425), specifically 
pages 40, 41 (building scale issues), 43, and implementing code on pages 228-229.  For additional 
background you should also review the slideshow we presented to the Project Advisory Committee in 
January, as well as the notes from that meeting 

  

1/20/16 PAC Meeting Presentation:  https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/562090 

1/20/16 PAC Meeting Notes: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/572097  

  

Please give me a call if you wish to discuss the Mixed Use Zones Proposed Draft 
(https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/70425);  I will follow up with additional information on the 
modeling (or work with Joan on this) as soon as we have that information. 

  

Thanks. 

  

Barry 
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Barry Manning | Senior Planner 

Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 

1900 SW 4th Avenue #7100, Portland, OR  97201 

503.823.7965 (p) | 503.823.7800 (f) 

barry.manning@portlandoregon.gov 

From: customwoodworking@msn.com [mailto:customwoodworking@msn.com] On Behalf Of James 
Peterson 
Sent: Thursday, April 07, 2016 1:24 PM 
To: Manning, Barry <Barry.Manning@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: mnachair@gmail.com; martie sucec <martie.sucec@gmail.com>; Claire Coleman-Evan 
<eclaire27@comcast.net>; Michael Miliucci <michaelmcterry@hotmail.com>; Jan Wilson 
<jannett.wilson@gmail.com>; Frederiksen, Joan <Joan.Frederiksen@portlandoregon.gov>; Jim Redden 
<jredden@portlandtribune.com>; anne.debbaut@state.or.us 
Subject: Mixed Use Project 

  

Hi Barry 

  

You were going to forward  the analysis of the increase in capacity that is the outcome of the 
Mixed Use Project. Now that the project is going to the planning commission the numbers should 
have changed from the early analysis that Joan provided us some time ago. 

  

Some members of the MNA were at one of your recent meetings and it was stated that there had 
been some analysis of the Mixed Use Zones in the village. Please forward this is information 

  

Some of the CM2 in the village was change to CM1 please forward the policies and the analysis of 
staff that resulted in these changes. 

  

Thank you of your attention to this matter 

  

James Peterson 
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Please add these to the record. 

Thank you, 

James F. Peterson 
2502 SW Multnomah Blvd. 
Portland, Oregon 97219 
 

 

 

cc: City Auditor, La Vonne Griffin-Valade, LaVonne@portlandoregon.gov 
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From: Mastrantonio, Lori [mailto:LoriM@co.clackamas.or.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 6:51 PM 
To: Manning, Barry <Barry.Manning@portlandoregon.gov>; Planning and Sustainability Commission 
<psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
To:          The Planning and Sustainability Commission 
                Chair Schultz and Commissioners 
 
In addition to my letter submitted May 10, 2016 and my testimony at the PSC hearing of May 10, 2016 I 
am submitting the following noted below. 
 
I concur with Doug Klotz’s comments and analysis described in his email below explaining why the 
proposed downzoning to CM1 as part of the Mixed Use Zones Project draft which includes the area 
between SE 35th and SE 38th within the Hawthorne District is not supportable and actually not needed. 
 
As noted by Doug, “with the historic protections in place, and opportunities for more housing on 
several sites, this example shows that even well-known "vintage" districts are not necessarily 
appropriate for this Low-Rise Commercial Storefront downzoning scheme. There are 
opportunities to get needed density in this area without destroying any pre-war buildings, and 
which could actually enhance the district with needed residential vitality. The proposed 
downzoning is not needed and would be detrimental to many Comp Plan goals.” 
 
As mentioned in Ken Eiler’s letter dated May 16, 2016, the draft proposal does not allow the wholesale 
of goods and limits building height to three stories.  These new standards are problematic for a number 
of existing buildings.  If the city is supportive of increasing jobs, supporting businesses and the growth of 
existing businesses, and encouraging more housing density, then allowing up to four stories and 
allowing the wholesale of goods would help to meet those goals. 
 
Adjacent zoning of CM and R2.5 to the north of our property at 3621 and 3623 SE Hawthorne allows for 
building heights of 45’ and 35’ respectively.  The existing structure behind our building appears to be 
about 40-45’ in height.  Nearby residential units are higher than 35’ due to the way height is calculated 
and many are 40-45’ in height. 
 
I support the uses and heights allowed in the CS zone (current zoning of our property) and request that 
the PSC consider allowing four stories in any new overlay or zoning district proposed as part of this 
project. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Lori Meuser 
11426 SW Oak Creek Drive 
Portland, OR 97219 
 
503 293-6999 
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Proposed Rezoning of Property Located at 3621 and 3623 SE Hawthorne 

The current zone of this site is CS.  The proposed new zone is CM1.  The Public Notice I received 
indicated that this proposal to revise zoning was “developed by City planners based on feedback from a 
project advisory committee.”  I was told by City staff that this committee was actually split specifically 
regarding the height restriction that’s proposed and that there was not a clear majority supporting that 
particular restriction.  The existing building at 3621 and 3623 SE Hawthorne and property are quite small 
and the potential for redevelopment under the current zone is reasonable.  This is a single-story building 
1,980 square feet in size and the lot consists of 3,330 square feet.  The proposed new zoning 
substantially reduces the value and redevelopment potential of the site.  The significant adverse impacts 
of the new zone include but are not limited to the following: 

Current Zone-CS      New Zone-CM1 

Allows up to 4 stories      Limits height to 3 stories 

Retail Sales and Service-Limited     Retail Sales and Service-Allowed 

Vehicle Repair-Allowed      Vehicle Repair-Not Allowed 

Wholesale Sales-Allowed     Wholesale Sales-Not Allowed 

Height-45’ (Update allows bonus of 5 stories)   Height-35’ Max., No Bonus Options 

My understanding from staff is that neighbors object to 5 story buildings.  If this is the case, then 
redefine how the height is measured and limit the height to 4 stories.  It is not necessary to limit the 
height of a small section of Hawthorne to 3 stories to create a “main street”.  If 5 stories adversely 
impact nearby neighbors, then why would the City propose up to a maximum of 5 stories (e.g. if 
affordable housing is proposed another story is allowed)?  The designation of a maximum of 3 stories 
between SE 35th and 38th along Hawthorne appears to be capricious and arbitrary.  The City is proposing 
to take away our right to redevelop up to a 4 story building.  There doesn’t appear to be historic 
buildings in the area or a uniqueness to the existing development.  There are a number of 4 story 
buildings in the area.   

How does the appearance of up to 5 stories and then down to 3 stories for 3-4 blocks and then back up 
to 5 stories create a main street effect?  Old Town zoning allows much higher than 5 stories and I believe 
no height limit for a short section and yet it has a main street feel to it.  I would say that Hawthorne 
already has the main street feel with the current zoning.  The existing development includes a variety of 
heights and includes buildings that are 4 stories in height. 

Forcing the “core” area blocks to be dwarfed by up to 5 story buildings will result in less light and more 
shadows for those buildings.  In addition, the much taller buildings will look down on our development 
resulting in a lack of privacy and a “fish bowl” effect.  Allowing a combination of 4 to 5 stories results in 
less adverse impacts and provides more equity. 

Some of the other criteria staff cited to define the “core” area include predominantly pre-war buildings-
(many were built after the war, ours was built in 1956), buildings are built next to the sidewalk (most of 
the buildings are built next to the sidewalk now), and the buildings have a 0’ setback (most have 0’ 
setbacks now). 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9675



City staff indicated that there would be an opportunity to potentially receive a zone change from CM1 to 
CM2 (CM2 allows up to 4 stories) but this is misleading as it is very costly to apply for a zone change and 
obviously there is no guarantee of approval. 

I urge the Planning and Sustainability Commission to allow buildings up to 4 stories in height in the CM1 
district. 

I appreciate your consideration regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 

 

Lori Meuser 
11426 SW Oak Creek Drive 
Portland, OR 97219 

503 293-6999 

Meuser.lori@gmail.com  
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From: Tom McTighe [mailto:mctighe.tom@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 11:41 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 

Hi -  

Thanks for your hard work. I am on the board of the Richmond Neighborhood Association, but speak on 
my own behalf in this email.  

I oppose the downzonings from CM-2 to CM-1 that have been proposed for the "Low Rise Commercial 
Storefront areas" of 35th to 37th on Division, and 35th to 38th on Hawthorne. This will only make 
Portland's housing crisis worse, and goes against what planners concerned with affordability 
recommend.  

Please do not make it more difficult to build multistory, multifamily housing in the neighborhoods that 
need it most.  

Thanks, 

Tom McTighe 

3004 SE Brooklyn St. 
Portland, OR 97202 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Becky Luening [mailto:becky.pdx@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 10:15 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Date: May 17, 2016 
Attn: Planning and Sustainability Chair, Katherine Schultz 
 
Dear Ms. Schultz,  
 
I support of the proposal to downzone specific sections of SE Woodstock Boulevard from CM-2 to CM-1. 
When I participated in the Woodstock Charrette held in November 2014, I came away from that first 
large public meeting with the feeling that many people in our neighborhood (including myself) prefer 
to keep Woodstock low profile, i.e., retaining the feeling of a small-town neighborhood center, and for 
that reason I believe our main street is a good fit for "Low-Rise Commercial Storefront." 
 
To be fair, when development experts presented the pros and cons of various development options to 
the neighborhood, making a case for taller commercial buildings, neighbors were not entirely opposed, 
but weighed in strongly for mitigations such as setbacks and stepbacks, to minimize the impacts of 
taller developments. In my opinion, it's especially important to require such mitigations for any 
proposed new construction that will reach or surpass the height of the recently developed New Seasons 
market, for example.  
 
Commercial property owners may make the case that down zoning will take away the rights they have 
to build to a certain height dictated by current zoning, but it seems to me that, in order to give 
sufficient "loft" to the ground floor commercial spaces that we are told is best for creating vibrancy, a 
three-story building may still reach considerable height.  
 
Depending on orientation of new commercial buildings on Woodstock, the city should also have in place 
required mitigations (i.e. stepbacks) to minimize shade being thrown on residences that may exist on 
the back sides of those blocks. I would also encourage the city to institute basic usage restrictions, 
depending on a building's proximity to a residential zone, to minimize the noise and smoke nuisance 
that often accompany late-night eating and drinking establishments.  
 
I should also mention that in conversations about projected new commercial development on 
Woodstock, concerns that get raised again and again relate to increased traffic, parking, and the 
numerous unimproved roads close-in to our main street -- all of which are contributors to increased 
congestion on our boulevard.  
 
Finally, I believe it important to give neighbors the opportunity to comment on any planned major 
commercial development in their neighborhood. 
 
Rebecca Luening 
5209 SE 60th Ave 
Portland, OR 97206 
503-774-9197 
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From: Susan Lindsay [mailto:lindsays@pdx.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 4:21 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Opposition of PPS Requests for 14th and Morrison site...RH to CM 3 
 
Dear Chair Baugh and Fellow Planning and Sustainability Commissioners, 
 
I write in response to Portland Public Schools desire to effect a zoning change and large scale build out at a piece of 
property in the Buckman Neighborhood in the Washington High site. 
 
I ask you to deny this request. 
 
The City of Portland holds an option to buy for this 1.33 acre parcel and it is needed as available and very valuable open 
space in an area rapidly changing and will tremendous allowable infill potential. 
 
The neighborhood and nearby neighbors have had no contact from PPS about their interest to develop this open area with 
the exception of a brief and only attendance last year at a neighborhood association land use meeting which came about 
only at the behest of BPS.  They presented an rough and gross drawing of a large monolithic structure, and stated they did 
not intend to own the property or use it when developed. 
 
Other than that brief appearance, there has been no contact or effort on the part of PPS to connect with anyone about this 
parcel. 
 
During the work on the Inner SE Portland Community Center, this parcel was always identified as a valuable space that 
could be used with the center.  With the recent total destruction of St. Francis Park and the building of over 700 new 
housing units in the immediate area, open space is critical to acquire and maintain for the next generations. 
 
In time, much of the existing EXD of 11th and 12th Avenues, as well as on parts of Morrison and Belmont will contain 
new multi-floored, multi-family structures.  We need this space for parks and open space, in an area that no longer has any 
room to spare for recreation. 
 
Please deny this request and let the City act of acquiring it for the future. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Susan Lindsay 
625 SE 17th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

 
--  
Susan Lindsay 
 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9679



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9680



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9681



Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9682



From: David Kingston [mailto:dave.kingston@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 1:42 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Stockton, Marty <Marty.Stockton@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Testimony - Mixed Use Zones Project 

May 17, 2016 

Members of the Planning and Sustainability Commission, 

My name is David Kingston and I am the owner occupant at 4434 SE 26th ave, in SE Portland. 

As part of the Mixed Use Zones project, I am writing to urge the planning and sustainability to rezone my property 
as well as the ones at 4432 SE 28TH AVE, and 4435 SE 28TH PL in accordance with their current/new 
comprehensive plan designation of Mixed-Use Dispersed. 

Specifically, in order to allow for the growth anticipated for the Portland Metro Area and City of Portland while 
respecting the urban growth boundary, these properties should be zoned CE – which is a mixed use commercial 
employment zone. 

These properties are in a location that should be encouraging more infill.  Specifically they are: 

• •         Near transit, such as the recently completed Orange line, and the #17 bus line 
• •         Easy biking distance to the downtown core and the inner east side neighborhoods 
• •         Close to major employment centers such as OHSU 
• •         Near major educational centers such as Reed College, OHSU, NCNM and more 

Rezoning these properties is in character with the surrounding uses as they are nearly surrounded by Commercial 
uses and multi-family housing. 

Rezoning these properties to match the comprehensive plan designation also helps to fulfill the long term growth 
vision for the City of Portland of neighborhood commercial centers and main street corridors while preserving the 
charm of historic Portland.   

Rezoning as CE provides a myriad of advantages for the citizens of Portland, whether it be bike and transit friendly 
housing for students, broadening the housing opportunities to city residents, or small-scale neighborhood 
services.  This aligns with the decisions to rezone the abutting properties as CE. 

Lastly, as owner occupied properties, there is no risk of displacement of those occupants, which can help prevent 
any exacerbation of the housing emergency that Portland faces.  If anything, the rezoning can help mitigate that 
housing crisis in a small way and prevent the underutilization of this space. 

The level of activity in the neighborhood has already increased significantly from when the last comprehensive 
plan update was developed, and will undoubtedly continue to increase in the following years.  Taking this action 
now can help ensure that the Planning and Sustainability Commission continues its great work of setting the stage 
for a well-planned and sustainable Portland, for the residents of this neighborhood and the city as a whole. 

Thank you, 
David Kingston 
Owner-occupant at 4434 SE 26th ave, Portland, OR 97202 
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Ms. Katherine Schultz, Chair 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
City of Portland 
May 17, 2016 
Page 2 

37741-0002/130928416.3  

Killian has no current plans to redevelop the Tacoma Site and is happy to defer to community 
desires to retain the Tacoma Site as-is.  However, Killian questions whether down-zoning 
commercial corridors throughout the City is too blunt of a tool.  A corridor does not necessarily 
lose its character through the addition of buildings with greater heights and FAR.  Killian 
appreciates the competing goals of the City’s rezoning effort in which it is important both to 
safeguard recognized storefront corridors in the City’s commercial neighborhoods, and to 
appropriately zone commercial areas to encourage redevelopment and density.  We hope this 
balance can be struck without unnecessarily depressing development potential in commercial 
areas. 

 If the City moves forward with the Storefront Area regulations, Killian requests 
that the Tacoma Site’s down-zone to CM1 be removed for the following reasons:  

 First, as shown on Figure 1, the Tacoma Site’s predominate frontage is on SE Tacoma 
Street, which is an established commercial corridor and proposed for CM2 zoning.  As shown on 
the attached Figures 3 and 4, all of the retail establishments in the Tacoma Site’s current 
development face SE Tacoma Street and Killian anticipates that this will continue to be the case 
under a redevelopment scenario because of the increased commercial intensity along SE Tacoma 
Street.  Applying the more restrictive Storefront Area zoning to the Tacoma Site simply because 
it also has frontage along SE 13th will not cause redevelopment to front SE 13th or be designed 
to mimic its main street character.   

 Second, it is appropriate and consistent with the desired storefront character of SE 13th to 
have more intense development on corners where SE 13th fronts a more developed corridor like 
SE Tacoma Street.  Rezoning the Tacoma Site and other properties that front both Tacoma and 
13th to CM2 allow this more intensive development at a natural point along the SE 13th corridor.   

 Third, only one of the lots at the corner of 13th and Tacoma contains a building from the 
Streetcar Era (1950’s and before) which the Storefront Areas are designed to protect.  The 
development on the Tacoma Site was built in 2000 and does not have historic significance.  The 
remainder of the corridor does contain some Streetcar Era buildings but according to the Draft 
Low Rise Commercial Storefront Analysis has the lowest percentage of lots with Streetcar Era 
storefront buildings (52%) and ties for lowest percentage of street frontage with these buildings 
(50%).  This is considerably lower than the other proposed Storefront Areas, which typically 
have 70 percent or higher coverage with Streetcar Era buildings.   

 Fourth, the Tacoma Site is significantly under-developed.  As shown on the attached 
Figure 5, the Site contains a large surface parking lot that occupies half of its 13th Avenue 
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City of Portland 
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frontage.  Under the proposed CM1 zoning redevelopment is unlikely to be financially feasible 
or attractive, which will preserve the existing underutilization of the Site.   

 Finally, the MUZP proposes to split-zone the Tacoma Site CM1 and CM2.  The existing 
building on the property is located on both lots within the Site.  The City has a policy against 
split zoning sites and buildings and this should be considered when rezoning the Tacoma Site.   

McLoughlin Site 

The McLoughlin Site is currently zoned General Commercial (“CG”) and is proposed for 
rezoning to CE.  As shown on the attached Figures 6 and 7, the McLoughlin Site is primarily 
developed as a surface parking lot.  It is adjacent to a 24-Hour Fitness, other parking lots and 
various commercial uses.  The Site is not near more sensitive residential neighborhoods and has 
easy access to the MAX Orange line at the nearby SE 17th and Holgate MAX station, as well as 
frequent Tri-Met bus service on lines 17, 19, 30 and 70.  For these reasons, the approximately 
32,000 square foot McLoughlin Site is ideal for large-scale employment, housing, or mixed use 
development.  The proposed CE zoning will limit the Site to a base height of 45 feet and base 
FAR of 3:1, while the CM3 zone allows 65 feet of base height.  

According to the MUZP Section 33.130.030.D, the Site’s proposed CE zoning is intended to 
emphasize commercial and employment uses and allows for drive-through’s and auto-
accommodating uses.  In contrast, CM3 zoning is a large-scale zone intended for sites in high-
capacity transit station areas, and is not appropriate for sites where adjacent properties have 
single-dwelling residential zoning.  The McLoughlin Site is near the new MAX line and not 
adjacent to single-dwelling areas.  The Site is in an ideal location for additional density and CM3 
zoning will drive redevelopment that is unlikely to occur under the proposed CE zoning.  Killian 
has been approached by drive-through businesses with an interest in the McLaughlin Site, but 
hopes to instead redevelop the property to maximize density for employment, housing, or mixed 
uses.   

Killian acknowledges that the current version of the Comprehensive Plan adopted by City 
Council designates the McLoughlin Site Mixed Use Neighborhood, for which CM3 is not an 
allowed zone.  Killian requests that the Commission consider rezoning the Site to CM3 under the 
MUZP and request that the City Council reconcile the Comprehensive Plan discrepancy later in 
the planning process. 
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Killian appreciates the City’s competing tasks to respond to neighborhood concerns regarding 
higher density, while maximizing the investment in light rail and other infrastructure that should 
drive higher density in mixed-use areas.  Killian has no current plans to develop either the 
Tacoma or McLoughlin Sites at this time, but requests that the Commission consider rezoning 
both Sites to allow greater density.  Both Sites are located within commercial areas that can 
support greater heights and density than is currently proposed.  If the City wishes to see 
properties like these redeveloped within the 2035 planning horizon, additional density will 
encourage this in a way the proposed zoning will not. 

Thank you for your consideration of these requests. 

Very truly yours, 

 
Dana L. Krawczuk 

DLK:rsr 

cc: Mr. Noel Johnson (via email) 
Mr. Barry Manning (via email) 
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Figure 2: McLoughlin Site 
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Figure 3: Tacoma Site Frontage Along SE 13th Avenue 

 

 

Figure 4 - Tacoma Site Frontage Along SE Tacoma Street 
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Figure 5: Tacoma Site Aerial 
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Figure 6 McLoughlin Site Aerial 
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Figure 7: McLoughlin Site Development 
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From: Alan Kessler [mailto:alankessler@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 10:14 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: I Oppose Downzoning of "Low-Rise Commercial" Areas 
 
Dear Planning and Sustainability Chair, Katherine Schultz: 

I am a resident of the Richmond neighborhood and a member of the board of directors for the 
Richmond Neighborhood Association, though I am writing only on my own behalf.  
 
I wish to express my strong opposition to the proposed downzoning of so-called "Low-Rise 
Commercial Storefront Areas."  

As you are aware, the proposed CM1 zones are a political response to a coordinated attempt by 
certain citizens to reduce much-needed density on corridors in their neighborhood. This is bad 
policy. The corridors are intended to continue to develop into vibrant social spaces, with eyes on 
the street and rich opportunity for social contact. We should be promoting density and good 
urban design in these places as much as anywhere in the city. 

The proponents of this amendment claim that their intent is to preserve the "historic" 1- and 2-
story buildings: This is pretext.  
 
Limiting buildings to 3 stories will mean that when the older buildings are torn down, fewer 
homes will replace them than would under the original draft. If some of these buildings are 
historic assets, they should be listed on the federal register. Zoning is both ineffective and the 
incorrect tool for saving these buildings from demolition. 
 
Please reject this amendment. 

Best Regards, 
Alan Kessler 
2725 SE 36th Ave 
Portland, OR 97202 
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From: Tony Jordan [mailto:twjordan@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 11:18 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Chair Katherine Schutlz, 
 
Please accept the following testimony opposing downzoning on the "Low Rise Commercial Storefront 
areas." 
 
I live in the Sunnyside Neighborhood and enjoy frequenting the Hawthorne and Belmont commercial 
storefront areas for shopping and entertainment.  
 
I can empathize with concerns about some segments of these districts seeing demolitions and 
redevelopment, however, I feel that downzoning these vibrant centers of our main streets will do more 
harm than good.  
 
Historic preservation, where applicable, and incentives for maintaining the classic storefronts of some of 
these buildings would be more appropriate actions to save the look and feel of these low-rise 
commercial segments. 
 
Thank you, 
Tony Jordan 
4540 SE Yamhill St.  
Portland, OR 97215 
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Recommendations per RTF/ICSC participants Bob LeFeber of Commercial Realty Advisors, Joe Angel of 
Pacific Star, McDonald’s, Albertsons/Safeway, Dutch Bros Coffee, and Fred Meyer Stores. The 
recommendations are based on a review of the existing built environment, TSP traffic classifications, and 
the locational criteria of the CE Zone. These state that the CE zone is “…intended for sites along corridors 
with a Neighborhood Collector or higher traffic classification, especially along civic corridors that are 
also Major Truck Streets or Priority Truck Streets…” and is appropriate on “…a site that is currently 
developed in an auto-oriented manner and urban scale development is not economically feasible.” 

Recommended CE Areas 
1) N Richmond and Ivanhoe: The Safeway property at the SEC should be CE. 
2) N Lombard, between Tyler and Polk: The Grocery Outlet and Dollar Tree should be CE 

zoning.  
3) The Hayden Meadows Shopping Center: This area is currently proposed to be EG2, but was 

redeveloped with a number of large retail stores (Lowe’s, Dick’s, Walmart) and serves North 
Portland & Vancouver residents as well as travelers along the I-5 corridor. CE is most 
appropriate for the current use, and the area is anticipated to remain serving this purpose.  

4) N Lombard and Interstate: The Fred Meyer at the SEC, and the NEC and SWC corners should 
all be CE. The SWC has a very successful gas station. 

5) NE Ainsworth and MLK Blvd: At the SEC of Ainsworth you have a Safeway that should be CE, 
a Walgreen at the NEC that has a drive-thru. The NWC & SWC corner also have drive-
throughs. 

6) NE Killingsworth & 33rd Ave: At the SEC is a very successful New Seasons. These should be 
rezoned to CE so they can be rebuilt if necessary. 

7) NE Killingsworth & 42nd Ave: The NEC and the SEC should be zoned CE. There is a former 
grocery store on the NEC currently owned by PCC that could redevelop one day. 

8) NE Cully and 57th:  The Albertsons should be CE. 
9) NE Freemont and Sandy:  The Safeway at the SWC should be CE.  
10) NE Schuyler and 33rd: At the NWC is a QFC. This should be rezoned to CE so they can be 

rebuilt if necessary. 
11) SE Hawthorne and 39th Ave: Fred Meyer is at the NWC. This site unlikely to be torn down 

given its success, but could be rebuilt. 
12) Burnside and 55th Ave:  The SEC where QFC is should be CE. 
13) NE Glisan and 67th Ave:  The Fred Meyer at the NWC should be CE.  
14) SE Stark and 82nd Ave: The McDonalds at the NWC & gas station at the SWC should be CE.  
15) Burnside and 82nd Ave: The SWC has an old Safeway that was re-tenanted by an Asian 

market called Hong Phat. The CE zoning should continue to Ash.  
16) NE Halsey and 102nd Ave: The McDonald’s at the NEC should be CE. 
17) NE Glisan to SE Stark and 122nd Ave: At the SW Corner of 122nd and Glisan, where Safeway 

is located and the former Target has been re-tenanted, should be CE. Going South, on the 
Eastside of 122nd there are a number of car dealerships that are more likely to redevelop 
with CE zoning. At the corners of Stark and 122nd there are old shopping centers including a 
gas station, bank and Burgerville right on the corners. Part of this is CE, but all 4 corners 
should all be CE.  

18) SE Stark and 148th Ave:  There are old shopping centers that can be redeveloped at this 
corner. While the land was not CG before, it would be easier to redevelop as CE  

19) SE Stark and 162nd Ave: The old shopping center at the SW corner of Stark with Perry’s 
Dollar Store and neighboring automotive uses should be CE. 
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20) SE Powell Blvd and 39th Ave: At the corner of Powell you have Safeway at the SEC and the 
NEC is redeveloping to accommodate Natural Grocers. Both corners should be CE. 

21) SE Schiller St and 39th Ave: A very successful Trader Joes is at the NWC with Schiller, this 
area should be CE. 

22) SE Woodstock Blvd. between 43rd and 46th:  The Bi-Mart and Safeway should be CE zoned. 
It appears that the frontage of these lots may be CMSO too. 

23) SE Foster Rd and 67th Ave: The old shopping center at the SEC of 67th and Foster that used 
to have a grocery store should be CE down to 70th. 

24) SE Powell Blvd and 82nd Ave: The 4 corners of 82nd and Powell should all be zoned CE. 
There are a number of drive-throughs and the large shopping center on the NW corner 
recently had a vacant grocery store that was just re-tenanted with WinCo.  

25) SE Foster RD and 82nd Ave: The 4 corners should also be zoned CE and the CMSO overlay 
removed. There is a Fred Meyer at the NWC, Big 5 at the NEC (former Safeway) and several 
drive-throughs and gas stations in the area.  

26) SE Division and 122nd Ave: Where there are a number of older shopping centers, all of this 
should be CE. The largest center at the SW Corner is a well-maintained larger center with a 
Rite Aid and a closed Albertsons that was recently re-tenanted with a Grocery Outlet. The 
center also has a Burger King. The NEC has a gas station. These are appropriate for this node 
in this area and far more likely to be improved and re-tenanted with CE zoning.  

27) SE Division and 136th Ave: There are Dutch Bros and Dairy Queen drive-throughs on the SEC 
and a Drive in Diner on the SWC of the intersection that should be zoned CE. 

28) SW  Capital Hwy and Barbur Blvd: There is a Barbur Foods, Walgreens, an auto service 
center, gas station, McDonalds and other auto oriented uses. This area should be CE and the 
CMSO overlay removed. 

29) SW Barbur Blvd and Multnomah Blvd:  The Safeway should be CE. 
30) SW Barbur Blvd and Bertha Blvd:  The Fred Meyer should be CE. 
 

CMSO Removal Recommendations 
A) N Richmond and Ivanhoe: The CMSO within the proposed CE next to the Safeway at N 

Richmond and Ivanhoe should be removed. 
B) NE Killingsworth & 42nd Ave: The NEC and the SEC should be zoned CE. There is a former 

grocery store on the NEC currently owned by PCC that could redevelop one day. The CMSO 
within this CE should be removed.  

C) NE Cully and 57th:  The CMSO should be removed around the Albertsons on this corner. 
D) NE Freemont and Sandy:  The CMSO should be removed at the Safeway located on the SWC.  
E) SE Hawthorne and 39th Ave: The CMSO should be removed over the Fred Meyer at the 

NWC. 
F) SE Powell Blvd and 39th Ave: At the corner of Powell you have Safeway at the SEC and the 

NEC is redeveloping to accommodate Natural Grocers. The CMSO should be removed over 
both of these corners. 

G) SE Woodstock Blvd between 43rd and 46th: The frontage of the Bi-Mart and Safeway in this 
area both have a CMSO overlay that should be removed. 

H) SE Foster Rd and 82nd Ave: The CMSO overlay should be removed for all four corners of this 
intersection. There is a Fred Meyer at the NWC, Big 5 at the NEC (former Safeway) and 
several drive-throughs and gas stations in the area.  
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I) NE Glisan and 122nd Ave: At the SW Corner of 122nd and Glisan, where Safeway is located 
and the former Target has been re-tenanted, this are should have the CMSO overlay 
removed.  

J) SE Stark St and 122nd Ave: The CMSO should be removed at the corners of Stark and  
122nd, where there are old shopping centers including a gas station, bank and Burgerville 
right on the corners.  

K) SE Division St and 122nd Ave: Where there are a number of older shopping centers, all of 
this should have the CMSO overlay removed. The largest center at the SW Corner is a well-
maintained larger center with a Rite Aid and a closed Albertsons that was recently re-
tenanted with a Grocery Outlet. The center also has a Burger King. The NEC has a gas 
station. These are appropriate for this node in this area and far more likely to be improved 
and re-tenanted with CE zoning. 

L) SE Stark St and 148th Ave:  The CMSO overlay should be removed over this intersection. 
There are old shopping centers that can be redeveloped at this corner.  

M) SE Stark St and 162nd Ave:  The proposed CMSO dropped for the old shopping center at the 
SW corner of Stark with Perry’s Dollar Store and neighboring automotive uses.  

N) SE Division St and 162nd Ave: The intersection is proposed to be CE around the Ross,  
Rite Aid, Regal properties and other corners, but there is a proposed CMSO overlay. The 
overlay should be removed.  

O) SW Capital Hwy and Barbur Blvd: There is a Barbur Foods, Walgreens, an auto service 
center, gas station, McDonalds and other auto oriented uses. This area should have the 
CMSO overlay removed. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Adam Herstein [mailto:aherstein@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 8:17 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
I oppose the downzoning from CM2 to CM1 in commercial districts as it doesn't allow the city to meet 
its goals of more people living in walkable town center areas. 
 
Adam Herstein 
3115 SE 52nd Av  
Portland OR 97206  
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From: Marsha Hanchrow [mailto:m.hanchrow@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 10:20 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones testimony 
 
I just heard that an effort to discourage density and decrease allowable building heights in low rise 
commercial storefront areas is being voted on tonight.Neighborhood commercial streets, like 
Hawthorne and Division, need to be the solid neighborhood spines that they are trying to be. Please 
don't downzone them from CM-2 to CM-1. The warehouse look is not what anyone really wants. 
  
We can't prohibit density everywhere, so we should encourage it where it already wants to be.  
  
Thanks, 
  
Marsha Hanchrow 
1908 SE 35th Pl. 
Portland 97214 
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From: Brendon Haggerty [mailto:haggerb@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 7:06 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Commissioners, 
 
I am concerned about the low-rise commercial storefront provisions contained in the draft 
proposal. As both a resident on a block that would be affected by these provisions and a 
member of the Mixed Use Zoning Project Advisory Committee, I feel I have an especially 
informed perspective. There are four important reasons I think the low-rise commercial 
storefront provisions should not be advanced. 
 

1. Climate change is more important than cuteness. To meet our climate goals, we 
need to be promoting the low-carbon lifestyles afforded by higher density mixed-use 
development. Stifling development on our commercial corridors is irreconcilable with 
climate goals, as it disincentivizes sustainable growth in some of the areas best suited to 
accommodate it. 

 
2. This solution does not fix the problem. The characteristics that make our commercial 
corridors engaging and charming are not related to the building height; a new three-story 
building does not preserve the character of these corridors better than a new four-story 
building.  The things that draw us to those streets are continuous storefronts with lots of 
windows and frequent entrances, characteristics that can be provided by new construction as 
well as old. Those design characteristics are addressed elsewhere in the MUZ proposal, and I 
am confident that the proposal will create engaging pedestrian environments without the low-
rise commercial storefront provisions. 
 
3. The low-rise commercial storefront proposal slows progress on seismic 
resilience. This provision disincentivizes redevelopment of seismically vulnerable buildings. 
 
4. The public process for the low-rise commercial storefront proposal has been less 
robust than for other aspects of the MUZ proposal. I commend BPS staff on the proposal 
and the process that we worked on together over the last two years. It’s important that PSC 
commissioners know that while most of the process was robust and rigorous, the low-rise 
commercial storefront provisions were not discussed in as much depth as other parts of the 
MUZ proposal. These provisions were added just a few months ago, after most of the proposal 
was already in place. 
 
The low-rise commercial storefront proposal is in conflict with important planning goals. I urge 
you not to include it in your recommendation. 
 
Regards, 
Brendon Haggerty 
1720 SE 36th Ave 
Portland, OR 97214 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: marc gaudin [mailto:marcgdn@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 10:57 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed use Zone Testimony, Woodstock 
 
To whom it may concern, 
I have been land owner on Woodstock  street for 20 years. 
 
I am not in support of down zoning 7 properties in the Woodstock area. This is not fair to the land 
owners who loose value. It may also contribute to them not wanting to upgrade the property. It seems 
the planners are using a broad brush stroke that is not right for Woodstock. The Woodstock 
organizations do not support your most recent down zone. We never asked for it. Please take 
Woodstock out of the down zone and allow the owners what they deserve. 
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From: Shawn Morgan [mailto:mrshawnmorgan@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 4:06 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Brian Balla <brianballa@gmail.com> 
Subject: Proposed Foster Road Zoning Under Mixed-Use Zones Project 
 

May 17, 2016 
  

Foster-Powell Neighborhood Association  
4031 SE 74th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97206 
mrshawnmorgan@yahoo.com  
  
City of Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
1900 SW 4th Ave. #7100  
Portland, OR 97201 
  
RE: Proposed Foster Road Zoning Under Mixed-Use Zones Project  
  
Dear Commissioners, 
  
The current Mixed-Use Zone proposal calls for Commercial Mixed Use 1 (CM1) zoning on Foster Road 
between 63rd and 68th.  The Foster-Powell Neighborhood Association (FPNA) would like to express its 
support of the City’s efforts to preserve the existing character of the one and two story “street car era” 
buildings within that corridor.  A small number of residents and business owners have expressed concerns 
that limiting the zoning to CM1 is overly restrictive.  However, the FPNA and the majority of its members 
encourage the preservation of the neighborhood’s main street between 63rd and 68th and the city’s efforts 
to limit the architectural transformation of that area.   
  
Sincerely,  
  
Shawn Morgan, FPNA Land Use Chair  
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Restore Missing Residential Mixed Use 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Now

May 17, 2016

Submitted By:

Jeff Cole
4343 SE Madison St, Portland, OR  97215

Heather Flint-Chatto
2121 SE 32nd Ave., Portland, OR  97214

Michael Molinaro
4007 SE Taylor, Portland, OR  97214
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Restore Missing Residential Mixed Use 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Now

Title 33 contains over 1600 
pages —rules, instructions, 

limitations, etc. for the 
development of property in 

Portland 

We are testifying to 36 words 
that have gone generally 

unnoticed until the recent spate 
of development in our 

neighborhoods….
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Restore Missing Residential Mixed Use 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Now
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Restore Missing Residential Mixed Use 
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Restore Missing Residential Mixed Use 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Now
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Restore Missing Residential Mixed Use 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Now
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Restore Missing Residential Mixed Use 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Now
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Restore Missing Residential Mixed Use 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Now

We urge Portland Sustainability Commission to 
recommend immediate restoration of residential FAR 

limits to CS, CM and other commercial zones. 
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Restore Missing Residential Mixed Use 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Now

Thank You!

Jeff Cole * Heather Flint-Chatto * Michael Molinaro 
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May 17, 2016

RE: Division Design Initiative Comments on Proposed Mixed Use Zoning 

Planning and Sustainability Commissioners,  

On behalf of the inter-neighborhood Division Design Committee, an inter-
neighborhood coalition representing seven neighborhood and business 
associations in Southeast Portland, the DDC Executive Committee is 
submitting the attached recommendations for the City of Portland as part of 
our testimony on the new Mixed-Use Zoning proposed by City staff.  
 
This committee was initiated in 2013 response to significant community 
outcry about the lack of public involvement in the major redevelopment of 
the Division Corridor and concerns about incompatible neighborhood 
development. This coalition represents appointed and elected committee 
members from the Richmond Neighborhood Association, Hosford Abernethy 
Neighborhood District, Mount Tabor and South Tabor Neighborhood 
Associations, Division Clinton Business Association, Sustainable SE and SE 
Uplift. 
 
Over the past two years, the Division Design Initiative has engaged more 
than 1,000 community members in developing a vision for the future of 
Division. We have been listening to the community through extensive 
outreach and engagement including: 

Facilitated 20+ public meetings, neighborhood design walking tours, 
community mapping events to identify key sites and special places, an 
open house, development workshop, and education forums. 
Conducted community preference surveys on vision and design priorities 
in partnership with Portland State University and Architecture for 
Humanity  
Developed policy research and design recommendations including: Top 
Ten Policy Recommendations for the City of Portland, RNA adopted 
Community Notification & Engagement Policy, and the Division Street 
design guidelines  

 
During this two-year Division Design Initiative project, community leaders 
have actively worked to help shift the dialogue away from complexities that 
polarize communities when discussing issues of density to the fundamental 
importance of DESIGN, ideally focusing less on where we may be divided 
towards what we can agree upon as shared goals. Further, we have 
developed specific recommendations, after much rigor and research. These 
are attached as proposed design guidelines for the Division Plan District 
(See attachment 1 & 2). 

Summary of Recommendations 

To engender community support for increased density and infill, we need to 
better systems in place to ensure compatibility. This includes: context-
specific design guidelines and design review, enhanced permit submittal 
requirements and other mechanisms noted in these recommendations 
including a residential FAR measurement now, and retention of key vintage 
area character locations to maintain the Portland identity we have become 
so famous for and which we are in jeopardy of losing. Finally, we also need 
a more specific “Area Plan” to better refine the zoning proposed for the 
Richmond and surrounding neighborhoods that have been the focus of so 
much growth and change. 

((D))VISION
DESIGN INITIATIVE
 
3534 SE Main Street, Portland Oregon, 97214 

www.DivisionDesignInitiative.org  
     ilovedivision@gmail.com

DIVISION DESIGN COMMITTEE
An inter-neighborhood coalition collaborating  
to refine a shared vision for a growing Division 

Division/Clinton Business Association  
Sydney Mead, DCBA Chair 

Hosford Abernethy Neighborhood District  
Linda Nettekoven, HAND Board 

David Aulwes, Landscape Architect 

Mount Tabor Neighborhood Association 
James Smith, Architect/MTNA Board

Richmond Neighborhood Association  
Heather Flint Chatto, Planner, RNA Board 

Cyd Manro, Chair, RNA Board 

Denise Hare, RNA Board, Economics Professor 

Charles Kingsley, Community Representative 

South Tabor Neighborhood Association 
Sandra Hay Magdalena, STNA Board Chair

Southeast Uplift 
Bob Kellett, SEUL Staff

Sustainable Southeast
Liz Potter, Community Representative 
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Specific Recommendations 

1. Division Plan District: Incorporate the new Division Design Guidelines  
The Community, in partnership with the Division Design Initiative, and a coalition of Division 
neighborhood and business associations is nearing a final draft (see attached) that will go for adoption 
by the relevant neighborhood and business associations in the next 8-10 weeks. We would like to codify 
these where possible. We request:
a) The Division Design Guidelines be integrated into the “Division Plan District” in the new Mixed 

Use Zoning and  
b) The Division Plan District should be extended to match the boundaries of the Division Main Street 

Plan (and also the Division Design Guidelines scope) which extend from 11-60th. 

Many of the design preferences in these guidelines are also supported by the Division Perception 
Survey. (see attached 295 Design Preferences Responses). Based on this evidence, including support 
from the Richmond Neighborhood Association, and the extensive two-year public process, as well as 
supporting policy research and design recommendations developed based on broad community input, 
we would like to strongly urge the Planning & Sustainability Commission to include the Division Design 
Guidelines in the proposed Division Plan District.  
 

2. Enhance Compatibility & Reduce overly Boxy Building Forms - Restore the Residential FAR 
Requirement for Mixed Use Buildings now, not in 2018.  
A floor area ratio (FAR) for the residential in mixed use buildings is not counted as an intentional 
incentives to the development market placed into code in the 1990’s to further encourage mixed use 
buildings. However, the market is now providing this in force and the unintended consequences of this 
waiver is now becoming a growing concern.  
 
Community members have expressed significant concerns that recent buildings on Division and 
elsewhere in the City present an overly box-like appearance, with large blank walls, and significant 
shading, light overspill and privacy impacts on adjacent properties. This exclusion for measurement of 
residential floor area is contributing to many of the negatively perceived characteristics that has been 
the concern of community members both at many neighborhood meetings and in the Division 
Perception Survey results here: https://divisiondesigninitiative.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/2-opinion-
of-new-construction-on-division.pdf.  
 
Our consultant from Urbsworks, has identified this as a top issue to address now (see Attachment 4). 
We encourage the City to take action on this critical issue now to avoid creating more overly boxy, flat, 
and incompatible building design. This has also been identified as a top priority in the Division Design 
Initiative’s Top Ten Policy recommendations, and has been supported by many neighborhood and 
business associations including RNA, DCBA, HBBA, MTNA, HAND and others.  
 
Please take immediate action to restore a measure of residential FAR now instead of creating another 
two years of unnecessarily overly bulky, boxy building forms if we wait until the Comp Plan approval 
timeline of 2018. 

 
3. Support for Preservation of “Vintage” Low-Rise Commercial Areas 

We support this proposal by the City to limit development to a 3-story (35’) scale in commercial 
storefront areas with continuity of 400’ of pre-1920’s buildings. These areas are often the established 
main street cores of Portland’s mixed-use corridors. This would address the community concerns 
about preserving community character and some of our older, special places and buildings. The 
Richmond neighborhood has already voted for a three-story scale on Division so this is consistent with 
adopted board votes and community priorities further noted as a strong preference for buildings of 1-3 
stories in the Division Perceptions survey. (See Attachment 3) 
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The Richmond Neighborhood Plan (1994) has stated goals to: 

“Accommodate anticipated population growth through ‘main street’ development (mixed 
residential/commercial uses along major transit streets) or other construction methods that retain or 
enhance existing neighborhood character.” (Policy 4: Housing, Objective 4.4)  

This policy is consistent with neighborhood priorities to accommodate new infill, however, it also 
highlights the community priority for retaining and enhancing existing neighborhood character. 

 
4. Support for Design Review & More Quadrant Design Commissions 

The new development on Division, while adding valuable housing capacity and needed revitalization, 
has also been a significant departure from existing neighborhood character. This stark contrast in 
scale, quality, building massing, style and character, and other resulting impacts has been the source 
of great community concern expressed through newspaper articles, extensive public testimony, 
neighborhood surveys and other media.  
 
None of the buildings on Division have had any Design Review by the City’s Design Commission and 
many Richmond residents are concerned that we need more design review to ensure new 
developments support better compatibility within the existing fabric in established “pattern areas” of 
Portland communities. Design review will help but we also need more than one Design Commission to 
help facilitate a more efficient and timely review process. We need Quadrant or area design 
commissions that know the character and buildings in a community and can better respond to the 
context and compatibility considerations where new development is proposed. Further, we also need 
better design review criteria to assess compatibility in new development. To this end the Richmond 
Board has adopted their own Community Notification and Engagement Policy which highlights 
submittal materials that are needed for evaluation of compatibility (see Attachment 5) including a 
context elevation showing proposed new development adjacent to existing buildings, solar shading 
analysis, privacy and view impact analysis. These criteria should be included in design review and 
formal “Compatibility Criteria” should be added to evaluate new development. 
 

5. Request a Southeast Area Plan  
This has been done for almost all other areas of the City, however Southeast is one area that the City 
has neglected to do this for and it is long overdue. We support this as it may present an opportunity to 
refine zoning, parking, business district and other issues.  

 
Thank you for your important work and your thoughtful consideration of these recommendations. 

Respectfully,  
 
Heather Flint Chatto, Urban Planner & Designer, LEED AP 
Acting Chair, Division Design Committee & DDI Founding Member, RNA Board Member 2012-2016 
2121 SE 32nd Avenue, Portland OR 97214

CC:  Division Design Initiative, Executive Committee 
Susan Anderson, BPS 
Joe Zender, BPS 
Eric Engstrom, BPS 
Barry Manning, BPS  
Bill Cunningham, BPS 
Marty Stockton, BPS 

Attachments as Supporting Documentation: 
(1) Specific recommendations for the Mixed Use Zoning overall and the Division Plan District 
(2) Proposed Draft Division Design Guidelines 
(3) Survey results from the Division Perceptions Survey on Design Preferences. 
(4) Recommendations from Urbsworks, Division design & policy consultant for the design guidelines 
(5) Richmond Neighborhood Notification & Engagement Policy 
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Portland Proposed New Mixed Use Zoning Requirements 
TOP RECOMMENDATIONS 

Applicable to Entire Mixed Use Zoning Requirements 

Building Form/Envelope 
a. Stepback at 4th floor of Street Façade: Specifically on narrow/60’ E-W main street corridors (DDI has a solar 

analysis to support this rec). Areas with a Neighborhood Center designation may also warrant this. 

b. Building Façade Divisions: Refine the building articulation requirements to be smaller building increments 
(ideally 50’ segments) at street facing façade within some areas to better match the older small lot pattern areas 
of our streetcar era lots and buildings. 

c. Side Step backs on upper levels: to encourage more windows that maintain air/light, support passive 
cooling/resiliency, and reduce/minimize creation of large blank walls. This would also reduce concentration of so 
many windows to the rear residential which have many resulting impacts as noted below. 

Landscape & Parking Approaches to Minimize Development Impacts
a. Add Screening Requirements: Add screening requirements to prevent light overspill, privacy intrusion, noise, 

etc  (e.g. balcony screens) where adjacent to residential zoning or existing uses. 

b. Increase Building & Site Landscape Requirements: 

1. Require bigger trees for bigger buildings at street to minimize appearance of building bulk and scale 
2. Requirements for increased landscape at rear as a buffer (impacts privacy, noise, light spillover) 
3. Increased building facade landscaping – e.g. trellises, kangaroo pouches on wall of building façade 

similar to Vancouver BC, living walls (impacts look and feel of corridor). City of Seattle uses “Green 
Factor” criteria to set menu of options for landscape criteria (see summary in Innovative Design & 
Development Codes, p 32-33) 

a. Parking Impact Management Plans: Transportation Demand Management plans (e.g. annual bus passes, 
shared use parking, onsite car share vehicles) for a lower threshold of units in no parking buildings, and additional 
loading requirements. City is currently proposing TDM Plans for buildings with ~20 units or more. However, 10 
units would be a more appropriate threshold for TDM Plan requirements 

Incentives & Bonuses
a. Reuse of Existing Buildings - Incentives for adaptive reuse of older buildings (Including those that may or 

may not be designated as historic). The focus is on older buildings with special character (e.g. Hawthorne-
Belmont-Division in the 30s, & 11-12th and 20th/21st areas, Clinton corners at 21st and 26th, Fremont, 
Mississippi, Alberta, Albina, Foster/Powell sections). Transfer of Development Rights/credits are good but we 
need further tools like waivers of System Development Charges (SDCs). 

b. Beneficial Uses - Provide Incentives for beneficial uses such as affordable housing, senior housing, day care 
and alternative-transit oriented businesses. Waiver System Development Charges (SDCs). 

c. Innovative Energy Performance - Bonuses & Incentives for Zero Energy Buildings 
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d. Remove Residential FAR Exemption in Current Code for Mixed Use Buildings – Expedite adoption of a 
residential FAR requirement for mixed use buildings. Dedicated residential and commercial use buildings 
have an FAR requirement but mixed use building do not have this for residential. The Mixed Use Zones 
proposal includes this but won’t take effect until 2017, however we need this NOW. 

New Division Plan District 
Add Division Plan District Additional Design Standards: Through more than 18 public meetings, an inter-
neighborhood design committee, community surveys and extensive community outreach, we have defined many 
of our neighborhood design patterns, design priorities, compatibility criteria, and notification requirements. We 
would like to codify these where possible by adding to the Division Plan District. What might be appropriate for 
incorporating any of these from the proposed Division design guidelines (if ready and approved by NA’s in time) 
into standards within the current MUZ proposal?  

Building Form, Landscaping & Screening - Include all requirements for MUZ proposed above, 
especially 
o Stepbacks at 4th floor 
o Side stepbacks to minimize blank walls, add more windows for air and light and minimize 

concentration of windows on the rear of buildings facing residential uses 
o Increased Landscape & Screening Requirements, etc. 

Add Permit Submittal Requirements to Evaluate Context Sensitivity/Compatibility:  
o Require submittal of elevations in context of existing adjacent building and block development to 

ensure new development does not create a significant neighborhood and street compatibility 
conflict by creating visual discontinuity in size, scale, style 

o Statement of Compatibility with existing neighborhood goals and design guidelines 
o Solar Shading Analysis 
o Visual Impact Analysis – similar to Marty Eichenger project at 26th & Division 

Relate Building Form to Existing Established Division Main Street Patterns (typically found on 
Division, Hawthorne & Belmont): 
o 45 Degree Angle Cut Building Corners – maintains visibility for vehicles & pedestrians and when 

cut out solely at first floor can create areas to
o Raised Sills 
o Clerestory Windows 
o Visible Building Increments of 25’-50’ 
o Recessed entries 
o Maintain Regular rhythm of entries every 15’-20’  
o Include permanent awnings & overhangs for windows and entries 
o Window variation and patterns that relate to adjacent buildings 
o Articulated rooflines 

Include Strongly Encouraged Design Features that help articulate building massing 
o Oriel windows  
o Balconies at the street that protrude from the façade beyond the roof and building edges to break 

up building massing 
o Stepdowns to adjacent lower scale development
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DDI MUZ Testimony to PSC Division Perceptions Survey: Preferences for New Development on Division 1 of 15

((D))Vision Design Initiative 
“YOUR VOICE MATTERS” SURVEY PROJECT 

Responses from the Division Perception Survey 
Emphasis added (bold) to highlight frequency of issues of scale, building form, and site design preferences expressed from the 
community which, in addition to significant public outreach and engagement, have informed the DDI/DDC proposed design guidelines and 
mixed use recommendations) 

About the Survey 

The Division Perceptions survey was developed by a Portland state university student in the Spring of 2014 for a 
community involvement class. It was distributed extensively through Southeast neighborhood and business 
associations via emails and newsletters, including RNA, DCBA, SEUL, MTNA & STNA. The survey was also 
promoted through takeaway cards at individual art box installations at local businesses in partnership with 
Architecture for Humanity along the Division corridor at key locations including New Seasons, Unfold Yoga 
studio, North Bar, Bollywood Theater, Village Merchants, the Richmond health clinic, et al.  

Since the survey was never intended to be a statistical sample, it can only represent those in the survey pool. 
That said, the survey does represents a diverse array of southeast and Division area residents, business 
owners, occupations, ages and opinions.   

It provides some key insights into community feelings about the recent redevelopment of Division, opinions and 
concerns, special places and buildings, desires and vision for the future that are strongly felt with some 
significant trends that are worthy of note and consideration in the Mixed Use Zoning proposed by the City. 

Entire Survey Data Available Online at: https://divisiondesigninitiative.org/division-perceptions-survey/ 

PREFERENCES FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON DIVISION
Q| Design: What are your design preferences for future mixed-use 
development (Residential and Commercial uses in the same building) 
on Division? For example, size, scale, style, building form, facade, 
street frontage, etc.?  (295 Respondents)

Roof step downs to minimize  bldg bulk & maintain solar access, breakup bldg massing, durable & natural 
materials (e.g. brick & wood), balconies, more green design elements, green walls, PVs, green roofs,  more 
variation of windows, no blank walls, dividing up bldgs into smaller visible increments to match existing 25' 
traditional rhythm of bldgs, more step downs next to smaller scale  bldgs. Incorp. of exist. building arch. 
styles on Division or nearby main streets - incl. art deco, and main street facade elements. If a modern style, 
aim for a northwest design (shed roofs, wood and glass). 
no answer 
2-4 stories, super-ped-friendly. Niches for public open space, for sure, and big sidewalks. 
Much smaller scale, with parking.  Mixed use.  No more square boxes. High quality finishes. Self-sustaining 
architecture.  Platinum LEED certified. Condos or townhomes. 
Get the damn cars off the street! 
No more than 2 stories, preferably 1. Facade that is more natural - wood, metal. Less ugly painted siding. 
No building higher than two stories! No building allowed within 100 feet of the property line of an existing single 
family residence. On-site parking required for permits for all new multi-occupancy dwellings. 
parking  for residents 
Any new buildings need adequate parking.  Buy spaces and build a parking structure to serve the neighborhood.  
Cost of building should be covered by all the housing/commercial units which have already moved into the 
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DDI MUZ Testimony to PSC Division Perceptions Survey: Preferences for New Development on Division 2 of 15

neighborhood and are causing the traffic nightmares.  The traffic is bound to get worse as neighborhood density 
increases.  Ensure commercial area is affordable to include shops such as Mirador and neighborhood doesn't 
change to reflect only Starbucks can move into new buildings. 
"Stepped back above the second story! 
Prefer brick and/or modern design." 
Human and friendly.  Ditch the gray brick and the beige paint.  Don't make it God-awful ugly like the Salt and 
Straw building.  Modern design can be fun and appealing.  No taller than three stories.  Green plants as a 
feature.  House tear downs not allowed to be replaced by out-sized houses that leave almost no yard in any 
direction.  Some "square footage" is outside,  and it has value too! 
"This is all too late to consider. 
The massive building is done 
maybe we can plant a tree or 2" 
Residential and commercial in the same building are my preference, and not too huge, and fitting in with the 
era in which the neighborhood was built. 
no answer 
Street level retail - classic / traditional style;  setback from street to allow for wide sidewalks 
3/4 story, stepping down to the neighborhood homes opposite the Division side of the lot.  I like density 
but some ourdoor space for residents and others taking breaks from walking the street is desired as well 
at street level. 
"Variety in size, color, something to break up the monolithic appearance of the new buildings. 
 Shops flush with sidewalk and 2nd - 4th floor apartments set back at least 6 feet." 
Smaller and more in keeping with the age of the neighborhood. More welcoming from the street. 
no answer 
fewer apartments and more parking.  Families will not live in the tenements that are being constructed since there 
is no parking 
Include Parking. 
no answer 
"The building on the corner of 30th and Division that houses American local - 2 story. Best blends into the 
neighborhood.   
Parking required for all multi housing over a couple of units.   
NO MORE BIO SWALES  or anything that takes parking off of Division." 
"Why do you assume we have to have mixed use? Lots of consumer oriented retail, and bars, bars, bars.  Two 
story stepped back designs.  None of that UDG crapola.  Also, The Remmers are horrid devlopers. 
THey make everything look like an ugly Portlandia-Beaverton hybrid." 
Build and design in keeping with the blue-collar immigrant nature of the neighborhood, and in the 
greenest way, with lots of windows, solar access, patios that greet the neighbors not create a closed face.  
Again the white structure with the chain mail is a shining example of what should never again be built. 
"The new buildings need to be set back from the footpath.  There really should be open spaces on each 
building site.   
To reduce the impact of buildings, I believe green landscaping is important and softens the harshness of 
these shoe-box shaped buildings." 
love mixed use buildings. Would like to see more retail below, residential above.  Feel it creates a safe vibrant 
streets. I think our 4 story limit is fine, work needs to be done about step backs. 
glass and not so tall right off sidewalk.  more gradual raise from pedestrian stand-point. 
"No 4 story apartments looming over people's living space 
2 resident town homes  
Take a look at the building on the north corner of Division and 30th restaurant below 1 apt above  that is 
reasonable in size and aesthetics. If you are going to build, build with class not some 2 bit structure that 
is made on the cheap and will look like hell inside and out in 10 yrs" 
Love the use and re-use of buildings, for example, at 34th & Division, where Roman Candle Bakery and Ava 
Gene's are located. A couple of the new apartment buildings are of a scale that works well and are integrated 
nicely (building where Salt & Straw is located). The apartment buildings at 37th and next to Sen Yai are simply 
dreadful. 
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DDI MUZ Testimony to PSC Division Perceptions Survey: Preferences for New Development on Division 3 of 15

"I'd prefer buildings more in keeping with a local Portland neighborhood in style, rather than the ultra 
urban look of the current buildings in progress.  
More space between buildings and the street, with some space between buildings. Limited to 2 or 
possibly three stories." 
small scale, consistent with the former aesthetic, more local run businesses that are affordable. 
The four story, gigantic buildings are ugly atrocities, particularly the building at 37th and Division. In contrast, the 
mixed-use developments at 38th and Division (Little Big Burger) and 32nd and Division (Sunshine Tavern) 
are lower profile and more in keeping with the neighborhood. 
"I think I covered this in the above questions.  
Smaller, smaller, smaller!" 
Courtyards, no more than 3 stories, classic 'Brownstone' styling similar to many in the Pearl District, a focus on 
1 or 2 bedroom units, Lots of storefronts, some side or back parking.  We have enough bars, hopefully more 
family friendly restaurants. 
It would have been nice if the buildings had some architectural trappings reflecting the arts & crafts nature of the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
No more than 3 stories, not more than half a block wide, and a little back from the street to allow for either 
greenery and/or places to eat or to sit.  No more flat-front facades, lack of artistic details, windowless 
sides of big buildings, and boring color! 
"the dream that 82 units & no parking will be OK because the typical resident will be ""service industry, bike & 
public transit users"" is not a realistic plan for a city and a community.  its more like a nightmare for the residents 
already in place. 
i totally understand that parking spaces cost money...but when the city takes sides and allows giant projects with 
no parking - they're taking a side that essentially sends a message  
""sorry for your loss...but congestion is coming - suck it up""thanks city of portland." 
We need performance spaces, and something to encourage diversity. 
no answer 
Oh, for goodness sakes.....some imagination!!!!!  No more big boxes!!!!!!! 
These "mixed use" buildings are ALL the same, wherever they are built. They need to be less tall in height, with 
copious use of red brick or true-wood siding, vertical windows that at least look double-hung. Quality, 
traditional doors. Some kind of roof form. A bit of a setback. 
"Same size, maybe even taller if they step back the massing. 
Use forms and icons from the existing character for inspiration.  
Somewhat traditional, but also contemporary. 
Use brick!" 
"One design rule would help. S=(F-1)*10. Set back from the sidewalk is equal to the floor # minus 1 times 8. first 
floor (retail) has no set back, 2nd fl. has 8' set back, 3rd. fl, 16""set back. Balconies and decks would not be 
counted. as needing set back, providing a 8"" deck for all units. This would eliminate the sun blocking, wind 
tunnel effect of the present units. Reasonable parking space requirements, say 8 spaces for every 10 
residences" 
no answer 
I'm personally a fan of the mix of modern and classic we're seeing already. I guess what is more important 
to me is a pedestrian scale - store fronts and restaurants that open up onto the side walk. I'd love to see 
some street seats pop up here and there too. 
It would be nice to have less of the "greedy buildings" that have been mentioned in the Oregonian and Portland 
monthly.  It would be great if these new buildings incorporate green building principles, innovated 
architecture, parking, and other amenities that make them integrate into long standing neighborhoods in a 
better manner. 
"1) 4-story max 
2) avoid blank vertical facades  
3) alternate setbacks, courtyards, and plazas with sidewalk arcades 
4) provide parking for residents and customers. 
5) revise city guidelines for all new structures of 10 or more dwelling units. Require 1) off-street car parking spaces 
for at least half of dwelling units; 2) car-share parking spaces and secure bicycle parking." 
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Modern, efficient, preferably no taller than 2 stories, require some type of runoff management ("green roof", 
trees, swales, etc) 
no answer 
no answer 
I would encourage highly mixed use medium rise buildings to the specs of the current zoning.  Style should be 
determined by current trends rather then forcing a false sense of nostalgia.  Perhaps a requirement that the 
building have architectural distinction.  But leave the definition vague. 
"That building near 34th - the white one with the grate on the front looks like a prison and pisses me off every time 
I see it. Why would anyone want to live there? So, no more of those.  
My [""immediate family member""] is relocating to SE Portland from [""major W. coast city""] and would have been 
delighted to buy one of the new condos BUT [""they (singular)""] would require a secure parking spot which is 
impossible. So, [""they (singular)""] will be buying someplace else." 
ground floor retail 
Mixed use could be positive.  Parking and transportation need to be addressed.  Size and scale need to be 
balanced with regards to Impacts to existing residences.  Street capacity and infrastructure resources are 
limited.  Developments that impact that need to be capped within reasonable limits and/or bear the financial 
burden of mitigating the impacts.  It is unfair and counter productive to put the additional tax burden on existing 
residents to pay for improvements that do not benefit them. 
Answered in previous question 
no answer 
More green space and plantings.  Mixed facade vs. flat surfaces. Deep sidewalks. Benches. Cross walks. 
If you're going to do mixed use, make more public plazas, preserve a space in your retail complex for small 
start ups and pop-up shops, create areas for food trucks and small vendors. 
no answer 
"apartments need parking 
lower levels for stores/commercial" 
I would like more of the new buildings to look old since the new apartments all look so contemporary. 
no answer 
Wider sidewalks, underground parking, outdoor tables and public spaces for sitting, 3-4 [story] buildings in 
sections where ugly strip mall buildings stand. 
Residential and small biz retail.  No bigger than 3 stories and use of materials and design that fit into the 
neighborhood - i.e. NO rusting metal, ultra modern angles, and tons of concrete! 
It needs to be affordable, so that it doesn't all have to be luxury rentals or condos. But it would be nice to have 
more interesting facades facing Division, like on some of the older buildings. New buildings on Division 
should be 4 to 6 floors 
Onsite parking provided, at least spaces for 75% of the adults intended to live in the structure. No more than one 
three story structure per block. Limitations on two-story structures per block. Setbacks from the sidewalk to 
provide space for dirt and plants. 
no answer 
Small. Very, very small. 
no answer 
I want to see buildings that will age well.  I know modern is very popular right now, but this look becomes dated 
in a decade or two and buildings need to be around a lot longer than that.  The majority of the houses in the area 
are craftsmen style bungalows from the early 1910 -1930s.  It'd be great if more of the new construction 
echoed building styles from that era -- and scaled appropriately. 
I would like to see less height in the buildings as it leads to feeling cramped and closed in. 
"add parking 
require parking 
demand parking" 
Shorter buildings, inviting outdoor seating areas. 
3 to 4 (up to 5?) story storefront buildings with awnings and balconies 
"Something that actually fits in the neighborhood with some outdoor space features. Affordable housing to 
keep a diversity of residents.  
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-Something that actually looks like an architect designed it instead of looking like a suburban developers budget 
cash cow." 
smaller is better 
"see above 
Buildings should ""fit"" in with the neighborhood, not overwhelm it. While square-block boxes may be the 
most profitable and, apparently, cheapest to build. Ugly solid, (sometimes windowless!) walls leaving only 
enough room for a sidewalk don't seem to leave any breathing room for the street. Division is only one 
lane in each direction; it's not a Hawthorne. I thought we stopped building unappealing lifeless boxes in 
the 70s because they were just that." 
Smaller buildings no more than 2-3 stories. Residential and commercial mix is Okay. Grocery stores and 
restaurants on the ground floor is fine. When we travel to Europe we find businesses we can easily walk to - we 
don't ever rent a car. 
no preference 
Ground floor commercial and 2nd / 3rd floor residential with on site parking.  Access from Main Street (like the 
main street / green street plan dictates) 
Smaller scale similar to the three-plex near 26th. Brick or stucco facades.  Limit the height for new buildings. 
Require natural materials be a primary component of facade designs. Limit color choices for facades.  If we are a 
Greenstreet, then keep the palette natural. Consider a more generous setback for mixed use so that the 
sidewalks are easier and safer to navigate 
Hi quality materials, some setbacks for plants, benches, extra sidewalk room, etc.  Something classy not flat 
and barren. break up the flat space, use good materials on windows.  See Old Lauro Kitchen building, 
property on south side of Division at 37 or 38 - which has some space for gathering and breaks up space.  big 
grey building west of Sen Yai is hidious as is the one south of Whiskey Soda lounge,  Those buildings need 
bigger spaces to look good.  In a tight space, they are unattractive.  Work with the space we have. 
no answer 
Need to avoid too many tall building and lose green space and lose neighborhood feel. 
current is pretty good. make structures greater than 25 units have some off-street parking or pay a parking fee/tax 
to be used for mass transit, biking , etc. 
Several story buildings with retail space on the ground floor. Preferably low-car complexes that add 
density and diversity to the area. 
High density mixed use. 
Two stories max with some variation on distance from street and self-contained parking underneath 
I like the mixed use and think it's more sustainable. 
mixed use is fine, but STOP with all the new development already. Let things settle down. and Please, stop 
razing old, charming buildings for big, ugly boxes. We are losing the aesthetic charm all along Division 
and across the city as developers knock down old for the new. 
Three story mixed use is good, but could there be at least temporary limits on the number of units per block--until 
we see what the problems are?  At present it is a grand experiment.  I think the apartment buildings should have 
some common outdoor space-- like the one under construction at 48th and Division.  I'd like to see design 
review that would at least question features like the metal grate front that covers windows. Ugh. 
pedestrian scale, commercial uses on the street level 
low rise mixed use. retail/dining on ground floor, two or three stories of units above, preferably condos. 
They could be modern like those at 26th or more traditional. 
craftsman homes, native plants and trees mixed use architecture 
"size should be the important factor IF we make developer break up the facade (both in terms of 
projections into/away from the street and height both up and down from the street. if we can’t hold 
developers to those guidelines, than we shouldn’t allow an entire block to be developed at a single time.   
it could be argued that the existing buildings built in the last few year meet the desired density, height and 
infrastructure for the next 10 years.  if we halted all massive construction and let the next ten years be about 
smaller developers/homeowners building what they can the size/density/parking/other issue might work 
themselves out. but...if we keep allowing the same developers to buyup all houses on a given block and build a 
bohemoth building that takes up the whole block- than in 10 years we will have a street without businesses 
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because people will no longer wish to walk along it.  the apartments will then turn to slums and we will have taken 
what is one of portlands best/most walkable neighborhoods and made it one of the worst. 
I don’t think that most neighbors grasp that this isn’t a density problem and it isn’t a parking problem.  It’s 
a QUALITY problem." 
Parking! 
I understand and support more density in inner SE. How about we space out these giant apartments? 
Attempt to blend in with a traditional neighborhood instead of making cheap "design" modernistic crap. A 
little less concrete, some of those look like they were made by the Corps of Engineers. 
"no more than three stories 
more reuse of existing buildings like the old wild oats store" 
How about a little set back? The street feels overpowered by the tall buildings on such a small street. Or 
reduce the height of these buildings. There is money to be made so make some underground parking for 
goodness sakes. Does everything have to have the modern look? Can we keep cars off the bike route? Lots more 
cars, speeding and not stopping at stop signs because the traffic is backed up. 
Not so tall. More congruent with those nearby. Include parking. Set back from the street so it's not like a 
canyon. 
no answer 
Nothing above three stories, as it creates a shady dark zone both on Division itself and on the residential 
properties to the north of Division. Pedestrian friendly, design. Some off-street parking! 
"Parking beneath main level 
3 stories and below in height 
Architecture in line with Old Portland Home design 
Mixed use" 
the current buildings going up are kind of ugly, not sure what exactly it is 
size: no more than 20 units, architecture that is interesting but not too flamboyent, nothing that 
overwhelms neighborhing buildings, set back and space for public to gather, trees and natural features. 
sustainability is important to me, so passive energy design features and sustainable design is key. 
"no more than three stories. 
fits well (design) in the neighborhood. 
adds to the center concept. 
reduces auto use and improve transit/pedestrian use. 
landscaping is important. 
If appropriate commercial should be on ground floor. 
should fit a master plan for the area. 
include design review or other design control mechanisms." 
I'd like to see a good mix of modern and classic- the variety is what keeps portland unique. Its also great 
that we have a great mix of dives to high-end establishments throughout division. 
no answer 
I would love to see some sort of design standards to improve the quality of construction, but I think it's very 
difficult to judge architecture by any "standards".  I definitely think the City needs to require more than token 
parking when higher density structures are added.  I'm not sure whose quality of life the planning department 
thought they were improving with this zoning. 
Hunh? This question is written in city planning jargon. I don't understand what the options are. What I know is, I 
prefer buildings that aren't ugly and that come with their own parking spaces. If new residences go up, how about 
some duplexes or fourplexes. 
"it's nice when a building matches the 'flavor' of the street it's on.  but Division is first of all a commercial strip 
and second, the area is changing so rapidly there really is no one style.  shorter is better than taller for light 
and open feeling, wider sidewalks are preferable (I prefer more sidewalk and less landscaping, if that's a 
choice that has to be made, otherwise a mix is best). 
Color would be nice.  Don't scarifice convenience for style, don't make it more difficult to gain access to 
businesses or homes.  What I'd really like to see is a jitney that runs up and down the strip with parking at either 
end, a free service that runs constantly all day long - wouldn't that be cool?" 
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No fake brick or fake stone, buildings should be honest and not try to match historical buildings in a shoddy 
fashion.  Instead they should reflect context in other ways, such as addressing human scale, choosing warm 
materials that aren't fake, and utilizing landscapes and plants to break up a building's bulk and invite diffuse light 
and color 
MIxed use development would be great. 4 to 6 stories along division that step down towards the 
neighborhoods. nothing over 8 stories. if parking is required, put it out of sight - in garages or below ground. 
don't restrict styles, it makes things feel too homogeneous. 
"Size:  no bigger than today's buildings 
Style:  form follows function 
street interface to be gradual, from human scale to towering scale, w/shaded courtyards easing the transition. 
Not easy problems to solve." 
"Mixed use bldngs are fine but I worry we might build too much commercial before we are ready for it. Would like 
the following: 

Mix of bldng heights 
Thoughtful solar access 
More creative step downs to house nearby 
No blank walls 
Clearly delineated, welcoming street entrances 
room for vegetation as part of the architecture 
Spots to pause as in benches in front of Roman Candle 
Spaces for art 
Views of trees and sky 
Rooftop gardens 
Common areas in bldngs so people can get to know each other 
Some simple elegant architecture that lets your eyes rest -- right now too many of the bldngs seem to be 
competing for attention with no sense of pattern or rhythm 
Continue emphasis on sustainability but not at the cost of better design" 

"My ideal building is the one at the corner of 30th and SE Division on the northwest corner, where Caffe 
Pallino used to be.  It is a low building with a few units and commercial space below.  My second tier, and 
probably more sustainable, is the Sunshine Tavern building which has substantially more units and space 
for multiple businesses. 
I am less happy with the buildings that have gone up recently which are taller and often flat facing, with 
virtually no street character.  They are cold and detract from the neighborhood vibe.  They seem to be 
more about cramming in more units than helping shape the streetscape." 
no answer 
Buildings should look like they fit in the neighborhood not like they belong in the Pearl. 
I would prefer buildings of 3-6 stories that feature setbacks after the street-front story, allowing light and space in. I 
love the residential over commercial type building. No preference on facade or style, but would like to see more 
variety. 
"Ideally, 1-2 stories, with 3-story max.  Wood exteriors, earth tones, the building across street form Night Light 
is great example.  Sunshine Tavern building good for use of wood exterior.  More consistency in roof lines 
and design between old and new buildings. 
But, this question is beyond the vocabulary and understanding of mos people.  I could point out much better what I 
mean tha put it into words.  I don't have the architect/design speak to know what things/designs are called." 
Size of the current construction projects is about as big as I'd want to see in this neighborhood. Anything bigger 
would seem completely out of place. 
It would be nice to have some buildings that were constructed with some design intention beyond "cheap, easy 
and fast." 
I don't think mixed use commercial will work. Not very successful urban planning idea. 
More green space flanking Division  ---  no buildings right up on the edge of the sidewalk; courtyards are 
great, but don't forget the green! 
mix it up some...variety would be niceoffer courtyard space or something to soften the impact on the street...all of 
the these taller buildings built right up to the set back make it a little claustrophobic. 
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Division Street should be lined with mixed use, dense, multi-story buildings with at least 4 stories each. 
4 to 5 stories. Ground level commercial space. 
I am a believer in mixed use.  Buildings should be close to the street, to create a sense of place.  Style of new 
buildings should be modern, and NEVER try to imitate older styles.  That is always a recipe for architectural 
mediocrity. 
Two story. Three at most with commercial at street level with adequate parking for residents and those 
interested in the commercial property. 
I would say that all development must include parking. 
no answer 
Two story maximum to protect residential areas surrounding it. 
Two to three story, enough with the buffed boxes, back up a little from the street. 
no answer 
Smaller, with parking, better materials. Concrete, brick, wood. No gypsum exterior panels. 
Conformity to style and character of existing neighborhood. 
Smaller scale than the buildings like Richmond Flats, greater setbacks, Craftsman or that era, lower height 
(at most one floor higher than the 2 story houses 1910s Craftsman houses - not the current "2 story houses with 
above ground "basements"), landscaping including trees and green ground cover, underground parking for 
residents.  No to the supposed green building that look like they are put together with leftover scraps from other 
projects; no to 50s, 60s or 70s era styling - especially large scale.    Houses in the area are having lots sold off 
and houses far too big for the neighborhood or the site put in.  The new houses look larger than the largest exisitn 
houses and crammed into a partial lot, many with their "basement" at ground level - they are essentially 4 story 
houses in a neighborhood of 2 and 1-1/2 story houses..  Many of the mid-century houses were meant to have 
spacious yards and the ones which have sold the yards off might as well be torn down as usually huge houses are 
crammed in next door and it is extremely aesthetically unpleasing. 
Find another fucking street already. 
no answer 
leave it alone 
no answer 
Parking, parking, parking. Did I mention parking? If more buildings go in, I'd like to see attractive, creative 
buildings like the one on 26th and Division. The recent buildings are ugly. The D Street village looks cheap and 
unreflective of the character of the neighborhood. No more than 3 stories (obviously). Retail space that is not jus 
the same thing you'll see in any high-scale area of Portland. And parking. 
no answer 
Small in size with parking 
Arts & crafts, no more than 3 story 
"More buildings that reach to 4 stories would be welcome.  inevitably some gaps would remain with lower 
buildings, but that's okay.  I'd like to see overhangs, or more details at the tops of the buildings, instead of the flat 
top line you often see.  More articulation in the face is desirable. Not just big notches, but articulation on a smaller 
scale (6 inches, one foot, etc), that adds a finer grain to the front of the building.    The street frontage should be 
built up to the sidewalk, to create a pedestrian-oriented corridor.   
Parking lots should be eliminated.  Any parking that is provided should be accessed from side streets, and narrow 
driveways. 
Style could be modern or traditional, as long as there is articulation of the facades, ground floor retail windows that 
are not blocked by planters or tables." 
10-50 units no parking, 1-4 stories. 
Mixed use with shops, restaurants, service-based businesses. A variety of structures, not just raze the old, build 
new. More entertainment type businesses. 
I don't know much about building design, but I like when things are unique, and kept small, with lots of interesting 
details (like on craftsman style homes) and plants.  I like dark wood accents, other natural elements like stone, 
and large windows.  Landscaping is very important.  I like when things match the style of their 
surroundings but still have some unique character.  I definitely appreciate when extra thought is clearly 
put into design and buildings aren't just slapped up as cheaply as possible.  It's very noticeable when the 
new buildings are boring, generic, and cheap, and it makes the area around them seem sad. I definitely do 
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not like when they just look like a big four story box.  The new D-Street complex is interesting.  I don't 
personally like the bright orange color they used but I appreciate that they at least did something unique.  I like the 
vintage style. 
No high-rises.  Residential at a variety of prices.  Places for food carts (which are one of the things that make 
Portland so special).  Keep things funky--that's what we like.  Please, PLEASE no non-local chains.  If we want 
chain restaurants/stores/etc., we can go to the suburbs.  Keep inner Portland interesting. 
No more ultra-modern buildings. The mixed-use buildings should respect the age of the neighborhood, i.e. 
brick facades, bay windows (no vinyl), cornices, no more than 3 stories. 
Maximum two-three story, traditional materials (horizontal wood lap siding0; double-hung windows, pitched 
roofs or flat, depending on what's nearby; traditional commercial entries (recessed, clipped corner, etc.) there is 
NOTHING creative about "mixed use" buildings - it is the city's choice for new development in every Portland 
neighborhood. 
no answer 
3 stories or less to keep sun exposure.  Preserve sidewalks. Incorporate low income housing as well. 
None 
I prefer more windows at the ground level, and high quality, durable materials at the ground level.  I strongly prefer 
that there not be one mandated style of building or building features, but rather a variety of building styles and 
sizes.  It's nice to see an occasional setback to provide a patio or other outdoor feature to provide a relief 
from the building mass.  I prefer to see more than one building per block with distinctive designs - but NOT one 
building designed to appear as multiple buildings - it never looks right!  3-5 stories seems appropriate for the 
street.  As I mentioned above, setbacks for some of the upper stories would allow more light onto the 
street, and could be used for roof patios, which can help activate the street and provide more distinctive 
character. 
No new multi story above 50th, and keep scale in that area primarily single-family. Like the small homes 
between 43rd and 44th with gardens and interesting variations in design. Don't like most of the new 
multistory buildings which lack character. Would like more setbacks from the street and plantings. 
no answer 
Perhaps a few indented courtyards (such as the one between Salt and Straw and St. Honore 
I think that a varied mix is of styles, and to a lesser degree scale. I do however, think that there should be some 
sort of uniqueness to any new projects. I think that any building beyond single family housing should have street 
level commercial along as much frontage as possible. 
"I don't mind somewhat modern buildings but these huge glass and concrete things they been building 
are ugly and will look dated within 5 years. 
I'd like buildings no taller than 3 stories, medium sized, maybe with some vintage touches to match the 
surrounding locales" 
No taller than 2 stories, take style of neighboring buildings into account, and include parking -- it's just 
realistic.
I'm afraid it's a done deal...the preposterous mix of facades along the stretch of new development (fly 
swatter metal grate building, bright orange faux tudorish, brick front, modern cube, industrial metal and 
glass) mixed in with the old buildings means that pretty much anything goes...and absolutely nothing 
goes together.  Perhaps that is the aesthetic defined? 
Make them look like the buildings that are already there. 
The current aesthetic resembles that of Ikea. 
"preferences are everything built previous to the past 6 months of rampant development. 
preference is stop destroying what stands, just improve. why do you suppose the popular inner city 
neighborhood properties are the vintage 'old charm' PDX???" 
no answer 
Like the 3-4 floor building model for a main business street. 
Limit to 3 stories; provide parking for both residents and customers (Zupan's on Belmont does this); the most 
local style, though hard to adapt to a multi-story building is bungalow style/Arts and Crafts.  It would be nice to 
see designs reflecting that style rather than glass boxes. 
make sure you keep accessible sidewalk & ramps please. So people on bikes and wheelchairs and who 
use walkers and other mobility devices can actually make their way through the neighborhood. 
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Max of 50 units on four floors. Energy saving/generating features. Contemporary design. 
no answer 
Keeping the scale smaller would be more feasible for the area. 
no answer 
The buildings should have parking for at least 75% of the residents. Currently the buildings that are going up look 
too similar, variety in design would help keep the unique character of Division Street. So get away from blocks of 
color on boxes. 
Think about how new construction can fit in with the classic construction of the neighborhood. One or 
two level, brightly painted and individualized store fronts with large windows. Less metallic and glass 
structures.  Room for seating on street. 
Small to medium sized mixed use with parking. Interesting shapes and facades to add diversity to the mix. D
street have character and balance of scale. Not looming oversized apartment structures bearing down on 
you. 
"There should be a lot of well designed public space, with water features, with native plantings, a poetry post, 
that sort of thing. 
Division has becoe a garish homage to the Portland restaurant, a farm-to-fork Disneyland. It's not a very 
interesting place and its not worth the effort to navigate the traffic to get there. And once you get there, there's no 
place to park.  
Except for the media superstars like the overrated Ava Genes, I wonder how all those restaurants will survive?  
There should be more business diversity amongst all those restaurants." 
no answer 
Residential and commercial need to provide integrated parking. Stay at 2 stories for buildings. Natural colors -- 
not the bright orange that's on one of the new apartments. Lower density with more of a mixture of old 
and new.  Facades that fit with the older buildings. More trees and green space/plantings. 
"Limit high rise structures.   
Limit strip mall type/generic appearance.  
Limit super modern designs that look like they belong downtown or the Pearl Distict and not in an eclectic 
neighborhood community. 
Provide parking lots to cut down on off street parking congestion." 
no answer 
I like the retail on the street with the residents above.  Don't really have any concern as long as everything 
sustains itself.  That is wouldn't want vacant apartments or stores.  But if they fill up, not going to worry about size.  
I have ZERO concern about parking, and would be opposed to any parking requirements.  The whole point is to 
get denser. 
2-3 stories. Pedestrian-friendly (no cement facades without windows or artwork or nature/water elements). More 
bought as to design and beauty. 
taller, more colors , less plain concrete, more store fronts 
Limit building height; provide off-street parking for residents and guests, try to preserve some of the "old 
Portland" or "Craftsman" style in architecture some of the time. 
Residential and Commercial uses in the same building with below grade parking makes sense. The current range 
of 4-6 stories makes sense since the surrounding residential areas are still very intact and their scale is smaller. 
Taller buildings along Division are the way to go. Single-family homes still on Division will eventually be 
moved, deconstructed or converted to commercial uses. 
no answer 
None. GO TO SE FOSTER! 
Division is already too built up with large mixed used buildings.  The street is tiny-the scale is wrong and 
dangerous to walk around.  Socioeconomic and ethnic diversity should be more emphasized.  A library 
branch and/or community center would be excellent.  More public spaces for hanging out, which the food 
cart pod offered. 
Affordable housing. single family homes, affordable apartments, no expensive condos. 
It would be nice if you could tell which block you were on rather than everything on the major 'hood 
streets (ex, Alberta, Mississippi, Division, etc) looking so similar.  Where's the character in that?  They're 
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all starting to blend together.  So, design that was influenced by the existing community, utilizing it's 
unique flavor. 
"Newer development is aesthetically a detriment when the height is incongruent to the existing structure it may be 
placed beside on Southeast Division Street. A district with buildings of like height - so as to not dwarf the 
older existing commercially zoned structures - upon the street would be preferable. It would be nice to have 
more bicycle infrastructure as well, at the current time it is very difficult to locate adequate bicycle parking in 
certain blocks, due to the sidewalk tables and the construction." 
Store fronts with lofts are fine, but anything over two, maybe three stories stands out. The cubist futuristic 
buildings are obnoxious. 
small, facade should blend in with period of building surrounding it 
I like the idea of mixed-use but no more than 3 stories tall. I would like those building types to be up to the 
sidewalk. 
no answer 
Prefer mixed use, modern or faux-vintage exteriors, up to 8 stories. Up to one half block in size. 
I prefer mixed use buildings that front on Division. They should all include ground-floor retail. On-site parking 
should be minimal. Max height of in the range of 6-10 stories. Style can be anything. Prefer mixed-income 
developments.
The sizes are probably about right. I would like to see more suitable landscaping, a bit more greenspace, a much 
less concrete/steel/aluminum. I want buildings to be pleasant from the street both individually and as as part of the 
streetscape. 
You are going to need huge parking structures! 
They should be urban, in nature and design, engaging the street, with parking incorporated into the designs (but 
not as open parking lots visible from the main street).  Some of the terrible 60's through 90's apartment buildings, 
as well as some of the light industrial buildings of those eras are suburban in design and do not belong on a main 
street of an urban neighborhood. 
Be respectful of what you build - you are part of a larger canvas, stop trying to make a personal statement 
- try to fit in. 
no answer 
I think the current size and scale has been great. Encouraging public spaces, or breaks mid building would be 
even better. So instead of a whole block face there's a break, maybe a small indent where the main entrance is. 
They don't all have to have benches or fountains. 
"Most important--no more than two or maybe three stories. 
Deeper set back with more interface spaces. 
Adapt to surrounding structures. 
Don't build to property line. 
Stop pushing density." 
no answer 
Again--look at D Street Village. I love almost every aspect of that concept. 
residential and commercial is fine together, but fix the parking.  Continue with the current types of new buildings in 
stye. 
Any building form, any facade....  Street frontage ON Division.  Let's not make strip mall SoCal...  3 stories 
max.
Size: no bigger than what is present, both in height, depth and width.  Frontages should not be all glass.  No 
garish or all white color schemes. 
To leave Division alone.  If it is to be touched keep the style and building form in line with the neighborhood.  
Provide parking for ANY apartment building that goes up-- COMPLETE Parkiing for every tenant.  Make rent, 
buiilding, and restaurants afffordable so that Portland does not turn into NY. 
no answer 
no answer 
A great example of terrible design is the "Division St. Penitentiary" next to the Whiskey Soda Lounge. A 
big white cube, covered with prison bars.   This is a great example of someone trying to make a building at the 
lowest cost possible.  I prefer building designs that break up the skyline, have a modern edge, but look like 
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well made structures of permanence.  I fear that half the new apartment buildings on Division St. now will 
not age well, and look shabby within five years. 
living walls, wood siding left the color of the real wood. Windows. The interior look of the wild oats building is nice.  
The orange color is a little annoying. 
Currently, there are rental houses from 34th and 36th and Division that fit the scale of Caruthers. I have a concern 
that the area between 34th and 36th and Division will be redeveloped into an MDU. When the houses get razed, I 
don't look forward to a view of the back of a three story building. 
Smaller! Trying to max out a lot by putting X amount of condos in each building is too much. A population 
increase like this in one area is overwhelming. I'm all for new businesses, though businesses had been doing 
just fine renting the structures that had already been standing. So knocking things down for the sake of building 
something bigger. If it ain't broke, don't fix it! 
Smaller scale, less generic/modern, not too tall 
"Anything over 4 stories seems out of scale with the current neighborhood but it needn't be a hard and 
fast rule.
I believe the aesthetics should be dictated by people qualified to make such judgments (ie, city planners) who 
have the city's interests in mind (and not developers who are turning a quick buck) but I mistrust the design 
decision of the people who live in proximity and have the time to complain about it. These neighbors may have 
different objectives than I and although they may be organized, may not represent the neighborhood's view. Not 
everybody wants Division to stay the way that it was. I am excited about this new commercial strip, as I think many 
busy young people are.  
I like the concrete commerical main floor with two floors of wood framing or masonry above. It gives a 
good feel to the street while what you see from farther away is more contextually matched to the 
residential. I think there should be lots of windows facing the street, but not lots of windows facing what 
used to be private back yards." 
Any new buildings should provide parking 
Hmm. I think keeping things at 3 stories will help keep the open feeling of the street. I don't really have a 
modern/traditional design preference. The better made the new construction, the better. Also development that 
includes green space, energy efficiency, etc. are a plus. 
Style is one. The style of some buildings that are going up look ghetto and will not age well and assimilate into the 
neighborhood design. Buildings should be thoughtful and also blend in well with the neighborhood or 
should be architecturally  significant in their own right where the become a destination or add civic pride. 
Size should be big to maximize land and they should have street frontage and some business 
opportunities on the ground floor or a public space (or green space) that is inviting to the neighborhood. 
How about some crosswalks between 50th and 42nd. 
I think it would be okay to have single use residential buildings as long as the ground floor has interest or elevated 
patio or stoop setback (for their privacy). I think it is impossible to always fill the ground floor with commercial or 
residential. Why not have quieter uses like offices, too? We  need some quieter segments on Division to make 
it a livable place. It can't be all glitzy and commercial the entire length of it. 
I don't mind modernist design or retro knockoffs.  My main issue is that the building envelopes are mostly just 
giant cubes built out right to the lot line as much as possible.  I would much rather see taller buildings 
with more varied setbacks, terraces, mews, or other design ideas to keep Division from becoming just a 
condo canyon.  Also, I'm fine with building housing with no parking.  I'd be fine with it on my own block as 
well.  Just put a parking district in place and direct the proceeds to local improvements.  No one, not even long 
time residents, is owed a free space on the street to store a car. 
no answer 
rehabilitating existing buildings and keeping them under 4 stories, but have a modern twist that reflects 
the northwest architectural style - perhaps reflecting the work of John Yeon or John Storrs or earlier 
architects such as Belluschi or Doyle. Nothing too pretentious. 
"Any property zoned commercial should be required to have commercial on the ground level. 
Appropriate parking is needed especially with larger housing complexes. 
Have a small easement along the street to widen the sidewalk for use for dining or other appropriate use. 
More trees. 
New buildings no more than 3 stories unless appropriate." 
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No more commercial unless replacing another one.  Residential only or very small l scale only, fitting in with 
previous non-gentrified look, practical basic services business only. 
no answer 
retail+2, on-site parking (or under-site), architectural interest (no more eyesores like on 48th or across from Do It 
Best). redevelopments like the Victory Bar building are great. re-use! 
I would like to see tile designs envisioned by the local community adorning the outside facade of new 
development.  This would help the community to feel invested in the place that they live and that they can help to 
further illustrate the identity of the Division corridor. 
Less boxy, more artistic, more flora, colors, let the sunlight in to the street 
Balconies, form to the structures, open areas in restaurants where the windows can at least open, lots of wood. 
Mixed use with parking. 
I would like them to have step-downs. Not feel so visually massive. It would also be nice if they were farther 
back from the sidewalk & had more greenery. 
no answer 
Mixed-use is fine, but need to incorporate parking. No more McCondos that all look the same! So gross. 
2-3 story max,  human scale, set back from sidewalk, buildings match older styles 
While I like some of the unique architecture of the newer construction, I would like to see preservation of 
older buildings. I would like to see new construction that has a more intimate, historic style. 
Low-rise (2-3 story), mixed-use OK, with some residences access at street level. Trees. Trees. Native 
landscaping at the street. Brick and historical materials, with a retro/modern feel. Pay homage to the old 
Portland style homes, and the light industrial feel of some of the old buildings. Green/eco materials and 
structure. 
It would be nice if trees and/or landscaping and/or art could be planned into the street scape.  Bicycle 
parking is sorely needed, as is a structure that has parking (even parking that is charged for).  I get the feeling that 
the residential neighbors are losing all peace and/or parking. 
I've written on this already: new development should respect the architecture of the surrounding 
neighborhood, incorporate sightlines that create safe and desirable public spaces (witness the courtyard 
setback in the development that includes Salt and Straw, and the outdoor space maintained in the corner of D 
Street Village), allow for greater density but acknowledge the need for parking, are attractive for families at a 
variety of economic levels, and are sited to allow for walkable distances to businesses and schools. 
Use more wood or metal in facades.  More underground parking. 
Just keep it mixed. 
Smaller, lower, setbacks from residential properties, in keeping with early 20th century design of the 
neighborhood 
The new buildings are all really blah.  The ones torn down weren't very architecturally relevant, but seems like new 
ones could be! The facades are very boring and the colors often glaringly bright and atrocious. And where 
are the green spaces?  I have seen people from the new buildings lying on my lawn to get some green 
time!  
two story residential and commercial mixed use, energy efficient, with parking for visitors and residents. 
no answer 
no answer 
Not sure 
Ground Floor Retail; Parking; Live work; balconies/common meeting areas outside; less boxy in appearance 
no answer 
I think it's a good idea to hold the height down to four stories.  The style can be anything as long as quality 
materials are used.  Some of the new apartment buildings on Hawthorne look much better than any on 
Division. 
I am partial to development meets the scale of the street. The antithesis of my likes would be a large, block-long, 
4-story building with a straight facade. Providing variation in scale, form, and material prevent the space from 
feeling closed in. 
"- No tall high rises. 

No more buildings without their own parking spaces. 
No more low income, hippies and transients are plentiful in our neighborhood.  
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Keep fairly strict on maintaining 'Portland style' vintage character. Enough modern in the mix for 
now..." 

"up to four stories, maybe five with step-backs.   
Covered outdoor spaces and sidewalks. 
More depth/texture to facades. 
Parking structures" 
Underground parking. Colorful, creative facades and details that speak to the existing character of Division 
Street. 2-3 story buildings with the 3rd story set back, with beautiful balconies (not metal cages).  
Higher quality materials and design, more classic and less cheap modern style that will be outdated in 5 
years. The D Street Village sign is TACKY 
No buildings taller than 2 stories. At least 12 foot setbacks. Craft-style.  
"No more than 3 stories high 
More landscaping and green spaces" 
"No more than 3 stories 
Upper story has set-back 
Not too close to street 
Consideration of neighboring houses (don't destroy view from windows, etc) 
Substantial landscaping (green space)" 
Some sort of design review...Why do we have a building that looks like a jail? 
HIgher quality exterior materials.  Some detailing and relief in the shell to give visual interest.  Parking 
required in the building or on the site - not necessarily to serve every visitor, but to relieve the movement into the 
residential neighborhood. 
Stylistic integration with the existing structures would be nice, but more important is design so that new 
additions do not create impositions upon the already present residents.  So...in my estimation, there should 
be NO new residential development until the problem of providing adequate nearby recreational park space for 
ALL elements of the populace.  Commercial development should be limited with the directive that such 
development will not indispose nearby residents with excess activity and parking. 
mixed use reduces crime and increases foot traffic. most importantly is the feeling of "human scale" as a 
person walks on the sidewalk. greenery is important 
keep it looking like old Portland and STOP cramming so much HIGH density on all the streets.  WE DON'T NEED 
TO START LOOKING LIKE NEW YORK CITY.  The filming of Portlandia and Grimm will go away and people will 
stop moving here.  Then we'll be stuck with a bunch of ugly empty apartments. ENOUGH! 
You are making it impossible. 
no answer 
Mixed use buildings. Varied scale in size and style of building. Incorporate public spaces along the street 
where people can gather. 
Mixed use tree lined street. Whenever possible, use existing buildings rather than building new. 
"2 story buildings with warm colors, not cold metal and white. 
If residences and be in the back, rather than just upstairs, that would be nice.  
Preferable to building new is the conversion of old houses or adding on to existing buildings to re-invent 
them."
any designs that foster neighborhood interaction and community gardens, public parks, or other green spaces. 
no answer 
Definitely one to two story, maximum. The taller building may have its place in industrial areas or downtown, 
but not a residential neighborhood. The cheap wood/barracks style have got to go. As an example, of what 
appears to be newer construction, the Roman Candle bakery and Townsends tea building is a more appealing 
facade. Lots of welcoming windows, stucco siding, smaller neighborhood friendly scale. 
"Again, I'd prefer good, aesthetic contemporary design. 
Check out Edgemar in Santa Monica, CA.  Very artistic and humanistic." 
Buildings designed like existing neighborhood, could give old house look, or brick and ivy fronts.  Not too 
tall or creates canyon.  A place between sidewalk and buildings for people to sit or hang out.   
I would prefer to see buildings that retain some green space rather than using every square inch of a lot. I 
would also like to see buildings that have more details that coincide with the architecture of the 
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neighborhood. The condos for the most part look to me like windowless boxes and I don't understand why 
they are all beige. It would be nice to see some colors. 
"I would prefer no more. 
If you had of asked me 3 yrs ago I would say commercial on bottom floor and a total of 3-4 stories with some 
parking." 
More courtyards along the way add interest and if more could provide cover from light rains it would be good for 
business and interaction. I'd like to see wider sidewalks all the way along. 
"Reduce typical size and ALWAYS include off-street parking as a requirement. 
Require all housing developers who receive subsidies to build 'transit-oriented' housing to actually asssure that 
they meet that.  Failing, they should be liable for returning the subsidies." 
small and let's take a break for a while.  
All of it! 
A huge fire would improve the corridor. 
Parking for shoppers. 
Smaller mixed use is good..6 to 10 units max with retail on first floor.  Avoid monstrosities like those being built 
on Hawthorne e.g. like the new one next to 'Porque No' mexican food restaurant. My god!  How did they get away 
with building that POS...similar to the monster between 44th and 45th. 
answered before 
4-6 story, multi use buildings.  Mixed income residential in same buildings  Minimum parking spots.  Old 
Portland style.  Not too much box residential or commercial design.  Must have inviting fronts and gentle backs for 
residents behind any structures  
Styles reminiscent of 1920s architecture.  Probably no more than 4 stories.  Things that look inviting from the 
street. 
Mixed use would be nice but no new buildings - make use of what's already there.  
I would prefer some larger residential and commercial mixed use spaces.  We need to provide housing and job 
opportunities and not push people out to the burbs. 
More compact buildings, affordable housing, parking for tennants, common spaces, garden areas for tennants, 
kid friendly businesses.  
No large stores.  Keep them small, locally owned, and affordable for the business owners.   
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To  Linda, Heather  |  From  Marcy McInelly  |  Copy  Joseph Readdy, Joy Alise Davis 

 

DIVISION DESIGN INITIATIVE POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

PROPOSED TOP TEN LIST 
(Marcy’s) 

1. Close the residential Floor Area Ratio (FAR) loophole 

2. Fix Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to building height mismatch to get better urban form 

3. Measure stories instead of height for more predictable building design 

4. Adopt form based code regulations to achieve context sensitive design 

5. Spread out land use intensity and share the burdens and benefits of density between main streets and 
neighborhoods 

6. Improve notification and enable constructive community engagement about growth 

7. Return SDC money to affected neighborhoods 

8. Permit density transfer mechanism to encourage older better buildings to stay 

9. Incorporate solar policy into zoning code amendments 

10. Require tracking of and accountability for environmental impacts 
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November 19, 2015 
 
Dear Mayor and City Council members: 
 
On behalf of the Division Design Initiative, we are submitting the attached Top Ten 
Policy Recommendations for the City of Portland. These policies have been 
endorsed by many community leadership organizations including: the Division 
Clinton Business Association (DCBA), the Hawthorne Boulevard Business 
Association (HBBA), the Richmond Neighborhood Association (RNA), the Mount 
Tabor Neighborhood Association (MTNA) and the Division Design Committee 
(DDC). The attached Top Ten policies represent a response to extensive community 
outreach, research, and stakeholder engagement over the past 18 months to create 
proactive approaches to engage community members in the planning and design of 
their neighborhoods.  
 
The redevelopment of SE Division St can be viewed as a pilot effort or a prototype of 
what is being proposed in the Comprehensive Plan.  Although the changes have 
brought benefits, our experience during the past three years of growth and change 
has led us to summarize the accompanying concerns of the community as follows.  
 
Concerns Frequently Expressed by Division Neighborhood Residents, 
Property and Business Owners: 
 A reduction in safety on adjacent neighborhood streets due to increased traffic 

speeds and volumes, and increased congestion on Division and Powell 
 New development that creates discontinuity with existing neighborhood patterns, 

style, materials and building form. 
 Loss of solar access for nearby residents 
 Decrease in availability of parking for residents and customers 
 Lack of access to green space and public gathering spaces to serve residents 
 Dramatic neighborhood socio-economic changes, gentrification, and increasing 

lack of affordability of housing and loss/lack of neighborhood-serving businesses 
 Lack of adequate design standards, and planning/design review criteria to ensure 

compatibility 
 Lack of information, notification, or meaningful ability to participate in the 

planning process 
 
We would like to highlight that the attached Top Ten Policy Recommendations are 
applicable city-wide and are not intended to reduce overall density, but simply to 
advance quality urban infill density that is more compatible, with fewer development 
impacts. We believe that we can accommodate our increasing population and long-
range planning and sustainability goals if the following are better analyzed and 
incorporated into our Comprehensive Plan Update. 
 
Growth Scenarios are Incomplete & Need Additional 
Analysis & Refinement:  
 
We encourage the City Council not to approve the Draft Comprehensive Plan 
without directing further assessment of some important missing components not fully 
analyzed as part of the published Growth Scenarios Report. We respectfully request 
the City Council to direct the Bureau of Planning & Sustainability (BPS) staff to 
conduct the following additional analysis: 
 
1. Study Growth Scenario Alternatives for Increasing Infill Density with Fewer 

Development Impacts:  
 Higher density on wider streets, North-South corridors and major arterials, 

higher density at major intersection nodes to balance the reductions proposed 
below. 

 Reduce/refine scale of development on narrower streets and older street-car 
era main streets with special character. 
 

 

 
((D))VISION 
DESIGN INITIATIVE 
 
3534 SE Main Street, Portland Oregon, 97214 
www.DivisionDesignInitiative.org  
ilovedivision@gmail.com 

 
 
 

DIVISION DESIGN COMMITTEE 
An inter-neighborhood coalition collaborating  
to refine a shared vision for a growing Division 
 
 
Division/Clinton Business Association  

Sydney Mead, DCBA Chair 

 
 
Hosford Abernethy Neighborhood District  

Linda Nettekoven, HAND Board 

David Aulwes, Landscape Architect 

 
 
Mount Tabor Neighborhood Association  

James Smith, Architect/MTNA Board 
 
 
Richmond Neighborhood Association  

Heather Flint Chatto, Planner, RNA Board 

Debby Hochhalter, Resident 

Cyd Manro, Chair, RNA Board 

 
 
South Tabor Neighborhood Association  

Sandra Hay Magdalena, STNA Board Chair 
 
 
Southeast Uplift  

Bob Kellett, SEUL Staff 
 
 
Sustainable Southeast 

Liz Potter, Community Representative 
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2. Evaluate a more comprehensive “Missing Middle” Neighborhood Infill Scenario in addition to the “Centers 
& Corridors” growth scenario. This would mean further assessment of existing and potential increased 
neighborhood units achieved through additional Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s), conversions of existing 
houses into duplexes, and more small-medium infill housing types like courtyards, row houses, etc on major 
arterials and narrow streets that when balanced with the suggestions in item two below could achieve our 
density goals in a more context-sensitive manner.  
 

3. Evaluate sustainability Impacts of focusing more density on N-S corridors (including environmental, social 
and economic impacts), and likely reduced shading impacts, as well as the value of maintaining reasonable fair 
and equitable solar access in order to: 
 Economic: retain existing economic value of residential and commercially developed properties. 
 Social: contribute to public health, well-being, and thermal comfort; and  
 Environmental: reduce costly energy consumption, generate alternative energy sources, and foster 

community resilience and sustainability. 
 

Continue Portland’s Leadership in Sustainability with more aggressive goals, 
programs and incentives 

 
4. Direct staff to research and return with a recommendation to Council for a set of further incentives and 

programs that support greater innovation, climate resiliency and sustainability including:  
a. Application of a “Green Factor” Program (used in Germany and Seattle) for the City of Portland or similar 

program that sets higher performance criteria and requirements for sustainable site and landscape 
requirements in new buildings. These programs help reduce urban heat island effect, advance resilient cool 
cities, and improved air quality benefits. 

b. Assess impacts and value of tree preservation related to urban heat island protection, create 
recommendations and incentives for preserving large mature trees, and establish design goals and 
standards for maintaining spaces where large trees can be planted in the future. 

c. Create relevant Incentive programs (Top 10 Policy #7,#8,#9) for: 
• “Zero Energy” verified buildings 
• Incentives for Beneficial Projects: waive transportation impact fees (SDC’s) for beneficial community 

uses such as affordable housing, senior housing, daycare, and alternative transit-oriented businesses. 
• Adaptive reuse of older commercial buildings with special character (see report by preservation Green 

Lab, “Older, Smaller, Better” on the key value that mixed vintage buildings bring to communities) 
 

Close the Residential Floor Area Ratio Code Loophole in Mixed Use Buildings 
(Top 10 Policy #2) 
 
Community members have expressed extensive concerns about the overly built-out, boxy nature of recent 
developments, the creation of large blank walls, flat facades, the lack of context-sensitivity, and buildings with 
significant impacts on adjacent residents and neighboring buildings.  

 
5. Direct staff to come back with a recommendation for how to implement the residential FAR requirement 

now, in an expedited manner that does require the community to wait for code improvements until 2017. The 
floor area ratio requirement will help restore a more reasonable building envelope and create better code 
consistency and parity for the residential development in mixed use buildings. 
 

We encourage you to consider the concerns expressed in the nearly 300 Division Perceptions Survey responses 
(attached), as well as the goals and pro-active solutions presented by the Division Design Committee. A description 
of the work of the DDC is attached for reference as well as our policy recommendations. These highlight important 
policy opportunities that can help Portland to grow into a more compact, livable city through innovative design that is 
both dense and sensitive to community context. Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for your work to help 
the City of Portland balance long-term goals for increased density with current community priorities. 

 
Heather Flint Chatto, Planner & Urban Designer, LEED AP   
Richmond Neighborhood Association Board member, Division Design Committee member 
2121 SE 32nd Avenue, Portland OR 97214 
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       ATTACHMENT A 
 
About the Division Design Initiative 
The Division Design Committee is the implementing committee of the Division Design Initiative (DDI), a 
community grassroots project to help give a greater voice in the future of design, planning and evolution of 
Division Street. This work began in December 2013 with the unanimous authorization by the Richmond 
Neighborhood Association to form an inter-neighborhood committee to a) respond to community design 
issues and concerns and to b) make further recommendations for implementation of the Division Green 
Street/Main Street Plan.  
 
The Division Design Initiative maintains a Design Committee of elected and appointed members 
representing seven neighborhood and business associations including the Richmond Neighborhood 
Association, Hosford Abernethy Association, Mount Tabor, South Tabor, Southeast Uplift, Sustainable 
Southeast, and the Division Clinton Business Association. The boundaries of the project are the existing 
Division Green Street/Main Street Plan extents which span Division Street from 11th through 60th Street. 
 
How much effort has been put into the Division Design Initiative 
 
• Extensive Community Engagement & Research: Listening to the community over 18 Division Design 

Committee meetings open to the public to discuss community goals and design priorities; through 
surveys, tabulating results and priorities and translating into DDI documents. The DDI has held large 
public events to map community priorities, organized public forums on infill and managing growth, and 
walking tours to engage neighbors and get feedback. In May 2015 the DDI also held a stakeholder 
workshop with City planning staff, City Bureau of Housing, neighborhood and business association 
leaders, affordable housing buildings, Division property owners, architecture and real estate 
professionals, local developers, and building efficiency nonprofits to discuss strategies to address 
affordable, green and adaptive reuse.  
 

• Development of Tools including a Working Draft of Division Design Guidelines + Draft Toolkit for 
Neighborhood Design: DDI products are intended to guide policy makers, developers, and give the 
community specific tools, strategies and, importantly, language that allows them to describe the issues 
and be constructively involved in the ongoing discussions about development on Division. 
 

• Policy Recommendations: DDI work has not only clearly identified the issues, but most importantly, 
has proposed solutions, through Design Guidelines and now a Policy Framework including: 
  
a. Community Notification & Engagement Recommendations (supported by RNA, DCBA, HAND, 

HBBA, Laurelhurst NA, and others) 
b. Top Ten Policy Recommendations – Community-wide application (Endorsement of all 10 received by 

the Division Clinton Business Association, Richmond Neighborhood Association and the Hawthorne 
Area Business Association). 

c. Comprehensive Plan Recommendations 
d. Mixed Use Zoning Recommendations - City-wide and specific to Division 
e. Division Perception Survey - http://divisiondesigninitiative.org/division-perceptions-survey 

 
These recommendations for additional clear and objective development standards improve upon Portland’s 
current system by establishing a finer level of control over shape and size of buildings and are tailored, in a 
sensible way, to the context of main street environments like Division. 
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(Excerpt from the Draft Division Design Guidelines) 

 
Background & Current Conditions 
"Since 2012, the Division corridor has undergone a rapid transformation unparalleled in the history of 
Eastside development and well beyond what was envisioned in the Green Street Main Plan.  The area 
between SE 30th and 50th Avenues has seen the arrival of close to 400 new residential units with 
accompanying commercial spaces.  On one hand, the street has become a vibrant commercial corridor 
attracting visitors from other parts of the city and the region.  However, for many long-residents, the 
dramatic transformation of the corridor represents a tsunami of growth that has been quite traumatic, 
causing a deep sense of loss for the small, locally-serving, “village-like” atmosphere, special streetcar/main 
street character, eclectic street identity that has shifted seemingly overnight to serve a higher-end level of 
business and rental market, making it less affordable to local businesses. This loss of affordability has also 
impacted the housing rental prices, making the new developments out of reach for many renters and 
causing concerns about gentrification, increased traffic congestion on traditionally quiet residential streets, 
parking problems and other impacts such as loss of solar access, privacy and displacement of residents.  Of 
great concern is that the majority of this private development of eight blocks of the Division corridor is in 
direct contradiction to broad community concern expressed in the media, in public testimony and in 
neighborhood surveys responses. With few avenues to help shape the changes occurring all around them, 
there is a good deal of anger and frustration in the Division community, some of it perhaps masking a sense 
of grief and loss, even of despair. Citizens have deep connections to their neighborhoods and “psychology 
of place” is important consideration for planners and designers when areas of our city are experiencing rapid 
growth and change. 
 
For Division, some of the breaks in our civic fabric may have happened with the Mt Hood Freeway project 
that, when ultimately abandoned, led to a fragmentation, displacement, and later disinvestment of public and 
private improvements for next 40 years. The impacts of this legacy of disinvestment further led to ongoing 
decline of street and land conditions. It should also be recognized that this history has also contributed to 
the identity of Division as a small scale, affordable, funky and eclectic, blue collar “maker” street with a 
collection of scattered historic buildings. With the rapid redevelopment of Division from both public 
investments in the Division Streetscape project and extensive new private large development projects over 
the span of 18-24 months, the long-standing neighborhood character and identity as well as social fabric of 
the neighborhood has been significantly altered. This has left many residents without either the policy or 
political framework to have a voice in the evolution of their neighborhood. This has caused a crisis within the 
local Division community that some may paint as growth/no growth, density/anti-density. We see this same 
crisis reflected citywide.  
 
By creating design guidelines that help us connect to our history, sense of place, and unique identity we 
hope to help heal some of these impacts and collectively shape a common vision for the future evolution of 

Division.  
******************************************End of Excerpt*************************************************************** 
The Division Design Initiative has actively worked to help shift the dialogue away from complexities that 
polarize communities when discussing issues of density to the fundamental importance of DESIGN, ideally 
focusing less on where we may be divided towards what we can agree upon as shared goals. The attached 
Top Ten Policy Recommendations for the City of Portland help represent these shared goals and have the 
endorsements from many leadership organizations as evidence of a collective desire for future density 
with less impacts, and community involvement in neighborhood planning to ensure more context-
sensitive design. 
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Division Design Initiative  
TOP TEN POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PORTLAND 

The following are proactive solutions based on broad community input to fix current planning and zoning policies.  
The intent is a no net density loss approach to encourage additional infill density with fewer impacts. 

Background: Recent development on Division is a sharp contrast to its traditional small-scale 
main street character and form. We have seen a great deal of new development that often fea-
ture flat facades and rooflines, large blank walls, inconsistency in quality of materials, as well 
as privacy, light, noise, parking, and traffic impacts that have caused significant community de-
sign concerns. Much of this development has occurred despite more than 2-years of community 
outcry expressed in the media, public testimony, letters, surveys and neighborhood meetings. 
As we plan our growth strategy in the Comprehensive Plan and new Mixed Use Zone changes 
proposed by the by the City’s MUZ Advisory Committee, we can - through more context sensi-
tive design – encourage compact density and infill that meet our population goals within our 
urban corridors in a more unifying, intentional manner that preserves what is special and 
character-defining while allowing us to grow into a more compact city.  

Improve notification and enable constructive community engagement about growth Eight large buildings in 18-24 
months is major redevelopment, yet the neighborhood had no meaningful opportunity for real input.  
(See DDI Notification and Community Engagement Policy Recommendations) 
     
    Close the Residential Floor Area Ratio Code Gap Now  - There is cur-
rently no Floor Area Ratio (FAR) requirement for the residential portion of 
mixed use buildings which results in overly boxy, bulky buildings as projects 
build to the maximum envelope allowed. The City (through their Mixed Use 
Zones Proposal) is recommending this be fixed as part of the Comprehensive 
Plan adoption but it would not take effect until 2017. We recommend this be 
a top priority for the City to take immediate action to fix now.  
 

  Add Permit Review Criteria for Assessing Compatibility with Neighborhood Context (see draft Division Design guide-
lines Compatibility section & comment letter to the City of Portland Hearings Examiner re: land use appeal by Brentwood 
Darlington Neighborhood). Request additional permit submittal requirements be added including: 
 

a. Elevations showing proposed development in context of adjacent 
building/block development, 

b. Solar shading analysis, privacy and view impact drawing 
c. Statement of features/approaches used to demonstrate alignment 

with community design goals and preferences if formal guidelines exist 
d. If no parking is required, provide a transportation demand manage-

ment plan for mitigation of impacts (this could include annual bus 
passes for residents, shared/conjunctive use parking, on site car or 
bike-share options, etc.) 

 

Older, smaller neighborhoods with more traditional main street character and buildings of one and two stories need better review requirements to 
assess compatibility with neighborhood context and adjacent residential.  Good transitions in scale, screening, articulated massing and design fea-
tures make the difference. The best projects are innovative in design, of durable quality materials, and show respect for the neighborhood by reflect-
ing design preferences and desired features (note: “reflect” does not =replicate), rather than rejecting existing neighborhood architectural patterns.  
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11.19.15    Top Ten Policy Recommendations for the City of Portland 

 
 

Develop Density Transition Zones & Foster the “Missing Middle” – The Current Comp Plan Growth Strategy focuses 
on corridors and centers but leaves out small-medium “plexes”, town/rowhouses, and courtyard style housing (promoted 
in the past with the City’s “Courtyard housing design competition”). These building types may blend better within the 
existing neighborhood fabric and could help relieve some of the development pressure on older commercial corridors 
with special character like Division, Hawthorne, etc. (See Eli Spevak proposal, and Metro Innovative Design & Develop-
ment Codes – Transitions Section) 

Missing Middle - Good Example of medium-scale sensitive infill designed increased density at 25th & Division: Three new modern rowhouses blend in 
with neighborhood scale, details and simple variation of windows and patterns without being overly repetitious. 

 

❺Create Incentives for Reuse & Preservation of Existing Buildings with Special Community character - Are there some 
areas where we don’t want the zoning to transfer automatically? As shown in the study noted below, retaining a mix of 
diverse building vintages and sizes has been proven to encourage economic vitality, more diversity, a greater number of 
jobs, less chain stores, and more affordability for small businesses and tenants. We may need other incentives that sup-
port adaptive reuse of these such as waivers of SDC, transfer of development rights (not just for historic properties), etc. 
(See Report on “Older, Smaller, Better: Measuring how the character of buildings and blocks influences urban vitality”, by 
Preservation Green Lab, National Trust for Historic Preservation, May 2014) 
 

 
Older buildings with streetcar era main street character are scattered along our East-West Portland corridors. These often have been in disuse or 
disrepair but may be important buildings of quality materials and significant character that when preserved create areas of distinction and identity. 
Many feature common design characteristics such as recessed entries, raised sills, large storefront windows with small clerestory windows above, 
articulated rooflines, deco or craftsman details, brick or wood exteriors, and often angled cut façade entrances on corner buildings. Let’s preserve 
these special buildings and make it easier to do so with good incentives. The greenest building is the one you aren’t building…but perhaps the one you 
are adapting. 
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11.19.15    Top Ten Policy Recommendations for the City of Portland 

 
“Pearl on the String” Commercial Node- Cluster of Commercial at 20th-22nd & SE Division Street, including Bar Avignon, Mirador,  

New Seasons, and multiple eateries. 
 

 
❻ Relate Building Height to Street Width & Consider Nodal Focus. 
Set different goals for narrow vs. wider streets and focus some den-
sity into nodes – visualize a “Pearls on a String” concept with the 
pearls as the commercial focus with residential or lower scale devel-
opment as the string. This was a priority expressed for future devel-
opment in the Division Green Street Main Street Plan. (See 
Urbsworks Policy Recommendations, Division Green Street Main 
Street Plan) 

 
 

 
❼ Consider Incentives in new Mixed Use Proposal 
for community amenities, including: high performance 
buildings/zero energy buildings, preservation and 
adaptive reuse of older buildings, provision of reasona-
bly priced housing, and alternative transit-oriented or 
other community beneficial uses (daycare, small cor-
ner grocery stores, affordable/senior housing). Incen-
tives may include waivers of SDC’s, fast track permit-
ting, bonus in square footage, or other benefits. 
 
❽  Incorporate solar policy into zoning code amend-
ments to support more high performance buildings 
and minimize/mitigate solar shading of adjacent infill  
– Encourage further study of more N/S corridor density 
which has less shading impacts than on E/W corridors. 
(See New Buildings Institute Policy, state solar access 
policy OR 227.190, and other Oregon community solar 
policies such as Ashland, Jackson County, et al). 
 
 

Adaptive Reuse of older structure with  
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11.19.15    Top Ten Policy Recommendations for the City of Portland 

 
❾ Enhance/maintain community livability through access to sun, 
air, light, privacy and public views for current and new resi-
dents/businesses. Address privacy issues via increased requirements 
for placement of and side setbacks to maintain air and light (e.g. varied 
rooflines, lightwells, stepbacks and stepdowns in heights), minimize 
privacy impacts (i.e. increased rear landscape screening requirements, 
sensitive location of balconies), protection of important viewsheds 
(e.g. reduction of large blank walls, maintain public view of community 
monuments such as the Hollywood Theater, Bagdad Theater, SE Hills). 
(These issues influence mixed use zoning requirements in development; 
also see Urbsworks research on lightwells and consideration of upper 
level skyplane context in NY Code; DDI Comment Letter to the City of 
Portland Re: Comp Plan & Mixed Use Zones) 
 
 
 
 
 
❿  The City should employ broader tracking of and accountability 
for development impacts. Portland, and state of Oregon do not re-
quire documentation nor impacts analysis resulting from a new devel-
opment beyond fee impacts to traffic, sewer and parks. However most 
states require this. Critical issues could be documented during permit 
submittal and review. Recommended issues to be tracked should in-
clude impacts to:  

a. Health (e.g., noise, air quality, safety) 
b. Environment (e.g., loss of habitat, mature trees/heat island ef-

fect, climate change) 
c. Community (e.g., loss of historic resources, important public 

viewsheds) 
d. Economy (e.g., loss of affordable residential and commercial 

spaces, loss of solar access for energy generation, food produc-
tion, etc.) 
 

“What gets measured, gets managed. 
What doesn’t get measured gets lost.” 

 
        Let’s not lose track of the things that matter most. 
 
 

 

POSITIVE EXAMPLES

Good example of adaptive reuse with new construction that is 
both modern and uses traditional materials of wood and 
metal, balconies, generous storefronts and stepped roofs. Res-
idential above turns inward to a central open air courtyard 
that helps avoid privacy impacts and maintains access to air 
and light. 
 

 
Move the House Project:  Example of positive building form in 
newer construction, sustainable design elements including:  

 breaking up building massing into sections with 4th floor 
upper roof stepbacks, balconies, and articulation,  

 creating transparency with glass skybridge and pedestrian 
paseos,  

 references similar storefront window patterns in nearby 
older blocks 

 incorporation or art and education through sculpture and  
interpretive signage 

 Green features such as living roofs, bioswales at rear, and 
preservation and design around a mature tree, and mov-

Want to take action? 
1. Comment on these draft recommendations – email ilovedivision@gmail.com with 

specific edits. 
2. Ask your Neighborhood or Business Association to take a position on these 

recommendations. Contact: Richmond NA -richmondpdx@gmail.com; Division/Clinton Busi-
ness Assoc. - dcbakatie@gmail.com 

3. Write a letter to the City expressing your support for any or all of these recom-
mendations Contact: cputestimony@portlandoregon.gov, note, for testimony it must in-
clude your name and address! 
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Dear Planning & Sustainability Commissioners, 
Attached is a letter of testimony the Division Design Committee (DDC) submitted in March of 
2015 (cc'd to the Planning Commission), regarding comments on the Comp Plan and Mixed Use 
Zoning. We would like to request this also be considered as part of your deliberations on the new 
MUZ proposal. 

As evidenced by multiple letters of testimony from the DDC at past key points in the process of 
the development of the Comprehensive Plan and Mixed Use Zoning, we have been bringing to 
you a consistent message regarding development concerns that to date have not been well 
addressed including: 

1) Need for Increased Community Input and Notification  
2) Desire for Increased Design Review requirements and policies to preserve character, context, 
and quality
3) Preservation of Important Visual & Cultural Resources  
4) Need for Impact Analysis for new development proposals to fully assess and mitigate 
significant impacts  

We have now created recommendations for Community Input & Notification that have been 
adopted by the Richmond Neighborhood Association that addresses #1 above and the 
compatibility and context issues in #2 above - (see attached Richmond Policy). We have also 
proposed a solution for #3 above on Preservation (waiver of SDC for adding density and 
upgrading through adaptive reuse of older buildings) and to City Staff for a "Sustainability 
Scorecard" to address issue #4 above (See Response to Staff Matrix on DDI Top Ten Policy 
Recommendations).

We hope our recommendations can be a starting point for further creative solutions. As an 
example, if the low-rise vintage proposal (which we support) does not meet with approval, it 
does not negate the issue that we need better tools for preservation.  so we ask you to consider 
our detailed recommendations carefully as they represent many of the key issues that 
neighborhoods feel related to priorities around compatibility, context and design. 

Given our extensive research, two year community engagement effort and creative policy 
solutions recommended, we would welcome an opportunity to better brief the PSC on the real 
on-the ground community concerns and priorities we hear expressed by citizens broadly in 
Southeast and echoed frequently by citizens across the City.

Thank you for your consideration, 
Heather Flint Chatto, Urban Planner & Designer 
RNA Board Member, Division Design Committee Member 
2121 SE 32nd Avenue, Portland OR 97214 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9893



March 13, 2015 

Portland Planning & Sustainability Commission 
1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 7100 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

RE: Division Design Committee  Comprehensive Plan Comment Letter 

Planning & Sustainability Commissioners: 

On behalf of the Division Design Initiative we respectfully submit this letter to provide comments on the 
Comprehensive Plan Update. The Division Design Initiative (DDI) is a grassroots inter-neighborhood 
coalition of neighborhood, business and community organizations formed in late 2013 to respond to wide 
community concerns about design issues and the lack of meaningful community involvement in the major 
redevelopment of the Division Corridor in Southeast Portland. The mission of this group includes creating 
design, planning, education and engagement tools that many neighborhoods can use to help shape the 
growth and change they are facing.  

As a sustainability-minded coalition, we fully understand that to accommodate the growth that is projected 
to come, it will need to happen as infill within our existing urban areas, with more compact development a 
part of this tradeoff to maintain our Urban Growth Boundary. However, as neighbors who are living 
through this dramatic transformation we have a unique perspective into what is working and what is not 
working. We hope that our experience can help to guide you to focus on areas that need improvement so 
that both our main street and other areas of the city that are slated for growth in the Comprehensive Plan 
can grow in a way that is broadly supported.  

Attached is a proposal for increased notification and community involvement for your consideration. We 
have also attached community responses from the Division Perceptions Survey developed by Portland 
State University in partnership with the Division Design Initiative. This represents only one of the 
questions, and we would be happy to share further data. We have been analyzing survey results with a 
technical consultant and will continue to share further research reports. In the meantime, we have provided 
these comments verbatim as evidence of the broad community concerns identified. 

At the neighborhood level we hear strong interest in needed changes, specifically in the Comp Plan, to 
address lack of opportunity for meaningful input, design concerns, and impacts from larger new 
development projects including loss of community character, solar access, affordability, and increased 
gentrification and displacement. Others have spoken about the need for more family-friendly housing and 
affordable residential and commercial units, so we would like to focus our testimony on the following: 

1) Need for Increased Community Input and Notification (see attachment) 
2) Desire for Increased Design review requirements and policies to preserve character, context, and 

quality 
3) Preservation of Important Visual & Cultural Resources 
4) Need for Impact Analysis for new development proposals to fully assess and mitigate significant 

impacts 

The Division community has witnessed a rapid transformation of our main street and there is real concern 
that the new construction that is occurring along Division fails to recognize the existing character of the 
neighborhood.  

Portland neighborhoods are known and loved for their village-like main streets, small local businesses, and 
unique identity that make them special and desirable. However, the current trend of development that is 
occurring in the city has been noted by many as a distinct contrast to the existing character, pattern, and 
architecture of many neighborhoods. The Comp. Plan falls short when it comes to promoting new 
development that respects a neighborhood's context. Currently, new population growth is almost 
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exclusively being accommodated through multi-family and mixed use buildings that are significantly 
bigger than what previously existed along Division. Concerns about lack of context, uneven quality, poor 
scale relationships to the narrowness of the street, loss of solar access, lack of landscaping and green space, 
and  increasingly homogeneous design are frequently heard in survey results and public meetings and are 
in direct contrast to community design goals and priorities. We recommend the following to address these 
issues: 

1) Adopt policies that support increased design review, consideration of quadrant design 
commissions, and new context-sensitive design standards that respond to neighborhood patterns 
and priorities. 

Many community members have expressed concern and surprise that neighborhoods do not have the 
benefit of formal design review and there is increasing concern by residents about the limited ability for 
any meaningful input in the quite dramatic changes taking place. How can we support well-designed 
compact development that also respects existing community character and identity? This is an identified 
goal in many City policies yet is ineffectual in practice without any design review requirements or more 
neighborhood specific guidelines that can help provide necessary design context and clarification of 
community priorities.  

The strong expansion of Portland’s urban network from the central city necessitates extension of other 
policies and procedures that have helped re-shape our downtown into a walkable and livable place, most 
critically the need for a design review process. Of particular interest is the idea of quadrant level design 
commissions. The scale and character of new development is in sharp contrast to that of the existing 
neighborhood and more akin to development one would expect to see in the central city yet most 
neighborhoods are left without the tools needed to effectively guide these new large scale redevelopments 
in practice. In response, many have expressed an interest in design guidelines that will help articulate the 
community design preferences and the Division Design Committee is now working with technical 
consultants to develop design guidelines for a 50-block segment of the Division Corridor. Other 
neighborhoods such as Boise have done the same. This is a heavy lift even for communities that do have 
the organizational and technical resources and an incredible challenge for those that do not have these tools 
needed to manage such dramatic growth. Without the benefit of design review, there is little recourse for 
communities to have a say in the dramatic changes taking place overnight. We ask you to help shape a 
broadened design review process that meets the needs for community members and stake holders 
throughout the city where these urban corridors are envisioned to provide new density and amenities for 
livability. We urge you not to eliminate our main street overlays which do provide the limited character 
specific guidelines for some neighborhoods that should frankly be augmented to support more 
neighborhood-sensitive context and design. We need buildings that are designed better to blend within the 
fabric of our neighborhoods and tools and processes that allow for more input into the design of buildings.  
Increased design review, broader notification and neighborhood input processes for such large scale 
changes are needed and not addressed in the Comp Plan. 

2) Improved Notification Requirements & Neighborhood Involvement Policies 

Change is never easy, but the pace of the change has been especially challenging for many of us. What can 
be done to make this easier to digest? One area we would like for you to focus on is community 
involvement. For years you have been hearing how neighbors don't feel like they are given adequate notice 
of new development. This is your opportunity to fix that. Attached is a Notification Proposal that is a 
summary of recommendations heard throughout our planning and research efforts over the last 18 months. 
The DDC has voted to recommend the City consider this proposal and integrate these recommendations 
into a new public involvement and notification process. Broadly, these encourage further enhancements 
such as requiring letters of support from Neighborhood Associations and Business Districts, a courtesy 
visit early in the process to the neighborhood association before designs are set in stone and when 
opportunities for impacts to be identified and minimized, and a required follow up form for addressing 
how community comments are being addressed or not rather than simply a letter stating the community has 
been given a presentation and here was the feedback with no required format or process to respond or 
address neighborhood concerns. Notice alone will not solve neighborhood discontent, but it can go a long 
way to ease the transitions that are going to take place if the Comprehensive Plan's visions are realized.  
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3) Update City inventories of important visual, cultural, and historic resources & promote 
incentives for preservation. 

The Division Design Committee supports an update to the city’s visual and cultural resources inventory as 
well as the historic resources inventory. Currently, the Visual Resources Inventory does not extend beyond 
SE 12th Street. Some important visual resources need enhanced protection. They provide a connection to 
sense of place and character defining community cultural and historic resources. When we block important 
monuments such as the Hollywood Theater with new development, we impact neighborhood visual and 
cultural treasures that contribute to neighborhood identity and community history. We understand that 
private views are not protected, however when we build so tall in SE that we block public views of the 
West Hills we lose our connection to sense of place. Studies like Preservation Green Lab’s recent report, 
“Older, Smaller, Better”, reinforce that mixed vintage neighborhoods have stronger economic vitality, 
more jobs, and provide more cultural diversity and income diversity. These buildings also contribute to the 
unique identity that defines Portland’s neighborhoods. A growth strategy should provide more incentives 
for preservation and adaptive reuse of Portland’s older viable historic buildings.  

4) Need for Impact Analysis for new development proposals to fully assess and mitigate significant 
impacts

Significant impacts to the neighborhood and adjacent properties from new development are not fully 
assessed or considered when determining approval of new developments. Community members have 
expressed concerns about loss of solar access, increased congestion and traffic impacts, loss of historic 
resources, loss of affordable housing, and privacy and visual impacts. To balance goals for increased 
density in the Comprehensive Plan with the potential development impacts, the City should consider City 
and State support for required impact analysis and mitigation of any significant impacts.  

Lastly, we’d like to emphasize Division Design Initiative is a direct response to some of the gaps that 
currently exist in our systems. This effort came about, in part, because community members felt strongly 
that there has been little response to very vocal design concerns expressed in frequent testimony in 2012, 
2013, and 2014 on the design impacts and concerns by neighbors across the City. This group is not only 
citizens, residents, and activists, but also business owners, architects, planners, designers, lawyers, and 
other professionals. We are not an anti-development or anti-density group, we are an advocacy group for 
increased community input and design that fits the community goals and preferences. We understand the 
budget realities facing the city, but we also know that we are not the only neighborhoods that are 
concerned with these issues. Changes to the mixed use zones is one step but increased notification 
requirements, enhanced community involvement and design review process that help support community 
character and context are necessary requirements to help better ease the transition of our city as it grows in 
such a rapid manner.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for your work to help the City of Portland balance long-
term goals for increased density with current resident goals and priorities for livable neighborhoods and 
more participation in the planning and design process. 

Sincerely, 

Heather Flint Chatto, Urban Planner & Designer, Richmond Resident & RNA Board Member, DDC 
Member 

Submitted on behalf of the Division Design Initiative & the Division Design Committee* 
Division Design Initiative | 3534 Main Street, Portland Oregon 97214 | www.divisiondesigninitiative.org 
ilovedivision@gmail.com 

*Membership of the DDC includes appointed and elected members from the following organizations: 
Richmond Neighborhood Association, Hosford-Abernethy Neighborhood District, South Tabor 
Neighborhood Association, SE Uplift, Sustainable Southeast & the Division-Clinton Business Association
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Angie Even (17973) 

Map App Address: 4410-4416 SE Woodstock 

This zoning is inconsistent with neighboring commercial property and should be zones CM2 along with 
the rest of the district. 

Gerald Lindsay (17974) 

Map App Address: 3786 N Melrose Dr. 

To: The City of Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
 
We write to ask the commission to consider the CM3 zone for the addresses (please see below) along N 
Killingsworth between N Borthwick and N Mississippi. As property owners at the intersection of N Albina 
and N Killingsworth, we have a strong community and personal interest in zoning decisions. In general 
terms, we believe that the CM3 designation is the most appropriate of those available within the 2035 
comprehensive plan. Our perspective is based upon 2 primary considerations. One, such designation 
best suits the needs of both the neighborhood and the adjacent Portland Community College-Cascade 
campus, as this intersection and the blocks extending along N Killingsworth serve not only as a Center 
Main Street for the neighborhood, but also as a sort of campus City Center. Two, the unique transit 
accessibility of the intersection of N Albina and Killingsworth clearly supports higher density 
development.  
 
Portland Community College-Cascade already exists as a vibrant hub of activity and acts as a major 
draw of citizens to this Center Main Street. As a home to well over 20,000 students and a campus 
development plan that has recently seen major additions, the college benefits greatly from local dense 
commercial opportunities and, we think, would benefit from more, denser housing opportunities. The 
CM3 zoning would strike the right balance between maximizing the ability of local properties ability to 
meet the needs of both the neighborhood and the student populations, while retaining the 
neighborhood center feel. While we think that a similar Center Main street would usually be best 
served by the CM2 zoning, the dual service as neighborhood and college Main Street, leads us to believe 
that a small section of higher density would best serve the current and future local development 
needs. 
 
Transit is an important consideration, particularly when considering any increase in density. With 
regards to the addresses at hand, they are served by two high frequency bus lines and are 5 city blocks 
from yellow line max stations. In addition, Interstate 5, N Interstate Ave., and Martin Luther King Jr. 
Blvd. are in close proximity. Few intersections on the East side can boast more robust transit 
connectivity. We think this fact serves to mitigate the potential parking impact of future increased 
density. Additionally, allowing for greater density proximate to PCC-Cascade dovetails well with that 
institution’s Transit Demand Management Plan. This plan specifically calls for an increase in the 
number of students walking to campus. Dense mixed-use development placed adjacent to campus 
properties options could hardly better serve this goal. 
 
Other considerations that inform our testimony are as follows. None of the addresses that we propose 
for CM3 zoning abut current low-density usage or zoning. The Piedmont conservation district will serve 
to prevent losses of important structures that contribute to the historic character of this vibrant Main 
Street. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Gerald and Anita Lindsay 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9898



Addresses: 831-839 N Killingsworth, 832-838 N Killingsworth, 820-828 N Killingsworth N Killingsworth, 
825 N Killingsworth, 819-823 N Killingsworth, 811-815 N Killingsworth, 805 N Killingsworth, 800 N 
Killingsworth, 722-740 N Killingsworth, 720-740 N Killingsworth, 710-718 N Killingsworth, and 700-708 N 
Killingsworth 

Jennafer Furniss (17975) 

Map App Address: 1534 SE Rex St 

A beautiful mid century Duplex, this is ideal middle housing for this neighborhood. Much needed family 
housing that houses families, one with a young daughter who is adorable and their family hopes she 
grows up in this neighborhood. This should be zoned r2.5 realistically but at the very least should be 
CS1 as it is part of a low rise residential neighborhood and a step down from the commercial district. 

Jennafer Furniss (17976) 

Map App Address: 1534 SE Rex St 

This is was originally an R5 lot and developed as such, it is in the middle of a residential neighborhood 
on a narrow street. This should be zoned R5, but at the very least R2.5 to provide future middle 
housing, CS2 is clearly inappropriate to be in the middle of a residential block on a narrow street. 

Jennafer Furniss (17977) 

Map App Address: 1534 SE Rex St 

This is a single family residence in the middle of a residential block on a narrow street. At most it 
should be zoned r2.5 to provide future middle housing. There is not as yet adequate support in transit 
to support commercial dipping so deep into these narrow residential neighborhoods. CS2 is far to large 
a building for such a narrow street in the middle of a residential neighborhood. 

Jennafer Furniss (17978) 

Map App Address: 1534 SE Rex St 

This is a single family home in the middle of a residential neighborhood on a narrow street. This is does 
not support CS2 development in the middle of a residential street. At best it should be r2.5 housing to 
support middle housing, triplex even, but not a four story building in the middle of a neighborhood. 
Even CS1 would be more acceptable, perhaps a fourplex, but CS2 is not supported here. 

Jennafer Furniss (17979) 

Map App Address: 1534 SE Rex St 

This is a single family home in the middle of a residential neighborhood on a narrow street. This is does 
not support CS2 development in the middle of a residential street. At best it should be r2.5 housing to 
support middle housing, triplex even, but not a four story building in the middle of a neighborhood. 
Even CS1 would be more acceptable, perhaps a fourplex, but CS2 is not supported here. 

Jennafer Furniss (17980) 

Map App Address: 1534 SE Rex St 

This is a single family home in the middle of a residential neighborhood on a narrow street. This is does 
not support CS2 development in the middle of a residential street. At best it should be r2.5 housing to 
support middle housing, triplex even, but not a four story building in the middle of a neighborhood. 
Even CS1 would be more acceptable, perhaps a fourplex, but CS2 is not supported here. 
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Jennafer Furniss (17981) 

Map App Address: 1534 SE Rex St 

This is a single family home in the middle of a residential neighborhood on a narrow street. This is does 
not support CS2 development in the middle of a residential street. At best it should be r2.5 housing to 
support middle housing, triplex even, but not a four story building in the middle of a neighborhood. 
Even CS1 would be more acceptable, perhaps a fourplex, but CS2 is not supported here. 

Jennafer Furniss (17982) 

Map App Address: 1534 SE Rex St 

The is a wonderful triplex, great middle housing for families. This should be zoned r2.5 or CS1 to 
support this excellent use of land. It is in the middle of a residential neighborhood on a narrow street 
and CS2 is not supported here. 

Jennafer Furniss (17983) 

Map App Address: 1534 SE Rex St 

This is an ideal triplex, wonderful middle housing for families. This use should be supported with an 
r2.5 or CS1 designation, It is in hte middle of a residential neighborhood on a narrow street on a narrow 
lot. It does not support CS2 designation. 

Nathan King (17991) 

Map App Address: 6901 N Buchanan Ave 

Hello, my name is Nathan King. On May 9th I shared testimony expressing my concern for the changes 
proposed to small-scale zone CM1. Since sharing that testimony, I have had the opportunity to become 
more familiar with the details of the the Mixed Use Zones Project's proposal. Specifically, I believe I 
now have a more accurate understanding of the proposed changes to the FAR calculation. I now 
understand that in the proposal "All uses, including residential, are counted in floor area, which is a 
change from current practice which excludes residential from the calculation." If my understanding is 
correct, it is possible that the proposed characteristics of the new small-scale zone, CM1, much more 
closely reflect the same intent of the existing zones and therefore is much more likely to be viewed as 
acceptable. My apologies for any confusion my testimony may be causing. 

Denise Hare (18062) 

Map App Address: 2536 SE 33rd Place 

I support designation of the blocks along Division St. from 35th to 38th Avenues to be preserved as 
vintage low-rise commercial areas. This is a great response to citizen input, helping to maintain the 
most attractive and desirable features of the commercial nodes, while still allowing for the 
development/density needed for future growth. The community appreciates that our voices are heard, 
and listened to, by the planning bureau. Thank you. 

David Mihm (18102) 

Map App Address: 1982 SE 30th Ave 

I learned about the ongoing zoning revisions being proposed at the Richmond Neighborhood Association 
meeting last night. Doug Klotz of the RNA did an excellent job laying out the impact and implications of 
the proposed changes. 
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I was surprised and disappointed to see that there are still large swaths of red-colored areas along SE 
Powell between the Ross Island Bridge and 35th that this plan proposes to leave as "general 
commercial." 
 
SE Powell is one of the widest/largest corridors in the entire inner eastside, soon to be served by a bus 
rapid transit system. It's one of the most natural places for large-scale residential building projects to 
happen outside the downtown core. And certainly is a more natural place for these kinds of projects 
than a number of locations where Mayor Hales' administration has already allowed them to occur (N. 
Williams is the most glaring example). 
 
I had thought that Mayor Hales' embarrassingly-belated declaration of a housing emergency in Portland 
several months agowas designed to allow for all options to be on the table when it comes to zoning for 
more housing. Especially for more affordable housing, and especially for more affordable housing close 
to transit hubs.  
 
This section of SE Powell seems like a perfect place for that to happen, and I strongly suggest it be 
considered more thoroughly to *at least* be zoned as Mixed-Use as part of this process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David Mihm 

Blythe Olson (18331) 

Map App Address: 2719 SW Old Orchard Rd 

This property in the heart of our old residential neighborhood is subject to usage restrictions enacted 
into law in 1984 under Ordinance No. 155609. Any proposed development must comply with this 
ordinance or be negotiated in detail with adjacent property owners and neighbors to maintain the 
livability of our neighborhood. 
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Jeff Cole
4343 SE Madison St.
Portland, OR  97215

tjeffcole@gmail.com

Tuesday, May 17, 2016

Attn: Mixed Use Zones testimony
Planning and Sustainability Commission
City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100, Portland, OR 97201

cc: Marty Stockton / Barry Manning

This testimony is response to the March 2016 draft of Portland’s Mixed Use Zones Project (MUZ).  I am 
co-chair of the Sunnyside Neighborhood Association Land Use Advisory Committee and a Southeast 
Uplift at-large board member.  This letter represents my own opinion.

Base Height and Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) Limits: (33.130.205 & 33.130.210.B.1) 
The proposed “Base” Height and FAR limits for zones CM1, CM2, CM3 should instead be designated 
the “Standard” limit.  “Development Bonuses - Incentive to provide public benefits” (Section 33.130.212) 
should be removed.    

In particular, the new CM2 zone does a good job of replacing the CS zone in continuing a 45’ height 
limit while reducing and (reimplementing for residential) FAR to address concerns about boxy, massive 
infill on corridors. However, the proposed MUZ Development Bonuses completely reverse the 
benefits of the new FAR and other MUZ improvements (setbacks, articulation, etc.)

Overall, the proposed bonus incentives are complicated and appear to deliver little certain public benefit 
in exchange for a marked up-zoning with greater massing and height.  The language opens the 
door to future reinterpretations of the “public benefit” clause and reduces confidence that new 
development will be of predictable impact.  During the course of the MUZ project, the nature and scope 
of bonuses have varied widely, illustrating the difficulty of trading increased density for “public benefits.”  
Considerable MUZ testimony to date has raised serious questions regarding the MUZ bonus 
program from multiple perspectives.

Most importantly, recently passed Oregon law SB1533 authorizes several new tools to mandate and/or 
incentivize affordable housing that would not require bonus heights or density and these need to be 
analyzed before bonuses are devised. 

As it is, when reviewing the density incentives offered by other cities one finds Portland’s MUZ project 
is offering bonuses that are 2-3 times the norm.

Consider Figure 1, an example of density bonuses offered by Evanston, Illinois as part of their recently 
amended inclusionary zoning program (updated January, 2016).  Before 2016 a developer could pay 
$40,000 per required unit to opt out.  As of 2016 the opt-out fee was increased to $100,000.   
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While the Evanston program only requires 10% of units to be affordable (20% if any public funding is 
involved) the required target is defined as 50-60% Median Family Income (MFI), compared to 80% MFI 
for MUZ.  Bonus densities range from 5-20% depending on category.

Sacramento, California requires a minimum 25% density bonus as part of their program.  However, 
their income targets are also lower covering a range from 50-80% MFI.  Figure 2 exhibits the basic 
requirement.

By comparison, the public benefit program in Portland’s proposed MUZ program is quite generous.  
The FAR bonuses for CM1 and CM2 range from 60-67%, while the height bonus is 22%, all to create a 
relatively small number of affordable units at 80% MFI.  See Figure 3.
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Figure 1: 
Evanston

Figure 2: 
Sacramento

Figure 3: 
Portland MUZ
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Prior to passage of SB1533 a density bonus was for all practical purposes Portland’s only tool 
to voluntarily incentivize affordable units.  Passage of SB1533 changes this dynamic and one 
questions whether the “public benefits” in the bonus program is at all commiserate with the 
density bonuses within MUZ.

Bonus incentives would be better developed outside the Comprehensive Process.  Each incentive 
should be carefully calibrated for each benefit and sunset/renewal dates set for re-evaluation.

The best approach at this point would be to restate “Base” Height and FAR as “Standard” and remove 
“public benefit” bonus incentives from the MUZ project.

Good idea: Low-rise Storefront Commercial Proposal (33.415 & Zoning Map)
Streetcar era low-rise storefront commercial urban fabric is an invaluable, irreplaceable asset.  These 
historic stretches represent integral manifestations of our neighborhoods’ sense of place and identity.  
Further, many of these vintage streetscapes have become important economically as visitor attractions 
regionally, nationally, and even internationally.  

However, it is important for City of Portland to implement measures that recognize the contribution – 
economic and cultural – that property owners of these special low rise buildings make to the local 
community as a whole.  Owners of downzoned low-rise properties should be provided with transferable 
density benefits, tax abatements, and other support.

Ground Floor Commercial Space: 33.415.200
Increase the minimum in 33.415.200 to require at least 50% of the ground floor area to be in 
active uses in the Centers Main Street Overlay Area, and require at least 25% of all other CM 1 
and CM2 zoned properties to be ground floor active use and require mitigation for lost 
commercial space due to demolition and new construction within these zones.

Given that Mixed Use Zoning is largely applied to business districts, it is imperative to develop and 
increase the capacity of ground floor active uses that have been traditionally accommodated in 
commercial street front infrastructure.  Such uses include businesses and institutions which operate 
using between 2,500 and 15,000 square feet.  

Further new Commercial Space is correctly defined as “Active Space” - meaning they represent an 
invaluable asset in urban fabric whereas previously these might have been housed in separate (non 
mixed-use) structures.

In areas slightly outside commercial cores, active ground floor spaces are necessary to host functions 
like nurseries, pre-schools, personal services (e.g. counseling), etc.  These services are vital to healthy 
neighborhoods.

Recent mixed-used buildings have been stingy in allocating ground floor space to commercial/active 
uses.  Traditional ground floor commercial units often facilitated larger spaces in the 5000-10,000 
square foot range.  On Hawthorne Blvd think Powells, The Red Light, The Gold Door, or even the 
relatively new spaces of Dosha and American Apparel – primarily housed in warehouse style storefront 
spaces.  Indeed the newly expanded Powell’s on Hawthorne will approach 15,000 Sq. Ft.; something 
impossible in almost any mixed-used project built recently.
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Representation of the remarkable concentration of small businesses is showcased in Joe Cortright’s
recent Storefront Index; Figure 4. The depicted storefronts represent a working infrastructure 
supporting 20 minute neighborhoods - today.  The pressures of new mixed-use construction in terms of 
reduced commercial space, higher rents, and insufficient parking needs to be addressed so as not to 
damage this existing storefront success.

At the same time, more attention needs to be focused on the potential loss of professional office space 
in our corridors (e.g. 21 professionals already displaced at SE Hawthorne/26th and 25 more potentially 
displaced at SE Hawthorne/45th.)

Good idea: Step Down Heights (33.130.210.B.2)
Combined with the restoration of FAR limits, this is a good measure to help reduce the impact of CM 
zones on adjacent R zones.

Good idea: New base point related standard for measuring height. (33.930.050)
This will help prevent buildings vastly exceeding in effect the maximum height due to topology; see 
Figure 5.
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Figure 5: current slope adjustment for height 
Hawthorne 26

Figure 4: Storefront Clusters 
Hawthorne Blvd centered around Cesar Chavez Blvd.
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Conclusion

Portland is blessed by an amazing array of vibrant, historic close-in neighborhoods.  The introduction of 
new density into Mixed Use Zones needs to be done with a deft touch that recognizes the considerable 
potential downsides as well as upsides that new investment and development brings.

A more conservative FAR combined with rigorous ground floor active space requirements, plus 
maintaining sufficient parking capabilities for the corridors while improving all forms of transit, is the key 
to future livability.

Thank you for your consideration of my testimony.

Jeff Cole
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From: Jeff Cole [mailto:tjeffcole@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 11:23 AM 
To: BPS Comprehensive Plan Testimony <cputestimony@portlandoregon.gov>; Planning and 
Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Commissioner Fritz <amanda@portlandoregon.gov>; Manning, Barry 
<Barry.Manning@portlandoregon.gov>; Stockton, Marty <Marty.Stockton@portlandoregon.gov>; 
jdollard@pps.net; sking1@pps.net 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Testimony: PPS Request to Change Zoning for R150599 Near SE 14th and SE 
Morrison 
 

To: The City of Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 

This email is in response to testimony submitted by Justin Dollard on behalf of Sara King / Portland Public Schools 
on May 10th, 2016 which states: 

"Portland Public Schools (PPS) requests a legislative zoning change for its property (R150599) near SE 14th and SE 
Morrison from High-Density Residential (HR) to Commercial Mixed Use 3 (CM3) through the Mixed-Use Zones 
Project." 

I am writing to express firm opposition to this request.  Parcel R150599 has been publicly owned for decades and 
should remain so.  The purpose of this up-zoning request is clearly to facilitate handing over this property to 
private ownership. 
 
Southeast Uplift, of which I am a board member of, has voted in favor of a motion calling for the City of Portland 
(COP) to purchase parcel R150599 from Portland Public Schools (PPS) to supplement the COP holding R562970 for 
purposes of hosting the long planned Community Center as well as providing much needed open space for an area 
that will significantly urbanize in coming years. 
 
Ordinance 185561 refers to an IGA  whereby COP has an option to purchase property R150599 good until next 
year.  In the meantime, parks director Mike Abbate has informed SE Uplift he would welcome a private-public 
partnership in regards to funding a new community center. 
 
In light of the above, please reject the request by PPS to rezone parcel R150599. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Jeff Cole 
4343 SE Madison St. 
Portland, OR    97215 
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From: BJ Cefola [mailto:bcefola@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 11:46 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Planning and Sustainability Chair Katherine Schultz, 

I'm writing to express opposition to the potential down-zoning of Low-Rise Commercial Storefront areas, 
from CM-2 to CM-1.  This down-zoning would restrict development in neighborhood commercial centers 
to 3 stories, instead of 4.  I think this would significantly restrict new development, particularly of 
housing.  Projects that are viable with 4 stories may not be at 3.  At a time when the city suffers from a 
desperate housing shortage we should be expanding opportunities for new housing, not restricting 
them.  Plus, I think the aesthetic difference between a 3 story building and a 4 story building is nil. 

Thanks for your consideration, 
Brian Cefola 
3244 NE Schuyler Street 
Portland OR 97212 
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From: Patricia Cain [mailto:patriciacaindpm@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 4:48 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Zoning change of PPS property adjacent to Washington High School 

  

Dear Commissioners: 

I am requesting that you deny the zoning change to the PPS property near the corner of SE 12th 
and Morrison.   

This green space must be preserved.  As Portland's density increases, these spaces will be 
invaluable maintaining livability for the neighborhood.  Buckman has absorbed much 
development in a short period of time the consequences of which have yet to be entirely 
ascertained.  However, it is clear that open space in now at a premium. 

Please, help us preserve this spot. 

Thank you, 

Patricia Cain 
1414 SE Oak Street 
Porltand, OR  97214 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Susan Lindsay [mailto:lindsays@pdx.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 8:56 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: MUZ Testimony 
 
Dear Chair Baugh and fellow commissioners of the Planning and Sustainability Commission. 
 
Buckman neighbors oppose the upzoning of the residentially zoned area along SE Morrison and SE 
Belmont between 15th and 19th. 
 
This area is the heart and bridge if our residential area between our Park (Colonel Summers) and our 
elementary school.  We wish it to remain residential and to retain the current zoning (combination of 
R1, R2 and R5) so that it may be developed residentially with alternatives to small, expensive studio 
apartments to accommodate families and especially children.   
 
We believe that the allowable and increased mixed use zones all along Belmont further east or west, as 
well as along 12th and 11th Avenues, provide ample opportunities for the continuation of more multi-
unit ( in other words, studio..) apartment dwellings....and ask for this small area to be preserved, to 
protect the existing historic structures and ability to create other types of housing units to encourage 
and support families. 
 
Thank you very much, 
 
Susan Lindsay 
625 SE 17th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97214 
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From: jackbookwalter@yahoo.com [mailto:jackbookwalter@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 5:33 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zoning Testimony 
 
Planning Commission members,  
 
My name is Jack Bookwalter. I am the land use chair of the Beaumont-Wilshire Neighborhood Assn. I and the 
Board of the B-WNA urge you to adopt the Mixed Use Zoning draft as submitted. The staff has listened to our ideas 
on the zoning of the Fremont neighborhood  corridor and through much discussion and effort has produced a mixed 
use zoning proposal that, we feel, satisfies the City's need for denser land use and our own wishes that the 
neighborhood retain much if its small town "main st." feel. The staff has clustered the higher density CM-2 zoning 
near the frequent service #75 busline, and left the remainder of the Fremont corridor in the less intensive -- though 
still quite urban -- CM-1 classification. We support these zoning designations and appreciate staff's willingness to 
listen to iur concerns. Thank you. 
JACK BOOKWALTER 
4110 NE KLICKITAT ST.  
PORTLAND, OR 9721 
jackbookwalter@yahoo.com 
 
T-Mobile. America's First Nationwide 4G Network. 
 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9911



Hello, 
 I’m writing in opposition to the down zoning of 35th through 38th of Hawthorne Blvd. I’m a small 
business owner who has been in business for six years at 3562 SE Hawthorne Blvd. CM1 zoning limits 
retail. In a business district this is odd. Also it makes WHOLESALE not allowed. That caught me off guard 
because this is a small business district. If I want to start my own jewelry line I wouldn’t be allowed to 
sell it wholesale to other stores in Portland. If I wanted to open a brewery I wouldn’t be allowed to sell 
my beer anywhere in Portland. This does not make sense. On top of these, office space is limited. 
There’s office space in almost all of these buildings. Also the building I’m in is 30’ and TWO stories. Three 
stories and 35’ is not reasonable. The downgrading from a CS to a CM1 will HARM small business and 
most certainly HARM the long term small business district of Hawthorne.  
Please, please, please leave Hawthorne out of this zoning change! 
 
Best, 
 Sarah Balzer 
 
Cassidy Jewelry 
3562 SE Hawthorne Blvd 
Portland, OR 97214 
Sarah SE Balzer <cassidyjewelry@gmail.com> 
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From: Christine Yun [mailto:cpypdx@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2016 9:20 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: lindsays@pdx.edu; Chris Smith <chris@chrissmith.us>; Jeff Cole <tjeffcole@gmail.com>; Don M. 
<mcat@teleport.com>; McCullough, Robert <Robert@mresearch.com>; Rick Johnson 
<rickjohnson77@comcast.net>; Patsy Bonar <peatsgarden@hotmail.com>; Nancy Oberschmidt 
<nancyoberschmidt@gmail.com>; ken Diener <kend@kjdarch.com>; Patricia Cain 
<patriciacaindpm@gmail.com> 
Subject: PPS request to change zoning of 1.33 acres at 14th & Morrison 
 
I understand that PPS has requested at the 11th hour for the zoning of this property to be changed from 
Rh to CM3. 
 
While the argument they have presented for reducing the impacts of future development appears to be 
neighborhood-friendly, ideally this space needs to be reserved as open space in this rapidly densifying 
part of Portland.  Inner SE is parks-deficient, and this parcel of property is adjacent to a proposed 
community center.  The neighborhood has already lost the open space at St. Francis Park. 
 
I also take issue with their representation of what could be built on the site.  The height limit for Rh is 75 
feet, which is not substantially  taller than the height limit for CM3 at 65 feet.  Their (mis) representation 
shows that a CM3 buildout is about half the height of the Rh buildout.  In addition the housing bonus for 
CM3 would increase what would be allowed on the site substantially beyond what is currently allowed 
by RH.  Again, their representation is misleading.  Adjacent context is 1-story commercial and small 
storefronts.  What they are proposing will not fit in with the neighborhood, and will put pressure on an 
area that is already seeing large-scale development just 2 blocks to the SW and 2 blocks to the NW. 
 
Please deny this change.  We need to think ahead and build in places for people to recreate as well as to 
live. 
 
Sincerely, 
Christine Yun 
1915 SE Alder St. 
Portland, OR  97214 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Megan Light [mailto:lightmeg2008@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2016 11:57 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: MIxed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Hello Planning and Sustainability Commission. 
 
Thank you for all the work and effort you have put in to the Mixed Use Zones Project thus far. Please 
consider my following testimony as you moved toward a final recommendation.  
 
1.Please DO NOT change the zoning of small neighborhood commercial sites such as People’s Food Co-
op, Clinton Market, and Palio (Ladd’s addition circle) to CM1 zoning.  Each one of these sites has a 
unique and interesting building on it, and they are currently an asset to the surrounding residential 
neighborhood.  But it just would not be appropriate to change these sites to CM1 zoning , as it would 
only encourage the removal of not only the business, but replacement of the buildings.  If the buildings 
on these sites are ever destroyed, they should either be replaced with a replica, or developed to the 
standards of the surrounding residential zoning . 
 
2. Please DO restore the Residential FAR requirement for mixed-use buildings.  We are tired of the 
boxes!!  Please do what you need to do to change this NOW, and not wait for the Comprehensive Plan 
approval timeline of 2018.   
 
3.  I like the idea of the “Vintage” Low-Rise Commercial Areas, so if that is my only choice for these 
pre-1920’s buildings, I would support it.  But I don’t think it goes far enough to protect some of the 
best buildings in Portland.  With a building height potential of 35’, that is still a lot of dollar signs for 
developer!  Is there some other way we can make sure these buildings don’t get knocked down?  
 
4.  I strongly support adding the Division Plan District, as well as the Design Review overlays where it is 
being proposed.  (Hawthorne, Belmont, Division) 
 
Thanks for your time and consideration.  After having lived in Portland (Sunnyside, Overlook, Mt. 
Tabor, and Richmond neighborhoods) since 1987,  I have recently moved on.  But I still have 5 rentals 
in the SE neighborhoods, and I care deeply about the future of the neighborhoods and their 
development.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Megan Light 
Richmond Neighborhood Association Board Member  
33609 Se 27th St  
Washougal, WA 98671 
503-704-3751 
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From: Robert Kowalski [mailto:Robert@Clintonstpub.Com]  
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2016 5:18 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Planning ad Sustainability Commission 
City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100, Portland, OR 97201 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
We are writing you in reference to the proposed down-zoning of commercial properties 
on Woodstock Blvd. For the record, we would like to state that we are opposed to the 
mixed-use down-zoning proposal. 
 
Since 2011, when we purchased the property located at 4625-4639 SE Woodstock 
Blvd, we have witnessed a resurgence in the vitality of the neighborhood. A number of 
new stores, and a few new buildings, have come to Woodstock energizing the district. 
We are proud to be a part of the enhancements occurring in the neighborhood not only 
as property owns, but as owner/operators of the Lutz Tavern located at 4639 SE 
Woodstock Blvd.  We have on a number of occasion overheard the residents of the 
neighborhood express their enthusiasm around the changes and positive direction their 
Woodstock is taking. We are extremely concerned that placing additional zoning 
restrictions on our buildings will deter investment and stifle the neighborhood 
revitalization we have worked so hard to achieve. 
 
On a personal note, our building has been selected to receive the harshest of zoning 
down-grades - CM1. We are located on the NW corner of 46th and Woodstock and are 
the only building selected for down-grade on the intersection. It feels very discriminatory 
to have our property rights reduced, and incur the resulting economic impact, while the 
properties located on all three corners adjacent to our property will have a CM2 zoning 
designation and maintain their current property rights. We would like our proposed zone 
changed to closer reflect our current property rights - CM2. 
 
We understand the residents of Multnomah Village gathered a petition and 
spearheaded the proposed low-rise commercial storefront designation. Please remove 
Woodstock from the list of districts effected by the residents of Multnomah Village. We 
are not Multnomah Village, we are Woodstock. 
 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this testimony, 
 
Robert Kowalski 
Jayson Criswell 
4639 SE Woodstock Blvd 
Portland OR 97206 
503-806-1593 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Rick Johnson [mailto:rickjohnson77@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2016 6:18 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PPS PROPERTY SE 14 and Morrision. Mixed use zone testony 
 
Please do not rezone the Portland Public School property at 14th and Morrision. Inner SE is already 
zoned for tremendous density increases. This property should be retained as open space and added to 
the adjacent park. It will be much more valuable as open space when the proposed density increases 
are completed.  
 
While density is needed so is open space to create a great central core.  
 
Thanks 
Rick Johnson  
1414 SE. Oak St., 
 Portland, OR 97214 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Mark Bello [mailto:markrichardbello@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2016 7:01 PM 
To: Manning, Barry <Barry.Manning@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Cairo, Jenn <Jenn.Cairo@portlandoregon.gov>; Redisch, Meryl <merylaredisch@gmail.com> 
Subject: UFC Testimony Regarding the Mixed Use Zone Project 
 
Mr. Manning, Barry, 
The Urban Forestry Commission expected to be able to meet with BPS. Unfortunately, we were 
unable to coordinate with you. I am not authorized to speak on behalf of the Urban Forestry 
Commission formally but here is my personal testimony:  
 
The MUZ project needs “further baking”. That is, I am concerned that city staff may expect Title 
11 to be revised to conform with MUZ project goals rather than implement the new 
Comprehensive Plan or the adopted Urban Forest Management Plan. Making Title 11 secondary 
to T33 is not warranted by the Municipal Code. Here are some fundamental questions: 
 

• How are you anticipating that Title 11 is affected by proposed changes to the zoning 
code?  

• Are you prioritizing trees over other landscaping requirements?  
• Why exempt sites from tree regulations based on zoning rather than site characteristics?  
• Does all this prejudice the outcome of future changes to Title 11? 

I hope that staff is willing to enter into a dialogue with the Urban Forestry Commission soon. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Mark R. Bello  
 
markrichardbello@gmail.com 
503.810.1852 
 
2146 NE 9th Avenue 
Portland, OR  97212 
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From: Mitch Thomas [mailto:mitch.thomas@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2016 10:03 PM 
To: Cunningham, Bill <Bill.Cunningham@portlandoregon.gov>; Planning and Sustainability Commission 
<psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Julie Perko <julieperko@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Requested Mixed Use Zoning report ammendments 
 
To whom it may concern,  
 
My family and I live at 2606 NE 16th Ave, in Portland Oregon and have done so since the 
summer of 2000. 
 
We are concerned about the proposed zoning changes in the PSC Mixed Use Zoning Report.  We 
would like to see Section 33.130.100 B2 (c) to be amended to 15,000 sq. ft as we feel this would 
preserve the historical intention and aesthetics of the property at 15th and Brazee and our 
surrounding neighborhood (Irvington).  Furthermore, we feel the preservation of historical 
aspects of this property (its dimensions etc.) are in keeping with the intention of the Irvington 
Historic District which we supported and continue to support. 
 
If for some reason this amendment is not possible, as an alternative I would like to see the 
property at 15th and Brazee be eliminated from the Comp Plan map so that its zoning remains R-
5, much like the adjoining property for the same reasons cited above. 
 
Sincerely, Mitchell J. Thomas and Julie M. Perko 
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From: p.mcgilltrees@gmail.com [mailto:p.mcgilltrees@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Pete McGill 
Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2016 3:03 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
As the owner / manager of a commercial property at 5128 SE Woodstock I appreciate your 
considering our concerns about the proposed zone changes. Our area is unique and I believe the 
rezoning is not appropriate. 
 
I think that leaving Woodstock out of the rezoning plans is the best thing to do. 
 
Thank you 
 
 
Peter K McGill 
PKM Properties LLC 
 
27929 SE Haley Road 
Boring Oregon 97709 
 
--  
Pete McGill 
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From: Doug X [mailto:dougurb@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2016 7:16 PM 
To: psc@portlandoregon.gov 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Doug Klotz 
1908 SE 35th Place 
Portland, OR  97214 
April 15, 2016 

To Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Chair Schultz, and Commissioners: 

Here are my comments on just one of the 13 proposed Low Rise Commercial Storefront 
areas throughout the city, slated for downzoning from CM-2 to CM-1in the Mixed Use Zones 
Project draft. 
 
Comments on Mixed Use zones Hawthorne Low Rise Commercial area  

The Low-rise Commercial Storefront “downzonings” are a bad idea in all 13 sites throughout the 
city, reducing housing capacity in the very place where the most housing should be built, in the 
heart of services, shopping and transit access.  But, I will lay out as an example, why this 
downzoning is not a good idea nor is it needed, along Hawthorne Blvd. between 35th and 38th 
Ave. The downzone area is outlined in blue on this modified city map. 

1. Key redevelopment sites are thwarted from reaching full potential. 

Two spots stand out as likely redevelopment sites within the 35th to 38th .  One is that large 
parking lot, and the building associated with it, at 3557 SE Hawthorne.  This 23,5000 sq.ft. site 
contains one building, with new exterior walls and one back wall from 1910. It is not a streetcar 
era building any more. 120 units could be built here in CM-2, but not in CM-1.    (A smaller site 
across 36th has a 1957 building that does not fit the “streetcar” district, and the apartment house 
east of it, while old, does not contribute to the Storefront character.) 
 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9958



 
  

The other site is a row of plain storefronts, built 1948-1956, stretching from 38th west on the 
north side.  While they are "storefronts", these do not have the detailing to fit the era, and could 
be replaced by a much larger, mixed use building, with storefronts at the same scale, but with 3 
floors of needed housing above. 

 

2. Significant Streetcar Era Historic buildings are already protected from removal. 

The 1927 Bagdad Theater is on the National Register, but not part of the district. However, 
within the district, four buildings are on the National Register of Historic Places: 
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The 1929 Douglas Building:  

  
 The 1909 Henry Sensel Building: 
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The 1911 Frances Building 

 

and the one-story 1929 Charles Piper Building. 

 

Because they are all on the National Register (not just the City of Portland inventory), the 
downzoning will give less protection than these buildings already have with the national listing 
and associated federal law. But the downzoning will be detrimental to many other sites in this 
area. 

3.  The district is not continuous Streetcar Era Storefronts 

This map shows the properties that were built after WW II, in black, and the properties 
that are not storefront buildings, in blue. 
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I realize that 3557 Hawthorne is listed as 1910, but having seen the last rebuild, the only intact 
wall from that date is the west side party wall. The rest is a remodel from about 1998.  The 
adjoining parking lot is obviously not a storefront.  

Of the three properties east of 36th, north side, they are: "too new, not a storefront, and too new". 

The four properties west of 38th, north side, are all post-WW II storefronts. 

The properties on Clay St are older houses, not storefronts. 

So as far as intact 400' long sections, the south side from 35th Ave. to 37th and half a block east, 
qualifies, but no north side block face meets the conditions described. 

Again, though, with the historic protections in place, and opportunities for more housing on 
several sites, this example shows that even well-known "vintage" districts are not necessarily 
appropriate for this Low-Rise Commercial Storefront downzoning scheme. There are 
opportunities to get needed density in this area without destroying any pre-war buildings, and 
which could actually enhance the district with needed residential vitality. The proposed 
downzoning is not needed and would be detrimental to many Comp Plan goals 

Thank you. 

 
Doug Klotz 
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From: Doug X [mailto:dougurb@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2016 7:16 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Doug Klotz 
1908 SE 35th Place 
Portland, OR  97214 
April 15, 2016 

To Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Chair Schultz, and Commissioners: 

Here are my comments on just one of the 13 proposed Low Rise Commercial Storefront 
areas throughout the city, slated for downzoning from CM-2 to CM-1in the Mixed Use Zones 
Project draft. 
 
Comments on Mixed Use zones Hawthorne Low Rise Commercial area  

The Low-rise Commercial Storefront “downzonings” are a bad idea in all 13 sites throughout the 
city, reducing housing capacity in the very place where the most housing should be built, in the 
heart of services, shopping and transit access.  But, I will lay out as an example, why this 
downzoning is not a good idea nor is it needed, along Hawthorne Blvd. between 35th and 38th 
Ave. The downzone area is outlined in blue on this modified city map. 

1. Key redevelopment sites are thwarted from reaching full potential. 

Two spots stand out as likely redevelopment sites within the 35th to 38th .  One is that large 
parking lot, and the building associated with it, at 3557 SE Hawthorne.  This 23,5000 sq.ft. site 
contains one building, with new exterior walls and one back wall from 1910. It is not a streetcar 
era building any more. 120 units could be built here in CM-2, but not in CM-1.    (A smaller site 
across 36th has a 1957 building that does not fit the “streetcar” district, and the apartment house 
east of it, while old, does not contribute to the Storefront character.) 
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 The other site is a row of plain storefronts, built 1948-1956, stretching from 38th west on the 
north side.  While they are "storefronts", these do not have the detailing to fit the era, and could 
be replaced by a much larger, mixed use building, with storefronts at the same scale, but with 3 
floors of needed housing above. 

 

2. Significant Streetcar Era Historic buildings are already protected from removal. 

The 1927 Bagdad Theater is on the National Register, but not part of the district. However, 
within the district, four buildings are on the National Register of Historic Places: 

The 1929 Douglas Building:  
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 The 1909 Henry Sensel Building: 

 
 

The 1911 Frances Building 
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and the one-story 1929 Charles Piper Building. 

 

Because they are all on the National Register (not just the City of Portland inventory), the 
downzoning will give less protection than these buildings already have with the national listing 
and associated federal law. But the downzoning will be detrimental to many other sites in this 
area. 

3.  The district is not continuous Streetcar Era Storefronts 

This map shows the properties that were built after WW II, in black, and the properties 
that are not storefront buildings, in blue. 
 

 

 I realize that 3557 Hawthorne is listed as 1910, but having seen the last rebuild, the only intact 
wall from that date is the west side party wall. The rest is a remodel from about 1998.  The 
adjoining parking lot is obviously not a storefront.  

Of the three properties east of 36th, north side, they are: "too new, not a storefront, and too new". 

The four properties west of 38th, north side, are all post-WW II storefronts. 
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The properties on Clay St are older houses, not storefronts. 

So as far as intact 400' long sections, the south side from 35th Ave. to 37th and half a block east, 
qualifies, but no north side block face meets the conditions described. 

Again, though, with the historic protections in place, and opportunities for more housing on 
several sites, this example shows that even well-known "vintage" districts are not necessarily 
appropriate for this Low-Rise Commercial Storefront downzoning scheme. There are 
opportunities to get needed density in this area without destroying any pre-war buildings, and 
which could actually enhance the district with needed residential vitality. The proposed 
downzoning is not needed and would be detrimental to many Comp Plan goals 

Thank you. 

 
Doug Klotz 
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From: Doug X [mailto:dougurb@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2016 10:26 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Doug Klotz 
1908 SE 35th Place 
Portland, OR  97214 

May 14, 2016 

Testimony on Mixed Use Zones 
Low Rise Commercial Storefronts - Division St. 

To: Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Chair Schultz and Commissioners: 

As I have noted, the idea of the Low Rise Commercial Storefront downzoning across the city is the wrong 
way to acheive so many other the Comp Plan goals, but chief among them is the desire to concentrate 
dwellings in and around Neighborhood Centers, so residents can walk, bike and use transit for many of 
their daily trips.  This concept of Low Rise areas, is the opposite of this, "hollowing out" the core of the 
Centers. 

In this letter, I will point out some flaws in even following the standards laid out for these areas, with SE 
Division Street, from 35th to 37th as the example. Here is the area, outlined in blue, where CM-2 zoning 
will be replaced with CM-1, and a four-story limit replaced with 3-story. 
 

 
 
1. Streetcar era storefronts not continuous on north side of street. 
The Emerson House Alzheimers facility, built in 2000, is not really storefront, and much too new. The 
small storefront east of it is from 2005, and also not Streetcar era. 
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This building covers much of the block between 35th Pl. and 37th. 

A few houses are added to the area as well, and are not storefronts. 
On this map, sites that are post-war are marked in blue, and those that are not storefronts are marked in 
black. 
 

 
 
2. Significant building sites with older buildings on them are removed from the pool of Zoning 
capacity.  The 10,000 s.f. sites at each end of this district, at 35th Place and Division (NW corner), and at 
37th and Division (SE corner), are one-story buildings in single ownership, and would allow a property 
owner to feasibly add much needed housing along this stretch of Division St. 

The bigger picture, though, is that Portland's housing crisis, as well as sound land use 
planning, call for greater density in Neighborhood Centers. If a few significant buildings 
should be preserved, (like the Oregon Theater), then the city should provide assistance 
in getting National Register protection for these buildings, and let needed development 
occur on less significant sites. 

Thank you. 

 
 
Doug Klotz 
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From: Doug X [mailto:dougurb@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 15, 2016 12:05 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones testimony 
 
Doug Klotz 
1908 SE 35th Place 

 Portland, OR  97214 

May 15, 2016 

Testimony to Planning and Sustainability Commission 

RE: Mixed Use Zones: 

Remove the "Minimum 10’ Setback on selected Civic Corridors" in 33.130.215 (B) 

May 15, 2016  

Portland Planning Commission  

Chair Schultz and Commissioners: 

As part of an effort to respond to the five Pattern Areas, the Mixed Use zones plan includes a 
requirements that storefront buildings be set back 10 feet behind the public sidewalk (behind the 
property line) on SW Barbur,  SE/NE 122nd, SE Division east of I-205, and SE Stark east of I-
205. 

A century of planning thought has led to the conclusion that commercial buildings right at the 
back of the sidewalks, with Ground Floor Windows, create a more pleasant and interesting 
pedestrian environment. Portland’s Zoning code has required this along all Transit Streets for 
decades.  
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Commercial buildings set back behind landscaping, as is often the case in suburban jurisdictions, 
do not contribute to street life  

 
  

A sufficiently wide sidewalk (Increase that standard to 15’ or so) on Civic Corridor-designated 
streets like SE 122nd, and SW Barbur, with wide street trees near the curb, and buildings built up 
to the back of the sidewalk, are first steps toward a good walking environment.  Having the 
sidewalk abut commercial building frontages and having entrances off that sidewalk is key. 
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Setting the buildings back only increases the visual "size" of the street. 

 
 

It exacerbates the overly large distance from buildings on one side of the street to those on the 
other side.  The narrower the street “room” is, the more is feels like a pedestrian 
environment.  This standard seems to only reinforce the auto-orientation of these corridors. 
Instead of setting buildings back, we should be removing lanes, like on Division and soon on 
Foster Road. 

This 10' setback is proposed for all Civic Corridors in the Eastern and Western Pattern 
Areas, which are too wide to feel comfortable already. While staff supposes they are 
getting a wider "sidewalk", in reality by allowing landscaping and other construction, the 
result is that the pedestrian must stay on the public sidewalk portion to travel 
anyway.  Here is an example of such a required 10' sidewalk on Powell Blvd. 
 

 

A better pedestrian path could be gotten if PBOT would require dedication to get an 
actual wider sidewalk (say, 15') instead of using a private property strip where access 
could and will often be blocked. 

The 10’ Minimum setback should be dropped for all non-residential uses, especially commercial 
storefronts..   The 10' setback could be required where the building or portion of the building is 
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residential, with the only paving necessary being for the walkway to the building 
entrance.  There still need to be windows on the residential units facing the street. 

Residential Only: 

  

The 10' minimum front setback on Civic Corridors in Eastern and Western pattern areas in 
33.130.215 (B) should be removed.  Such a minimum setback could be required for buildings 
that have residential uses on their ground floor facing the corridor, but should never be for 
Commercial or Office uses. 

Thank you. 

Doug Klotz 
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Woo Choi 

2323 NE 165th Drive 

Portland, Oregon 97230 

      May 14, 2016 

Planning and Sustainability Commission 

1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100 

Portland, Oregon 97201 

 

 RE: 16955 SE Division Street, Portland, Oregon 97236 

  Comprehensive Plan 

 

Dear Planning and Sustainability Commission,  

I am the owner of hte property located at 16955 SE Division Street, Portland, Oregon 97236.  The 
property  has had a business on it for more than the previous 40 years via grand fatrher clause.  I wanted 
to change the zoning to commercial.  Any assistance is appreciated.  Thank you.  

 

Very Truly Yours, 

 

Woo Y. Choi 
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Danny Ngo and Lan Anh Pham 

2733 NE 57th Avenue, Portland, OR 97213 | (503) 512-0570 | dannylananh@yahoo.com 

May 13, 2016 

Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC) 
1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 7100,  
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Dear Commissioners: 

We are Danny Ngo and Lan Anh Pham reside at property address 2733 NE 57th Avenue, Portland, 
OR 97213.  We are writing this letter to ask for your consideration of changing our property 
current zoning (R5) to General Commercial (CG) zoning.  Our property is surrounding with three 
commercial properties (please see illustration below), therefore, we think that we have a 
compelling reason to be zoned as General Commercial (CG).  The General Commercial (CG) zoning 
will help us establish a small retail/services to serve our neighborhood.  

Please let us know if you need any further information to consider our request as you are working 
on finalized zoning project. 

Illustration of our property and neighbor properties: 
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Sincerely, 

Danny Ngo and Lan Anh Pham 
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From: Erin Telford [mailto:erinleben@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 11:56 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov>; 
fosterpowellneighborhood@gmail.com 
Subject: Foster Powell Mixed Use Zones 

  

I am a resident of the Foster-Powell neighborhood. I have lived here for over three years, and my 
husband has been here for over a decade. I have worked in the architectural field in Portland for 
many years.  

In response to this email sent out by the Foster-Powell Neighborhood Association: 

As discussed at Monday's Neighborhood Association meeting, there is a “low-rise commercial” 
proposal of Commercial Mixed Use 1 (CM1) on both the north and south sides of Foster Rd. 
between 63rd Ave. and 68th Ave. This designation will cap building height requirements to two 
stories as opposed to the previous CM2 designation, which allowed for up to 4 stories. This is to 
acknowledge the existing character of one to two-story “street car era” buildings. 

I am very much AGAINST a low-rise commercial proposal.  

The city so desperately needs apartment units, and additional rental space. While some 
neighborhoods (Division as an example) have been overwhelmed by 4-story development, 
Foster-Powell is one neighborhood with the space, wide commercial streets and scale to actually 
benefit from the added building height. And as a rapidly gentrifying neighborhood, we have a 
change to fit in more affordable housing and also help improve the neighborhood with new 
development and retail.  

While I am all for the preservation of our historic building on the commercial strip on Foster and 
elsewhere, to limit the new building height to 2-stories, simply to acknowledge the older street-
car era buildings, greatly limits the neighborhood's potential, and disregards some wide open 
spaces on Foster that are more suitable to higher buildings than most lots in the city.  

Thank you, 

 Erin Telford 
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> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Noah Peterson [mailto:noah@noahpeterson.com] 
> Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 11:12 AM 
> To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
> Subject: Comments for PSC Public Hearing: Tuesday, May 17th 
> 
> 
> Hello, 
> 
> These comments are regarding a mixed-use proposal for the  
> Foster-Powell neighborhood between 63rd and 68th. 
> 
> I own a home on 64th between and Boise and Center. 
> 
> I think limiting the height of the buildings on Foster is a mistake.   
> I think the height restrictions should be set for the maximum height  
> allowed.  As Portland and the F-P neighborhood has been growing and  
> developing my home value has done nothing but increase.  The  
> neighborhood has become safer, more desirable, and better neighbors  
> have been moving in.  This is a close-in neighborhood.  Part of the  
> attraction of this neighborhood is being a part of the city.  I am  
> thrilled to see all of the development on the East side.  I think it's  
> long overdue.  The multi-level mixed use buildings along Hawthorne,  
> Division, and Cesar Chavez look great, work great, and adds value to the neighborhoods. 
> 
> Furthermore, I'd rather see the city build up rather than sprawl out.   
> The further out we go the more roads, light rail, and bus lines we  
> need.  If we go up, there's not that infrastructure to be added.   
> Sprawl bad, high rise good. 
> 
> Just one home owner's opinion. 
> 
> Noah 
> 
> Noah Peterson 
> 503-703-9516 
4050 SE 64th Ave, Portland, OR 97206 
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From: Nanci Snyder [mailto:carricou@comcast.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 4:49 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
I am submitting this testimony for the Westmoreland/Sellwood neighborhood recommending design 
overlay protection for our community.  In particular, I would recommend SE Milwaukie and SE 13th 
Avenues for the overlay protection, as well as SE 17th Avenue and SE Bybee Blvd.  These streets 
represent the core of our connected neighborhoods. 
 
This protection is needed to retain the livability and historic character of the area. SE Milwaukie 
Avenue still retains its old streetcar rails under the pavement – alluding to the historical nature of the 
neighborhood.   
 
Sadly, we are seeing ugly and huge multi-story apartment buildings – many without parking - 
sprouting up throughout our neighborhood that tower over the existing bungalows.  These buildings 
are abominations.  The developers appear to be out of control with no concern for the future of our 
community.   
 
As a longtime resident of the Westmoreland neighborhood, I whole heartedly recommend a design 
overlay for our community. Other neighborhoods such as St. Johns, Kenton, Mississippi have a 
design overlay; I believe SE 13th and SE Milwaukie Avenues have earned the same respect.   
 
I hope you take my testimony into consideration. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
Nanci M. Snyder, P.E. 
5915 SE 21st Avenue 
Portland Oregon 97202 
 
 

 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9980



From: Breah Pike-Salas [mailto:captaincork@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 8:21 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Testimony - CM2 zone 
 
Hello PSC - I am looking at the specific uses allowed in the proposed CM2 zone, and know of a 
situation proposed in which the CM2 zone will immediately abut a single family zone (on SE 
17th and Clatsop St.) In this scenario, the uses allowed in the CM2 zone should be reduced to 
only Office or School immediately adjacent to a residential zone. Otherwise, there could be a 
restaurant/bar adjacent to a single family house (loud due to music), or vehicle repair adjacent to 
a single family house (super loud and potential fumes), or manufacturing and production 
adjacent to a single family house(loud, fumes, and potential smells), etc.   
 
As a rule for the bigger picture- CM2 zones should not be allowed to abut immediately adjacent 
to single family zones - but rather abut multi-family zones. And the multi-family zones abut 
single family zones. This allows for all uses to live adjacent to each other harmoniously.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to work on such a difficult project. I'm happy to answer any 
questions you may have.  
 
Breah  
 
Breah Pike-Salas 
1745 SE Clatsop Street 
Portland, Oregon  97202  
503.260.5440 
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From: Linda Lee [mailto:llee1954@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 3:34 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Design Overlay 
 

My husband and I are new residents to Sellwood. We searched for a long time to find our forever 
home and we choose Sellwood for many reasons but primarily for the small town, quaint and 
friendly feel of the neighborhoods. We deserve a Design Overlay to keep Sellwood as it is. 

Thank you, 
Linda and Jonathan Lee 
1404 SE Miller St 
Portland 97202 
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Date: May 11, 2016 

To: Barry Manning and Bill Cunningham, BPS 

From: Gina Tynan, Bureau of Development Services 

CC: Paul Scarlett, Susan Anderson, Joe Zehnder, Eric Engstrom, Rebecca 
Esau, Stephanie Beckman, Douglas Hardy, Kimberly Tallant, Jill Grenda, 
Kara Fioravanti 

Re: BDS Comments on Mixed Use Zone (MUZ) Project Proposed Draft  

 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Mixed Use Zones (MUZ) Project Proposed 
Draft. This important project will shape the future of commercial and mixed-use development and our 
ability to meet the goals of the Comprehensive Plan to manage growth and to create and maintain 
healthy, vibrant centers and corridors, as well as neighborhoods, outside of Portland’s Central City. We 
appreciate the chance to participate in informing this critical re-write of the Zoning Code’s development 
regulations. 
  
The comments below highlight our primary areas of concern and also provide detailed comments on the 
proposal. We appreciate the meetings we’ve had to begin going over these concerns.  We look forward to 
working with you on the test run of the proposed regulations on several real projects in the coming days, 
as well as working with you to address the concerns outlined below. We are also committed to 
participating in the upcoming work sessions with the Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC) as 
we collaboratively strive to achieve the PSC’s policy direction while ensuring the regulations are as clear 
and simple as possible, for the public and our administration of the regulations.  Again, thank you for the 
opportunity to work with you on this important project. 

Primary Areas of Concern  

1. Uncertain and/or Unintended Impacts of proposed Development Standards.  There is concern 
that the revised development standards, bonus incentives, and new and expanded Overlay zones 
and Plan Districts of the MUZ Project have not been sufficiently evaluated to understand the 
implications on administration, economics and design that may result from their implementation. With 
any massive overhaul of a set of regulations, it is challenging to catch all of the details regarding how 
things would apply to a variety of situations and how it will all fit together.  We are interested in 
working with you as you do the trial run of the regulations on several real projects to identify areas of 
code that are unclear, or conflict, or need additional refinement to get the desired results.  We are 
also interested in working with you at the PSC Work Session.  And we understand that BPS will do a 
“clean-up” package after the MUZ and other Title 33 amendments are adopted to make sure they all 
“synch up” with each other, prior to the effective date in late 2017 or early 2018.  That is a very 
important step, given the number of moving parts being considered in the different active legislative 
projects.   
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2. Prescriptive Nature of the Regulations.  We understand that one of the goals of the code is to be 
responsive to the context of the development.  However, many of the development standards are 
prescriptive in nature and will limit the ability of property owners to create unique projects that truly 
address the historical context, neighborhood character and evolving nature of the city. Developers 
tend to design to meet, but not exceed, the base zone standards within the zoning code in order to 
ensure a timely review and to minimize uncertainty in the permit review process. As such, the 
detailed, prescriptive nature of the standards proposed could result in both an unintended down-
zoning and in uniform and homogenous design characteristics for commercial, multi-dwelling and 
mixed-use development projects in the MUZ. 
   

3. Complexity of Development Standards. BDS staff needs to be able to quickly and easily answer 
customer questions about the development standards allowed in each zone.  As proposed, the 
development standards of the MUZ are not straightforward and instead rely on the context of the site 
and considerations more typical of a discretionary review. They are redundant with many existing 
Community Design Standards and send mixed signals in combination so that it is very difficult to 
determine basic development standards such as height and setbacks. These standards will not be 
clear to the average property owner without code language refinements, additional illustrations, and 
mapping made available to the public as part of the code and through publicly accessible mapping 
resources such as portlandmaps.com. 

 The proposed height standards are difficult to apply. The proposed changes to the 
measurement of building height in the MUZ are contained within the revised Chapter 33.130 
and would be unique from other zones. In the interest of providing clear standards that can 
be understood and applied by the city as well as property owners and developers, 
clarifications and consistency within the zoning code are critical. It is important that the 
revised height measurement works in concert with the standard being developed for single 
dwelling zones through the Residential Infill Project and that it be applied consistently 
throughout the code and defined in the Zoning Code Section 33.930.050, Measuring Height. 
We recommend against establishing different methodologies for height measurement that 
vary depending on the zoning.  The concept of having a fixed point to measure from is 
needed in all situations and zones, so it is our hope we can develop a single methodology 
that will apply regardless of the zoning.  Perhaps another City has a good method we can 
use. 
 
The proposed changes are also complex and difficult to understand. That said, we 
understand the concept of what is proposed. However, if the proposed height measurement 
standard is not revisited as part of the MUZ Project, it will be vital to include figures within the 
code to illustrate height measurements in multiple development situations, applicable in all 
zones. Further, Adjustments to height standards should not be prohibited; there are too many 
instances of site-specific constraints that would otherwise hinder development.    
 

 The proposed setback standards are reliant on too many factors. The proposed setback 
standards are difficult to understand and are reliant on a multitude of varying site and context 
factors including width of street and adjacent zoning that make verification of the applicable 
setback standard too complex for most applicants and property owners to determine without 
assistance from BDS staff. They are identified in the base zone development standards, 
overlays, Plan Districts, and the Community Design standards – and vary from code section 
to section – making it challenging to identify the applicable standard on any given site. We 
ask that these standards be examined in totality for what they are trying to accomplish and 
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then be refined and limited to the most important components to address the purpose of 
these standards. 
 

4. Code Language Clarifications to Defined Terms are Critical to application of the proposed 
Development Standards. 

 Clarification of floor area. With the inclusion of residential floor area in the calculation of 
floor area ratio (FAR) and reduction to the overall allowed floor area, this become a more 
significant development standard within the code. The code should be revised to specifically 
address what is and is not considered floor area. The current code is challenging to 
administer even in the limited circumstances where floor area limits come into play (relatively 
flat lots with high rise development downtown) and the existing code language will not be 
sufficient to address these changes to the MUZ. Please clarify whether the following are 
included in FAR: covered balconies, enclosed parking, lobbies, mechanical rooms, elevators 
and stairways, rooftop amenities such as partially covered deck and elevator alcoves. Figures 
to illustrate examples of building area that is and is not counted as floor area are strongly 
recommended. This is also a priority coming out of the Residential Infill Project. 
 

 Ground floor windows standards. With increased area requirements for ground floor 
window standards, clarification of applicability is essential to achieve the intended design and 
character objectives of this standard to activate ground floor areas. The existing code 
language presents challenges to application of the ground floor window standards that will be 
exacerbated by this increased requirement in concert with other new development standards. 
Specifically, the following issues should be thoroughly addressed: 

o Please clarify window areas that do not count toward meeting the ground floor 
windows standard, such as those with views into bike parking, loading spaces and 
mechanical equipment. 

o Please identify a minimum depth for display window areas of at least 24 inches to 
allow for more ample and engaging displays that will meet this standard. 

o Please address whether or not the openings/entrances to structured parking count in 
the area that is subject to the ground floor window standards. Currently we tell 
applicants that openings to structured parking are counted, and for 100% residential 
development with a garage door opening to structured parking, it precludes them 
being able to ever meet the standard. 

o Please provide figures illustrating how the ground floor window standard applies on 
sloped sites (i.e., areas subject to these standards on a given façade) and on sites 
with street frontage on one, two and three or more sides. 

 
5. Clarification is needed to address applicability of Adjustment Review and/or Modifications and 

their Criteria for Approval. Additional code language revisions are needed to address approval 
criteria for Adjustment Review and Modifications. Specifically, the purpose statements must 
adequately address the proposed development standards. In many cases, the proposed code 
language is unclear if Modifications are allowed. Further, prohibiting Adjustments to qualifying 
situations would undermine organization of the code and require similar notes for all qualifying 
situations. 
 

6. Many standards identified in Plan Districts are duplicative as they are already addressed by 
the Base Zone standards, Community Design Standards or through applicable Approval 
Criteria of land use review. There continues to be a lack of clarification on how the MUZ 
development standards, associated overlay zones and plan districts relate to the Community Design 
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Standards. In many instances, multiple levels of regulations apply, but it seems that they identify the 
same level of specificity of standards as provided within the base zone, which is not necessary. Many 
of the regulations in the proposed new plan districts are also similar enough to the base zone or 
overlay zone requirements that they are not necessary. The inclusion of this redundant code 
language speaks to the particular challenges of developing and reviewing the overhaul of an entire 
chapter of code.  
  

7. Use of the Planned Development process to allow bonus options needs to be more thoroughly 
and consistently incorporated into the existing Planned Development regulations per Chapter 
33.270. The existing planned development process should be unchanged when used in MUZ when 
there is no bonus earned. Clarification within the proposed revisions of this code section is needed to 
confirm that some Planned Development regulations will apply only when using the bonus options for 
MUZ. The approval criteria should be clear and more specific in terms of what the development 
should look like – reference to the entirety of the Community Design Guidelines is not appropriate. 
 

8. Some of the proposed Development Standards will create new Code Enforcement issues. The 
code language includes use limitations and development standards related to hours of operation, 
covenant requirements and occupancy of structures. These standards and provisions cannot 
currently be enforced by BDS and are likely to set up false expectations by the public of what will 
occur in their neighborhoods.  These items are too prescriptive and should not be codified within the 
zoning code.   
 

9. Expansion of Landscape Requirements. It is our understanding that all MUZs except the CX zone 
will be subject to Title 11, the city’s Tree Code. However, tree planting to meet on-site tree density 
standards typically cannot be accommodated in rooftop gardens and other alternative landscape 
areas due to minimum required area and dimensions, required minimum soil depth and resulting 
impacts of structural building load requirements. It is anticipated that these standards will require 
applicants to pay in lieu fees to address Title 11 standards for trees rather than resulting in a greening 
affect.  
 
The code calls for landscaping to meet the L2 (low screen) landscaping standard per Chapter 33.248 
on sites in the MUZ across from R zoning; this landscape standard, which requires trees, shrubs and 
groundcover plantings at a minimum setback width, is not an urban landscape model, but more 
suburban in nature. There will be street trees in place, which provides some visual separation.  The 
proposed landscape screening should be reevaluated to address the intent and character of buffering 
between sites with different zoning designations and the provision of appropriate greenspaces.  In 
addition, please provide specific language to clarify how the L3 (high screen) landscaping standard 
works in the setback with high-screen shrubs required along the property line to form a continuous 
screen. Specify if pedestrian connections, bike parking, outdoor area, trash enclosures and 
mechanical equipment can be in the setback where L3 is required.   Also, please consider the 
practical problems created by planting trees too close to foundations. 

 
Detailed Comments  

We offer the following additional detailed comments as Appendix A, attached. 
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Appendix A 

Page Code Section Comment 

21 & 
62 

Comp. Plan Policy 
10.1 – Land Use 

Comp. Plan Policy 
10.1 – Land Use 

Designations 

The corresponding zones identified for the Mixed Use designations are 
repeated under multiple designations.   What is intended by this?  
Does BPS intend to allow up-zonings from the less intense zones to 
the more intense if mapped with a more “intense/urban” designation? If 
so, the report should include a proposed Comprehensive Plan Map 
and should evaluate the Zoning Map Amendment approval criteria—
Adequacy of Services. 

63 33.130.010 Please delete the reference in purpose statement, “The zones 
implement the vision, guiding principles, and goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan.”  If left in, it would require addressing the entire 
Comprehensive Plan when doing an Adjustment Review, given 
Approval Criterion 33.805.040 B and C require demonstrating the 
purpose of the zone is met. 

In the last paragraph of the purpose statement, 2nd line, replace the 
vague term “intent” with the term “characteristics,” as “characteristics” 
are described in 33.130.030.  

63 33.130.030.A. It will be extremely difficult to enforce hours of operation so broadly in 
the Zoning Code.  Can the impacts of these uses instead be addressed 
by the size of the use and whether and where exterior development is 
allowed?  If hours of operation are going to be used more broadly in 
the base zone, they should be defined and it should be clear if 
employees can be present on the site outside these hours of operation 
(people cleaning up inside the building vs. doors open for business). 

65 33.130.030.C. Is language that says “not appropriate for sites where adjacent 
properties have single-dwelling residential zoning” meant to inform 
quasi-judicial comprehensive plan amendments?  If so, is this the right 
place to put it?  Is it not covered by the other criteria? 

67 33.130.050.B.2. Five units seems like a low threshold for requiring Neighborhood 
Contact in commercial zones. For example, TDM will only be required 
for 10 or more units. These are areas that we have designated for the 
most intense development in the City.  Why are we doing that if five 
dwelling units is going to impact the neighborhood enough to warrant 
contact prior to permit application?  

Currently, the Community Design Standards require that projects with 
more than 3 units (i.e., 4 or more) are subject to Neighborhood 
Contact. With expansion of the “d” overlay will there be any MUZ sites 
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Page Code Section Comment 

to which this would not apply and supersede 33.130.050.B.2? 

69 33.130.100.B.2.c. It is extremely difficult to enforce hours of operation for Retail Sales 
and Services uses. Are there alternative ways to regulate impacts 
other than hours of operation to achieve the same result?  No exterior 
development? 

What commercially-zoned sites have “all” the abutting properties in a 
single-dwelling zone?   Probably less than a handful.  

The size limitation, as well as other code provisions (convenience 
stores, off-site impacts, etc.), should be sufficient to attract mostly 
small-scale tenants and preserve neighborhood character. 

71 33.130.100.B.3 Are area limitations identified in 3a - 3d of this subsection intended to 
apply to Utility Scale Energy Production uses? These are a 
Manufacturing and Production use and therefore require a CU. 

73 33.130.100.B.9 With Commercial Parking allowed by right, can someone add 
additional parking spaces up to the maximum allowed?  Identifying that 
surface parking exists on a site does not necessarily mean that the 
number of spaces on the site were legally constructed. Can this 
language be clarified? 

Has PBOT/BPS looked at the required CU for commercial parking in 
the CX zone?  Why require a CU for sites in the CX zone but allow in 
the CM2 and CM3 zones? 

77 Table 130-1 Manufacturing & Production should be identified as “CU/L” in all zones 
as Utility Scale Energy Production is a Manufacturing & Production use 
that requires a CU.  

79 33.130.205 With increased applicability of FAR maximums, how FAR is measured 
is going to become critical.  Please clarify whether the following are 
included in FAR: covered balconies, enclosed parking, lobbies, 
mechanical rooms, elevators and stairways, rooftop amenities such as 
partially covered deck and elevator alcoves. 

We respectfully disagree with BPS’s March 31, 2016 response to this 
same request in the Discussion Draft of: BPS staff believe that the floor 
area definitions are sufficient to explain what contributes to floor area.  
Unclear which specific items might especially need to be illustrated.  
Additional clarity is critical. 

Also, should the term “accessory parking” in B be replaced with 
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Page Code Section Comment 

“structured parking”? 

80 33.130.210 The changes to height and measuring height add a huge amount of 
complexity compared with how we measure building height under 
current code.  The 5-story building in a zone with a 45-foot height limit 
is often a result of packing building area in a gable rather than 
manipulating grade. 

81 33.130.205.C.4 Clarify if Adjustments and Modifications are allowed or if changes to 
development standards are prohibited. 

81 33.130.205.C.5 Some sites are listed as “unclaimed” and some are in two 
neighborhoods. Wouldn’t it make more sense to have a distance 
requirement only, rather than requiring the receiving and sending sites 
are in the same neighborhood?  No other zoning code regulations are 
based on neighborhood. 

81 33.130.210.A Include the following sentence in the 1st paragraph of the purpose 
statement, before the last sentence: “Light, air and the potential for 
privacy are intended to be preserved in adjacent residential zones.” 

82 33.130.210.B This language is difficult to follow.  Reference should be to the 
sidewalk along the frontage adjacent to the façade.  Why is the 25 foot 
distance used?  This measurement should be coordinated with the 
Residential Infill project and definitions should be located in 33.930 
rather than in 33.130. 
Please don’t have a separate methodology for measuring height in 
these zones than the methodology used in all other zones.   
The 25-foot provision should be replaced with the existing “within a 5 
foot horizontal distance” language from 33.930.050.  
At minimum, include a figure that graphically represents the complex 
measurement method that is proposed. 
This proposed height measurement is very confusing and will be 
challenging for applicants and/or developers to measuring correctly - 
this will result in the need for BDS staff to tell them how high they can 
build because they won’t know the width of the street and will have to 
be instructed how to measure height with every project. 

83 33.130.210.C.1.b We understand that there is concern people would opt for a height 
adjustment rather than use bonus options. However, prohibiting height 
adjustments could make certain sites undevelopable in ways you 
haven’t considered. For instance some sites have unusual topography 
(6400 SW Canyon Court). By prohibiting height adjustments in this 
situation, the applicant would be forced to do a great deal of grading 
and construction of retaining walls. In other instances, additional height 
is proposed because the site is required to give an exceptional 
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dedication for a public project (8124 SW Barbur Boulevard and the 
Barbur light rail). In other instances, additional height may be 
requested because the applicant is proposing to preserve a resource 
and construct a project with a smaller footprint and a greater height.  
Rather than prohibiting height Adjustments over 10 percent, a 
statement could be included in either the purpose statement or the 
standards that says “Adjustments to height are not allowed and are 
discouraged before bonus options are exhausted”. 
Adjustments to base zone height are prohibited; are Modifications 
allowed?  

83 33.130.210.C.2 Do you really appreciate benefits from a step down that occurs 55 feet 
above the street on a narrow street? 

On sites with more than one street lot line, it would seem you would 
want the step down along the lower transit (i.e., the secondary) street 
as opposed to the higher transit street.  Why allow the bulk on the 
secondary street as opposed to the more significant transit street? 

Narrow street is defined as one that is less than 70 feet wide.  Is this 
before or after dedications are taken? 

85 33.130.210.C.2.b In combination with a 10 foot setback, reduced height for 25 feet is 
significant – what if the lot is 25 feet wide? 

The stepdown should occur only where the site is adjacent to an R-
zoned lot line.  We have had instances where a commercially-zoned lot 
only touches at the back corner with an R-zoned lot and it makes for an 
odd arch of height limit when the standard is “within 25 feet”. 

85 Figure 130-2 Show the required setback in both scenarios. 

85 33.130.210.C.2.b 
and c 

What if both step downs apply on a smaller site?  The application of an 
appropriate zone should be the tool for addressing the impacts rather 
than applying a zone and then stepping it back from all sides. 

Have you mapped the CM2, CM3, CX and CE zones to see if any of 
the sites are not within 100 feet of a transit street? 

87 33.130.210.D.5 This states that the antennas are exempt from height limits; it would be 
helpful to state that the “antennas and mounting devices” are exempt 
from the height limits. 

89 Table 130-2 Min. 
Landscaped Areas 

Unless Title 11 is amended, all the C zones (except CX) will now be 
subject to Tree Density.  However, green roofs and other features with 
30” of soil cannot accommodate many trees.  How will the density 
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standards reasonably be met without paying in lieu? 

91 Example illustration Where is the street?  Is the site 100 feet deep?  Is it realistic to show a 
whole block frontage – how does it work and what does it look like on a 
smaller site? 

93 33.130.212..B.3 Are Modifications also prohibited? 

93 33.130.212.B.5.b Why would you not want the maximum height by the transit street 
instead of the side street if you are requiring step-downs?  Again, on 
sites with more than one street lot line, it would seem you would want 
the step down along the lower transit (i.e., the secondary) street as 
opposed to the higher transit street.  Why allow the bulk on the 
secondary street as opposed to the more significant transit street? 

Would this encourage buildings constructed 10 feet from the street lot 
line so they could be built straight up with no step down? 

95 33.130.212.C Could the back of retail on the first floor be one big affordable unit?  No 
minimum number or percentage of the units need to be affordable? 

95 33.130.212.C What Bureau is going to require/review/enforce the covenant 
requirement?  BDS or PHB? BDS would not have the ability to do this 
enforcement. 

97 33.130.212.D Why the need for both a covenant AND a long-term lease with PDC?  
Isn’t that duplicative?  Who will require and enforce the covenant?  
Very problematic for BDS to enforce. 

99 33.130.215.B.1 Would be clearer to read, Unless as specified below, there is no 
minimum required setback…” 

99 33.130.215.B.1.b The concept of the 5’ and 10’ setbacks required is overly prescriptive, 
fussy, and less than urban.  Given the width of the ROW between the 
C zoned lot and the RF-R1 lots, there is already adequate separation. 

The “within 100’ of a transit street” will result in only portions of sites 
being held to the standard; potentially have the standard apply to sites 
located within 100’ of a transit street. It will be challenging to verify and 
implement a variety of setbacks on a site based upon portions of the 
site that are or are not within 100’ of a transit street. This may also 
create some unintended design challenges. 

“… on the portion of a site” that is across a local service street …” 
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“… the CM1 zone, or “on or” within 100 feet of a transit street” 

Light rail on Barbur is already taking a 20-foot dedication from a site. 
This would require the site lose an additional 10 feet of frontage, an 
excessive amount that would likely discourage development.  

99 33.130.215.B.1.b(1) 
and (2) 

Is there a maximum dimension for the bicycle and pedestrian access? 

This is borrowed from the Community Design Standards.  Have you 
looked to see if it is successful?  Sometimes only half the frontage is 
across the street from RF-R1 which plays out with weird landscaping 
patterns.  See 16-106345 AD.  

101 33.130.215.B.1.b L2 landscaping is unworkable in the first 5 feet from the street lot line, 
in many circumstances, since it conflicts with the required street trees.  
Also, not a very urban form.  Why not just rezone the residential on the 
other side of the street to R2.5 or a more urban residential zone? 

103 33.130.215.B.2.b Explain how L3 works in the setback – L3 with shrubs on the property 
line? Specify if pedestrian connection, bike parking, outdoor area, trash 
enclosure and mechanical equipment can be in this setback given no 
setback for lower structures.   

The standard should clearly state, “Buildings that are 15 feet or less in 
height, with fully enclosed walls are…” 

Reword last sentence of 2b to read, “…must be landscaped to at least 
the L3 standard at a width of 10 feet.”  

103 33.130.215.B.2.c Please delete this standard. The Zoning Code should not be regulating 
side windows.  It is a building code issue and a marketing decision. 

105 33.130.215.B.3 Include provision clarifying that stormwater planters are allowed in the 
required setback from an adjacent R-zone. Perhaps replicate language 
from 33.130.225.B.1.a? 

In B.3.b.1 and 2, clarify whether railings are allow to exceed the 2.5’ 
height. 

105 33.130.215.B.3.b(3) This means a 100% residential project could have a 10-foot deep 
canopy.  This conflicts with the landscaping requirement. 

109 33.130.215.D.2 Stormwater planters should be allowed within these areas – where are 
they supposed to be located? 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 9992



 

11 
 

Page Code Section Comment 

113 Figure 130-7 Show a scenario where the front building meets the setback and a 
detached building is proposed completely behind the front building.  Is 
that allowed? 

Is a building with the ground floor entirely in retail with residential uses 
above considered a “residential building” for purposes of this standard? 

119 33.130.220.B Very concerned that we are encouraging less intense and undesirable 
development by removing the minimum building coverage 
requirements for small sites in inner pattern area. 

121 33.130.222.C This is overly prescriptive and unnecessary with all the other standards 
that are manipulating the envelope and facades of the building. Where 
will we see these buildings with that large a façade area outside areas 
where design standards or design review are required? 

If retaining this standard, please reword C.1.c to read, “Portions of 
building facades that are vertically separated by a gap of 10 feet in 
width or more and…”  In C.2 second line, is this supposed to be 2 feet 
“in depth”? 

Please provide examples of new development that doesn’t include 
street-facing articulation. By including a standard for façade 
articulation, you could be setting the bar lower on articulation and 
buildings would be designed to meet this requirement rather than 
exceed it.  

What about a building that has stepped back the upper floor due to 
other requirements, does that count as façade articulation?  

123 33.130.225.B.1.a 
and b 

Can the conjunction between these subsections be changed to “or” to 
avoid conflicts with the Stormwater Management Manual? 

123 33.130.225.B.2.b The L1 standard requires trees and groundcover plants. By requiring 
L1 beneath the large trees, additional trees will be required to be 
planted beneath the canopy of large trees to meet this standard.  In 
addition, sometimes ground cover doesn’t grow well when shaded or in 
conflict with large tree roots; this could create enforcement issues.  

Please clarify the language to address the intended result to require L1 
landscaping within the 30’ x 30’ area. If only groundcover plantings are 
required in addition to the large tree to be preserved, this alternative 
should be clearly stated. 

125 33.130.225.2.c Can these areas be on the decks of underground parking? How is 
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ground level defined? 

30 inches deep is far too shallow to allow for trees to grow. 

125 33.130.228.A …“opportunities for outdoor living opportunities” is redundant. 

125 33.130.228.B.1 
 

48 square feet per unit is a lot - none is required today. 

A minimum sill height should be noted [4’ maximum].  Otherwise the 
40% GFW requirement could be met for a 5’+ tall sill. 

125 33.130.228.B.2.a How are required outdoor areas that extend into the front setback 
private, for the use of an individual unit, if contiguous with the street or 
sidewalk? 

Have you checked with PBOT about this allowance?  They are 
becoming more reluctant to grant right-of-way encroachments. 

125 33.130.228.2.b(2) Are mailbox areas considered part of the lobby or should they be 
included here? 

Is this an exhaustive list of items that cannot be used to meet the 
requirements or just examples? 

129 33.130.230.B.2.c How is “secondary street frontage” defined? 

131 33.130.230.C Include window areas that do NOT count into bike parking, loading 
spaces and mechanical equipment. 

Display window areas should have a minimum depth requirement to 
avoid the typical 1inch deep display cabinet [think Walgreens 25’ long 
transit street fronting display window cabinets with thumb tacked 
posters for the latest sales on toothpaste].  A proper minimum depth of 
24 inches would at least allow for more ample and engaging displays. 

Please address whether or not the openings to structured parking 
count in the area that is subject to the ground floor window standards.  
Currently we tell applicants that it IS counted, and for 100% residential 
buildings that have only units, plus a garage door opening, it precludes 
them being able to ever meet the standard. 

131 33.130.230.D The title of this section seems inaccurate as it regulates height, interior 
volume, and street facing entrances [see below], and should be 
changed to read “Ground Floor Active Use standard”, and/or 
designated as its own standard.   
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131 Figure 130-11 It might be helpful to have a second figure showing a sloped lot and/or 
a building with stormwater planters along the front.  How does the 
standard work in those circumstances? 

131 33.130.230.D This standard – specifically D.2 and D.3 – needs to require street 
facing entrances.  Whether setback and landscaped or raised above 
ground level, without a direct pedestrian connection to the street, the 
frontage will not activate the street edge.  This was specifically cited by 
the Design Commission as critical to this active ground floor standard 
activating ground floor residential frontages. 

131 33.130.230.D.1.c For flexibility, and to encourage stoops, why not allow the front 
entrance to be up to 2’ above the level of the finished grade? 

Successful stoops should be a minimum of 2’ and require entrances 
from the street. This was specifically cited by the Design Commission 
as critical to this active ground floor standard, and 3’ was preferred. 

131 33.130.230.D.d.2.a How does this work with 33.130.215.B.1.b(1)?  Is L1 or L2 required? 

133 33.130.230.D.3 Why a raised ground floor?  This makes ADA access difficult and 
further restricts the height of buildings that contain residential uses—
especially in the areas that need a lower height limit. 

133 33.130.230.E How often is the public art exception used outside the Central City?  
Limiting it to ½ the requirements may ensure it is never used. 

135 33.130.235.C Wall-mounted mechanical equipment should not be allowed on street-
facing facades and should be painted to match or otherwise screened 
from adjacent properties. 

137 33.130.240.B.1.a.(1) 
first bullet 

What happens if you have a building behind another building?  How is 
the straight line connection requirement to be met?  Why not only 
require the straight line connection for buildings that are proximate to 
the street (within a specified number of feet), with all other entrances 
interconnected via an internal pedestrian circulation path?  

137 33.130.240.B.1.a.(1) 
second bullet 

Why is Household Living only required to provide a direct connection to 
one unit?  It would make sense if it were to a lobby, but otherwise it 
does not make sense. 

139 33.130.240.B.2.a Consider allowing narrower connection to a smaller number of units as 
in multi-dwelling zone.  Also consider allowing it to be part of vehicle 
area if a different paving material as in multi-dwelling zone. 
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140 33.130.242 The commentary says this encourages courtyard housing, but is this 
clear through the proposed code language?  Would a graphic make it 
clearer? 

141 33.130.242.A The purpose statement should be updated to reflect the courtyard 
housing allowance. 

141 33.130.242.B Would it be easier to just say houses, etc. are exempt? 

141 33.130.242.C Is it OK for the residential entrance to be to one unit?  Why not require 
a lobby or common area? 

141 33.130.242.C.3.c(1) Minimum dimension for the “courtyard”? 10 feet by 20 feet? 

145 33.130.245.B.1 “…and those associated with industrial categories.” 

 

What about accessory recreational vehicles, e.g., RV trailers and 
boats? 

B1 states that exterior display for uses in the industrial categories is not 
allowed.  Section 33.130.100.B.5 states exterior display is prohibited. 

Also, for clarity, B.1 should read, “…building materials, and goods 
associated with uses…” 

145 33.130.245.B.2 Look at exceptions to Retail Sales and Service uses.  Many of the 
more industrially-oriented sales are classified in the industrial 
categories.  Are these intentionally not allowed exterior display in CE?  

For clarity, this should read, “Exterior display of goods is allowed 
except for those associated with…” 

145 33.130.245.B.3 This standard should be listed first because it is the most general of the 
three.  It should also be titled “Abutting R zones” otherwise it repeats 
the title of the subsection. 

145 33.130.245.C.1 This states exterior storage is not allowed; Section 33.130.100.B.5 
states exterior storage is prohibited for industrial uses. 

147 33.130.250 Can we please pull the window standard out of this section and put it 
with the Ground Floor Window section?  This section is really a repeat 
of the BZDs for houses and it is too easy to miss here. 

Why does the window standard above the ground floor not apply to 
nonresidential floor area?  Wouldn’t we want windows on a commercial 
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building on a corridor? 

153 33.130.250.D.3.b The commentary says 24 feet but the standard says 22 feet. 

171 33.130.260 The purpose statement does not explain the intent for the standards in 
Subsection B.  If adjusted, there is no guidance. 

175 33.266.100.B It is not possible, in the building code, to hold up occupancy for 
landscaping.  We bargain with inspectors to give a temporary C of O 
for tree planting sometimes, when trees need to be planted in a 
different season than the building completion.  In ITAP, we are creating 
a way to hold up final C of O, but it is not routine practice right now.  
Please don’t codify this; it cannot really be enforced. 

175 33.266.100.C.1 Clarify that when there are multiple tenants with the same use, you add 
up the floor area rather than apply the minimum to each tenant. 

177 33.266.100.E Is the measurement taken to the property line or the parking? 

177 33.266.100.F Clarify that no attendant or guarantee is required for automated 
stacked parking. 

Rectify disconnect with 33.266.140.B; which appears to assume some 
stacked parking scenarios will operate without an attendant.  

179 33.266.110.B.2 This code should only reference the map, not have both the map and 
the reference to peak hour service; the peak hour service definition 
should be deleted. The map is of no use if we also still have to look at 
transit schedules for verification. 

(also 33.266.115.B.1.b.) 

Should streetcar be included or only if it offers frequent service? 

…according to recent (March 2016) communications from PBOT, the 
streetcar N/S Loops A and B offer peak hour service. Will these also be 
mapped?  

181 33.266.110.B.3 The examination of joint parking agreements to see if “parking 
demands occur at different times” is slightly discretionary, perhaps it 
could be done similar to a documenting a non-conforming situation or 
something. 

181 33.266.110.C Does PBOT think the on-site carpool space requirement makes sense?  
Would those dedicated spaces better serve the users with flex car 
spaces or other types of shared vehicles that are identified/approved 
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via the required TDM?   

189 Table 266-1 It is too bad that there is no longer a commercial zone where parking is 
not required and the allowance is being taken out of the code in 2016 
with our long range comprehensive plan. 

191 Table 266-2 The Table needs to be consistent in how it refers to Footnote #2.   The 
footnote should be added to uses that generally/usually reviewed as a 
CU—Parks and Open Areas, Schools, Religious Institutions, and 
Daycares. 

Agricultural Uses, specifically, Marijuana grow operations, should have 
a parking requirement.    

207 33.266.410.B So, if I have 15 existing dwelling units on a site and add 15 more, no 
TDM plan is required? 

211 33.270.010 last 
bullet 

Typo: Energy efficient development. 

217 33.270.200 Clarify that the additional requirements listed are for PDs in C/MU 
zones that are requesting bonus FAR and height through a PD. We 
may have PDs in commercial zones for other reasons, such as 
allocating allowed density/FAR across a split zoned site. 

What are the “energy efficiency requirements of the BPS” and how will 
they be certified/maintained over the life of the PD? 

223 33.415.200 Tough to implement with new shell buildings. 

Also, this standard will result in only portions of a site needing to meet 
the standard.  Would it be better to state, “For sites within 100 feet…”? 

How are the hours of 7am to 9pm enforced? 

223 33.415.200.I and J Only required to be 25 percent of ground floor? 

227 33.415.340 Only on transit street frontage or all frontages?  Only on facades within 
20 feet of the street? 

227 33.415.35.B For portions within maximum setback?  For nonresidential portions of 
building? 

229 33.415.300.B.2 Typo. “At least 25 percent of the ground-floor area of the building must 
be in one of or more of the following uses…” 

239 33.520.100 These provisions are not enough to warrant a plan district.  Already 
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247 33.545.100 have maximum setback, main entrance requirement.  Is there also a 
“d” overlay? 

Should these provisions just be incorporated into base zone?  No 
surface parking by corners in 33.266? 

241-
267 

 

 

 

33.520-Division 
33.545-Lombard 
33.575-Sandy 

 
33.520.110.B 

33.545.120.C.4 
33.575.110 

Assuming all MUZ areas will be mapped with the “d” overlay, 
provisions regarding exterior finish materials should be omitted from 
the Plan District as exterior materials must meet the Community 
Design Standards or be approved through discretionary DZ.  

Further, please note that “Sheet pressboard” is outdated language – 
and certainly isn’t used anymore on an exterior surface.  Changes to 
language should include “composite materials manufactured from 
wood or other products . . . less than 10%”.  The correct language is 
shown on pg. 253 for 33.545.120.C.4. 

249 33.545.110.D Is the full bonus realized for any amount of housing? 

253 33.545.120.C.3 The base zone design standards already address attached garages; 
this does not need to be identified in the Plan District language. 

259 33.575.100.C Base zone step down proposed appears to be adequate to address 
this and does not need to be duplicated here. 

289 33.855 General comment about amendments to Planned Development 
chapter. Please pay attention to how the amendments could affect PDs 
that are not using the bonus option for C/MU zones. Clarification is 
needed in several places to indicate that the requirements apply only 
when the bonus option is used. Specific places are noted below.  

289 33.855.200.A Allowing design review for buildings within the PD site after the PD is 
complete doesn’t work for the typical PD processed under the current 
code. The PD review approves specific building footprints and 
elevations (or a set of development standards), therefore it is important 
for the PD and DZ to run concurrently. Suggest clarifying that 
subsequent design review is allowed when using the bonus option in 
C/MU zones if that is what is intended. 

289 33.855.200.B Clarify that the Type III process is for proposals in C/MU zones using 
the bonus option. Also, Type III review should not be triggered for all 
PDs simply because the site is in a Design overlay zone. The 
development proposed could meet community design standards, or if 
Design Review was required, it may be a Type II process.  
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291 33.855.250.A Clarify that the supplemental application requirements apply to 
proposals in C/MU zones using the bonus option. 

295-
297 

33.855.310 
33.855.320 

Clarify that the approval criteria in .320 apply to proposals in C/MU 
zones using the bonus option. Will proposals in C/MU zones that are 
not using the bonus option still use the criteria in .310? 

We often have transfer of density across zone boundaries for sites that 
include commercial and residential (single or multi). The code needs to 
clearly identify which criteria apply as the way it currently reads we 
would be applying .310, .320, and .350 

297 33.855.320.A.1 Please be more specific than “framework for development that meets 
the Community Design Guidelines”.  To make findings for this criterion 
would require addressing the entire Community Design Guidelines 
when doing a Planned Development review. 

297 33.855.320.C How can BES approve individual buildings without determining 
compliance with the Stormwater Management Manual?  Is there a 
maximum length of time for phasing? 

297 33.855.340.C Typo: Change reference to CN1 zone. 

297, 
305-
307 

33.855.320 
33.855.500 
33.855.510 

Master Plans are only successful when the rigorous up-front process 
provides development and procedural incentives. Having implemented 
master plans, it seems that 33.855 requires Type III review for the most 
common types of market-driven changes that occur post Plan 
adoption. Without procedural incentives (most amendments = Type II 
or lower review, allowing projects to meet CDS rather than mandating 
DZ, etc.) the bonuses offered through PDs for larger sites will likely not 
be used.  

299 33.855.350 It would be helpful to provide more direction on how these criteria apply 
to split-zoned sites. Perhaps: “The approval criteria of this section 
apply to Planned Developments where some or all of the site is within 
the RF through R2.5 zones and do not include a land division.” 

303 33.855.350.G Currently, the Transportation Impacts criteria for PDs with no land 
division mirror the Transportation Impacts criteria for land divisions in 
33.641. This proposal would change one, but not the other resulting in 
different criteria applying if you do a stand-alone PD in single-dwelling 
zones vs. a land division and PD in a single-dwelling zone. Please 
keep this code sections consistent, unless there is a specific reason 
that they should be different. 
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303 33.855.350.G PBOT reviewed the amendments proposed to the Transportation 
Impacts criterion for PD’s in the RF - R2.5 zones and thinks they are 
positive changes. These same criteria should be applied to PDs in 
commercial zones when they are asking for FAR bonuses. These 
criteria should also replace the land division transportation criteria in 
33.641. This will provide consistent language throughout the code 
when PBOT needs to determine the adequacy of transportation 
facilities.   

307 33.855.520 Change “of a development plan” to “of the original planned 
development application”. The term development plan isn’t used 
anywhere else. 

315 Zoning Maps Main street overlay maps should indicate areas proposed with “d” 
overlay. 
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From: sewmebug@netscape.com [mailto:sewmebug@netscape.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 7:16 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Sellwood-Moreland needs a design overlay 

Good Morning, 

My husband has lived in Sellwood since 1972; he has seen a lot of changes through the years; the 
children grow up and move into the neighborhood. 

Initially at Milwaukie and Knapp St the property was undeveloped and there were peacocks wandering 
about. 

* Then 3 condos were built. 
* Then 3 more condos were built facing Milwaukie and with businesses 
* The most recent addition was a long apartment complex with 10-12 apartments and no parking. 

This last action seemed to tip the balance of parking in our location to where the 2 closest streets of 
Knapp and Rex are packed all the time with vehicles. 

We don't even have the 70 units with 30 parking spots yet.  I don't see where this is going and why it was 
allowed. 

We see a lack of control over this latest round of development in the Sellwood-Moreland area with over 
200 apartments/lofts/condos and only 30 parking places. 

Why isn't anyone considering where they folks are going to park?  When you do the math; and even if you 
give a liberal amount of latitude to the possibility that 50% are going to walk or bike; then there are still 70 
units with cars coming to the area and if you did a drive around to those locations where will they go?  My 
estimation is up the sidestreets; so our street will be filled and only 1 car will be able to pass at a time 
causing a lot of problems to even move around our own neighborhood. 

*  The parking at the end on our street has caused dangerous situations with cars/pedestrians/bicycles.  
* There is room for only 1 car at a time and no where for a turning car to go. 
* The 70 lofts/apartments on 13th near Knapp aren't completed and there is already no location for these 
people to park. 

SELLWOOD-MORELAND needs a design overlay to stop the overbuilding with no parking and try to 
preserve some of what we've come to enjoy. 

Best, 

Beatrice and David R. Huth 

1339 SE Knapp St. 
Portland, OR  97202-6003 
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From: Angela Zehava [mailto:angela.zehava@stanfordalumni.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 3:37 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject:  
 
From: Angela Zehava 
1579 SE Nehalem St. 
Portland, OR  97202 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Sellwood is today a "hot" neighborhood. We are attracting a lot of attention from people looking 
to make money from developing our landscape and common space. Most of the people buying 
up property here do not live here, do not know our neighborhood, nor do they seem to care. We 
are seeing very ugly buildings going up (maximize profit, I guess) that not only do not blend 
with the neighborhood, they CLASH WITH EACH OTHER. We live here and we should not be 
subjected to the bad taste and carelessness of developers. These buildings will be here for the rest 
of my life and the lives of my children. We should be able to have a say AT LEAST on how 
these buildings look and function in OUR landscape. 
 
Sellwood was founded in 1883 with SE 13th at its center. SE Milwakie has served Portland since 
the 1840s when settlers made their homes after their long journey on the Oregon Trail. These 
two streets make up the town center which has been cherished as a pedestrian centered 
community for over a hundred years. It is a distinct walkable community and in the future should 
continue to be a distinct walkable community as our city grows. It deserves a design overlay. 
This is a unique and historic center of town, not one that investors with no stake in the 
community should be blot with cookie cutter development unsuited to the neighborhood without 
acknowledging the architectural and communal living history of Sellwood Moreland. Other 
neighborhoods such as St. Johns, Kenton, Mississippi have a design overlay and SE 13th and Se 
Milwaukie have earned the same respect.  

Best Regards, 

Angela Zehava 
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Dana L. Krawczuk
DKrawczuk@perkinscoie.com

D. +1.503.727.2036
F. +1.503.346.2036

May 10, 2016

VIA EMAIL (PSC@PORTLANDOREGON.GOV)

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

Re: Testimony Regarding the Proposed Draft of the Mixed Use Zones Project

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

This office represents WREH Lloyd Plaza LLC (“WREH”), the owner of Lloyd Plaza, located at 
1425-1435 NE Irving Street (the “Property”). The Property is currently zoned Central 
Commercial (CX) and developed with four commercial buildings known as Lloyd Plaza.  Its CX 
zoning is proposed to remain unchanged under the Council Amendments to the Recommended 
Draft of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan and the Proposed Draft of the Mixed Use Zones Project
(“MUZP”).

As explained in more detail below, we support retaining the CX zoning for the Property at this 
time, but believe that allowance for a height bonus is necessary in order for the Property to reach 
its full potential.  We have identified the following two solutions:

1. Amend the MUZP to allow height bonuses up to 160 feet through Planned Development 
for CX-zoned sites outside of the Gateway and Central City Plan Districts (“CCPD”),
including the Property; or

2. Include the Property in the CCPD.

Background

The Property is approximately 5.2 acres, is roughly triangular in shape, bordered by I-84 to the 
north and the on-ramp to the east, as depicted below.
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The Property consists of four one-story buildings on approximately 5.2 acres. All of the 
buildings were built in 1963-64 for the Bonneville Power Administration. 

The proposed Comprehensive Plan and zoning amendments have led WREH to consider what 
may be the best development potential for the Property.  WREH has no immediate 
redevelopment plans for the Property, but IT acknowledges that the Property’s size, access to 
transit and proximity to the Lloyd District, Central Eastside, Willamette River and Downtown 
presents a terrific future mixed use redevelopment opportunity.  Unfortunately, the combination 
of the larger size of the site, the FAR limit (4 to 1) and relatively low height allowance (75 feet 
maximum) under the MUZP proposal encourage development of relatively low, very large floor 
plate buildings.  Large floor plate development negates urban form objectives, such as providing 
open space, green space, and light.  Mixed use, and particularly residential development, would 
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be very difficult to develop economically on the Property and similar sites under the proposed 
zoning. To encourage a mixed use development which would include open green spaces and 
proper floor plate sizes for this size of site, a height limit of 120 feet or higher would be 
appropriate. (This would allow 8-stories, which could include 6 stories of wood or light gauge 
steel construction on top of a 2-story concrete podium.)

Issue

Regulatory Gap for CX Properties Not Included in a Plan District and Resulting Relatively 
Low Height Limits

Under the MUZP, the CX zone is “intended to provide for commercial and mixed use 
development within Portland’s most urban and intense areas, specifically the Central City and 
Gateway Regional Center areas.”  However, some select sites outside of the plan districts,
including the Property and others in the I-84 - Banfield Corridor, are proposed to remain zoned 
CX.  Under the MUZP regulations proposed at this time, we agree that the Property should retain 
its CX zoning.  

Because the Property is not within a plan district, it does not benefit from the plan district 
allowances like increased height, FAR and bonuses.  The current draft of the MUZP also 
excludes the CX zone from the new height and FAR bonuses available through a Planned 
Development that is applicable to the other mixed use (CE and CM) zones.  Thus, CX-zoned 
properties outside of the plan districts are left in a regulatory gap where they do not benefit from 
either plan district or base zone bonuses.  Specifically, under the Property’s proposed CX zone, 
the maximum height is 75 feet, but the Planned Development available to other mixed use zones 
allows a height of up to 120 feet.  Immediately north of the Property, across the Banfield, base 
heights of 150 to 250 feet and bonus heights of 225 to 325 feet are achievable.

This regulatory anomaly will lead to comparatively low height and density on sites zoned CX, 
which is contrary to the intent of the CX zoning in which “development is intended to be very 
intense with high building coverage, large buildings and buildings placed close together.” 
(MUZP Section 33.130.030.E, Characteristics of the Zones.)  

Solutions

1. Amend the MUZP to Provide Planned Development Height Bonuses in the CX Zone

We request that the Commission allow for the intended level of development on CX-zoned 
properties outside of the plan districts by adding CX to the list of zones that may utilize Planned 
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Development bonuses in MUZP Section 33.130.212.B.1. We propose an amendment to the
MUZP language as follows (amended text underlined), and corresponding amendments to the 
other MUZP sections as shown on the attached Exhibit A:

33.130.212.B.1. Unless specified below, the bonus options in this section are allowed 
only in the CM1, CM2, CM3 and CE zones and in the CX zone outside of the Central 
City Plan District and Gateway Plan District. Sites located within Historic or 
Conservation districts are not eligible to use bonus options.

Our proposed amendment would require a corresponding amendment to Table 130-3 to add the 
CX zone. We propose a maximum FAR of 4 to 1 (no increase from base), a maximum of 75 feet 
in height with bonuses (no increase from base) and a maximum height of 160 feet as part of a
Planned Development.  This change would recognize the unique nature of the CX-zoned sites 
outside of the plan districts and allow additional height for sites two acres and larger only when 
warranted through the Planned Development process. The proposed changes to Table 130-3 are 
underlined below (existing language shown in grey).  

Table 130-3
Summary of Bonus FAR and Height

CM1 CM2 CM3 CX CE

Overall Maximums Per Zone

Maximum FAR with bonus 2.5 to 1 4 to 1 5 to 1 4 to 1 3 to 1

Maximum Height with bonus 35 ft. 55 ft.
75 ft.[1]

75 ft.
120 ft.[1]

75 ft.
160 ft.[1]

45 ft.

Increment of Additional FAR and Height Per Bonus

Affordable Housing
(see 33.130.212.C)

FAR
Height

1 to 1
none

1.5 to 1
10 ft.

2 to 1
10 ft.

[tbd]
[tbd]

none
none

Affordable Commercial Space
(see 33.130.212.D)

FAR
Height

0.5 to 1
none

0.75 to 1
10 ft.

1 to 1
10 ft.

[tbd]
[tbd]

0.5 to 1
none

Large Site Master Plan
(see 33.130.212.E)

FAR
Height

none
none

1.5 to 1
up to 30 ft.

2 to 1
up to 55 ft.

[tbd]
[tbd]

1.5 to 1
up to 30 ft.

[1] This larger overall maximum is only allowed through the Planned Development bonus option and required 
Planned Development Review
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2. Include the Property in the Central City Plan District

The same elements that make the more intense CX base zone appropriate for the Property (ideal 
location for infill development, proximity to transit and distance from sensitive uses) make it a 
logical choice for inclusion in the adjacent CCPD.

The Property is located next to the freeway and Benson Polytechnic High School and adjacent to 
the current CCPD boundaries to the north and west.  It forms a connection between the existing 
Central Eastside employment area and the Lloyd Center, which are both within the CCPD.  The 
Adopted SE Quadrant Plan for the Central City included the “Banfield Portal” area, including the 
Property, in its transportation study area due to its importance for land use and transportation 
proposals in the SE Quadrant.  

The Property is not located near lower density residential communities, and its large size 
(approximately 5.2 acres) provides considerable potential for infill development and housing.  
The property is well-served by transit, including bus lines along 12th Avenue and the yellow, 
blue and red Max lines at the nearby Lloyd Center Station. As the City continues to grow east, it 
is important to adjust the CCPD to promote higher levels of development on appropriate sites. 
We request that the Commission adjust the boundaries of the CCPD to include the Property.

Thank you for your consideration of these requests.

Very truly yours,

Dana L. Krawczuk

DLK:crl
Enclosure:  Exhibit A
cc: Brent Lower (via email) (with enc.)

Josh Keene (via email) (with enc.)
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Exhibit A

Proposed Amendments to MUZP Text (shown in underline):

33.130.212.B.1.  Unless specified below, the bonus options in this section are allowed only in the 
CM1, CM2, CM3 and CE zones and in the CX zone outside of the Central City Plan District and 
Gateway Plan District. Sites located within Historic or Conservation districts are not eligible to 
use bonus options.

Table 130-3
Summary of Bonus FAR and Height

CM1 CM2 CM3 CX CE

Overall Maximums Per Zone

Maximum FAR with bonus 2.5 to 1 4 to 1 5 to 1 4 to 1 3 to 1

Maximum Height with bonus 35 ft. 55 ft.
75 ft.[1]

75 ft.
120 ft.[1]

75 ft.
160 ft.[1]

45 ft.

Increment of Additional FAR and Height Per Bonus

Affordable Housing
(see 33.130.212.C)

FAR
Height

1 to 1
none

1.5 to 1
10 ft.

2 to 1
10 ft.

[tbd]
[tbd]

none
none

Affordable Commercial Space
(see 33.130.212.D)

FAR
Height

0.5 to 1
none

0.75 to 1
10 ft.

1 to 1
10 ft.

[tbd]
[tbd]

0.5 to 1
none

Large Site Master Plan
(see 33.130.212.E)

FAR
Height

none
none

1.5 to 1
up to 30 ft.

2 to 1
up to 55 ft.

[tbd]
[tbd]

1.5 to 1
up to 30 ft.

[1] This larger overall maximum is only allowed through the Planned Development bonus option and required 
Planned Development Review

33.270.100.I. Additional height and FAR.  For sites in the CM2, CM3 and CE zones and in the 
CX zone outside of the Central City Plan District and Gateway Plan District that are greater than 
2 acres in size, additional height and FAR may be requested through a Planned Development as 
specified in 33.130.212.  Floor Area and height Bonus Options and Table 130-3.

33.270.200 Additional Requirements for Planned Developments in the Commercial/Mixed Use 
Zones
Planned developments in the CM2, CM3, and CE zones and in the CX zone outside of the 
Central City Plan District and Gateway Plan District must meet all of the following 
requirements: . . . .
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From: Deborah Wessell [mailto:wessell@live.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 10:09 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
Importance: High 
 
I’m writing to support the idea of a design overlay for Sellwood/Westmoreland, a unique Portland 
neighborhood that’s currently attracting development and is bound to attract more in future. The 
nature of this development will be crucial to the future of the area.  
 
Since the 1840s – almost two centuries! – SE Milwaukie near Bybee has been a walkable community 
center. And SE 13th has been the lifeline of Sellwood since 1883. These two neighborhood centers are 
charming and historic, providing exactly the qualities that draw people to SE Portland. Without a design 
overlay, they’re in danger of being sliced up into soulless pieces by cookie cutter development that 
destroys those qualities.  
 
St. Johns, Kenton and Mississippi, among other neighborhoods, enjoy the protection of a design overlay. 
Sellwood/Westmoreland deserve the same protection, before it’s too late.  
 
Thank you. 
Deborah Wessell 
7667 SE 21st Avenue 
Portland OR 97202 
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Testimony of Mike Warwick, 535 NE Thompson St. Portland, OR 
Mike.warwick@pnl.gove 
 
As a member of the MU PAC I largely support the Proposed Draft, with the following important 
exceptions: 
 

1. The existing bonus allowances are too limited and restrictive and the proposed caps on 
non-affordable housing bonuses are inappropriate. 

2. The benefits of public plazas and green space reach a far greater share of the population 
than affordable housing will.  They should be reinstated, without caps. 

3. Preservation of Portland’s history and character through its buildings is essential if 
Portland is to remain “Portland.”  The historic preservation bonus should be greater and 
uncapped. 

4. Bonuses have been gamed in the past.  Reinstating and enhancing the public and green 
space, and historic bonuses as suggested above, should be accompanied by required 
approvals by either the local neighborhood association or relevant City bureau (Parks) or 
Commission (Landmarks). 

5. The affordable housing bonus provision was proven to be ineffective during economic 
testing.  Consequently, including it other than for political reasons is questionable. 

6. The proposed “affordability” options for both housing and commercial space are much 
too bureaucratic to be effective.  Allowance should be made for more innovative 
options as described below. 

 
As this is the centenary of the birth of Jane Jacobs it only seems fitting to try and model her 
view of urbanism; namely, that cities are either living or dying, but even living cities can be 
killed off by poor plans, such as those of her nemesis, Robert Moses.  I hold out more hope for 
this Plan, however, I will argue as Jane did more eloquently, even though cities must grow to 
survive, there are things that should be preserved and nurtured to make urban life worthwhile.  
Unfortunately, some of those are potentially being lost in the MU proposal; sacrificed for a 
single-minded pursuit of an unrealistic goal to substitute private sector investment in 
affordability for what is, by law as well as right, a City and County responsibility.  I speak 
specifically about the proposed bonus process.  However, the draft is also unimaginative, and 
overly bureaucratic, in its execution of affordability bonuses.   
 
Increase Non-“affordability” Bonuses and Eliminate the Cap on them 
 
I am sure Jane would agree, there are many benefits that can be incorporated into newly built 
environments that are as valuable, if not more, than affordable housing.  After all, a unit of 
affordable housing only benefits its occupants, while a public plaza and additional landscaping 
benefit everyone who comes into contact with it, even those just driving by.  Accordingly, I am 
strongly opposed to the loss and/or reduction in allowed FAR/height for those two bonuses.  I 
am also strongly opposed to the reduced FAR/height for historic preservation as described in 
the draft.  Each of these is an urban amenity Jane championed in her time and we should heed 
her advice. 
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That said, I support stripping bonus provisions other incentives, most of which were “gimmes” 
that did not significantly impact construction costs or project pro formas over expectations.  It 
is also true that bonuses for public space and landscaping were gamed.  The bonus provide for 
the Radiator’s plaza is a good example, as it is all but hidden from public view and access, and 
thus provides a solely private benefit.  However, I believe there is a way to reintegrate public 
space and landscaping amenities in a way that restricts gaming opportunities; namely, by 
requiring support of the local neighborhood association, of if impractical (or it is intractable) the 
Parks bureau, as public plazas and enhanced landscaping provide a similar service to the 
citizenry.  In this way, plazas and greenspaces can be sited in neighborhoods with the greatest 
need and bonuses scaled based on their contribution to that need.  Regardless, the maximum 
bonus should not be limited as in the current draft to favor affordable housing over other 
bonus options. 
 
Clarify Historic Preservation Bonus Treatment, Increase the Allowance, and Eliminate the Cap  
 
I suggest a similar treatment for historic preservation.  The current draft text appears to offer a 
bonus, but its reference to the bonus Table doesn’t show it.  Presuming this is an error, and the 
intent IS to provide a bonus, I would also not cap any bonus to favor affordable housing.  I 
would, however, allow for a greater than 1:1 bonus to incentivize preservation of especially 
vulnerable properties or extreme measures that may be required to preserve a resource, such 
as relocating a building.  This additional bonus could be determined with the assistance of the 
Historic Landmarks Commission.   
 
Allow for Innovative Options to Address Affordable Housing 
 
It was clear during the PAC discussions that this was being guided by Council, including 
shameful engineering of economic results to support a demonstrably poor mechanism to 
increase affordable housing options.  As was indicated during that discussion, forcing 
developers to include affordable units will most likely result in development within “allowed” 
limits rather than to “bonus” heights/FAR.  It will also increase the cost of units in structures 
that use the bonuses.  Consequently, this policy will undermine both the Plan’s density and 
affordable housing goals.  This provision may be politically expedient, but this Plan is supposed 
to serve the City of Portland for the next 20 years, not a sitting Commissioner for the remainder 
of their term.   Equally important, as drafted it is a very clumsy in its implementation.  
Incorporating the Housing Bureau and PDC in the design and development process virtually 
assures this provision will only be used by local developers wedded to the local market.  All 
others will simply pursue projects in cities with more realistic policies. 
 
To that point, there is the saying about giving a man a fish versus teaching him to fish.  
Subsidizing housing provides limited, albeit potentially necessary, assistance to the target 
population.  One of the primary causes of housing unaffordability is uncertain rent.  One of the 
primary paths to wealth creation in the US is through home ownership.  A better option for 
both providing affordable housing AND a path out of poverty would be to allow for more 
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innovation on how to apply for the affordability bonus.  A couple of options that come to mind 
would be to set aside a fraction of units for cooperative ownership, either by tenants or 
through a land trust entity such as Proud Ground.  This could provide a “rent to own” path for 
tenants to insure stable rents and accumulate wealth through fractional ownership that could 
later be used for down payment on another residence when the tenant no longer meets 
income tests.  Such an approach may facilitate distribution of units across a structure rather 
than being concentrated in a low-income ghetto.  To the extent this provision is replaced by 
future inclusionary zoning regulations, the current target population (80% of MFI) would seem 
to be particularly well suited for a “rent to own” type program. 
 
Allow for Innovative Options to Preserve Affordable Commercial Spaces 
 
My concerns with this part of the Draft are the same as above; however, the solution is 
somewhat different.  Again, the greatest threat to commercial tenants is rising rents.  By the 
same token, the capital and expertise of business owners is optimally applied to their business 
operations, NOT building ownership and maintenance.  Being a landlord is a business unto 
itself!  As noted above, providing business owners with “ownership like rights” through 
commercial condos, fractional ownership, or “rent to own” building shell leases is the best way 
for them to ensure stable rent and focus on growing their business.  Some businesses could be 
targeted by PDC or through other programs (including from non-profits) to enable their 
preservation in communities where rents are rising forcing out business catering to longtime 
residents, or to enable new businesses to “pioneer” newly developing neighborhoods.   
 
In summary: 
   

1. The “historic” bonus is not explicated in section 33.130.212 as drafted.  Consequently, 
this section suggests bonuses are only allowed for “affordability.”  The historic bonus 
and those suggested above for public and green spaces should be presented jointly. 

2.     A focus on “affordability” to the exclusion of all other civic benefits undermines the 
Plan’s objective of retaining Portland’s character.   

3.     Bonuses for historic preservation and plazas warrant higher bonuses (for historic) and 
retention (plazas/green spaces) and elimination of the proposed FAR/height caps.   

4.    The Draft bonus structure fails to reward urban design elements that benefit a greater 
fraction of residents than the affordability bonuses currently provided.  Those other 
benefits (historic preservation, plazas, and landscaping), should be reinstated without 
current artificial caps.   

6.     Affordable goals for housing and commercial space can be achieved by mechanisms not 
included in the current draft, including ownership in condominium, cooperative, and 
land trust-type arrangements.  Innovations such as these should be explicitly 
encouraged in the final code to allow greater flexibility and less bureaucratic alternative 
paths to the desired end. 
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Hi,

Here is a PDF of my letter.  My mailing address is PO Box 80443 Portland, Or 97280. 
Thank you, 

Jan Elizabeth Thorpe
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Planning and Sustainability Commission, psc@portlandoregon.gov
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100, Portland, OR 97201 
Attn: Mixed Use Zones Testimony 

Re: Multnomah Village CS Zones  

The Mixed-Use Zoning Project of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan’s proposes to change 
the Commercial Storefront properties to Commercial Mixed Zone 2 (CM2).  I request 
that the PSC change this designation to CM1 to limit building height to 35 feet (3 
stories) in the business district of Multnomah Village with a D overlay. 

With the exception of one 3-story building, Multnomah Village consists of 
predominantly 2-story buildings, many of which are historic.  The Village has a design 
district overlay under the current Comprehensive Plan and this overlay states that new 
development must be consistent with the scale and character of the existing 
businesses. The new CM1 designation is a better fit for the historic Village, which 
appears to be the last remaining cluster of locally-owned businesses in the City. 

Please add this to the record. 

Thank you, 

7721 SW Aloma Way #3 Portland, Or 97223 

cc: Mayor Charlie Hales, mayorcharliehales@portlandoregon.gov  
Commissioner Amanda Fritz, Amanda@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Nick Fish, nick@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Steve Novick, novick@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Dan Saltzman, dan@portlandoregon.gov 
City Auditor, La Vonne Griffin-Valade, LaVonne@portlandoregon.gov 
Susan Anderson, Susan.Anderson@PortlandOregon.gov 
MNA Land Use Committee, mnaLandUseCommittee@gmail.com
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To: Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC) 
 
From: Darnell Jackie Strong and Luther Strong (Property owners in the N/NE Portland 
corridor/center) 
 
Address of properties: 4931 N. Williams; 4937 N. Williams; 4939 N. Williams; 4947 
N. Williams; 20 N. Alberta; 106 N. Alberta; 114 N. Alberta (Jointly these properties 
equal approximately 1 acre). 
 
Date: 5/10/16 
 
Re: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony. Document requesting Zone designation be revised 
to CM2 on properties owned by the mentioned parties.   
 
Dear committee members:  
We the Strong brothers have been engaged in conversations with various members of 
PSC for several months. During the course of those conversations and related meetings 
we came to believe our property had a good chance to be zoned as CM2. However in the 
recent draft of the comprehensive plan it appears that you have proposed a CM1 
designation, to our surprise and disappointment. 
 
The purpose of this document is multiple, first it is to ask the Planning and Sustainability 
Commission to consider zoning our property to (CM2) versus the proposed zoning of 
(CM1) as outlined in your tentative plan.  
 
The second purpose is to present our reasons why we are requesting this zone change to 
happen and to have those reasons documented with your office. The following bullet 
points details the reasons we are making this request: 
 

• A review of your proposed draft summary reveals that the intent of the plan is 
to create zones of activity so that persons have the ability to walk or bike to 
get the things they need. Our properties have the unique position of being in 
the middle of the activity happening all around us. It is our belief that our 
property could be the center jewel in the middle of this activity. 

 
• Our property is situated a mere 2 to 3 tenths of a mile from (Killingsworth) to 

the North, (Skidmore) to the South, (MLK) to the East and (Albina) to the 
West all short walking distances.  There are also regular bus schedules and 
bike lanes that make our property easily accessible to community members. 
The high level of activity happening all around us reflects that we are not in a 
low density area and high density mixed use developments are going up within 
close proximity to our property regularly. Our properties are directly on the 
high traffic streets of Williams Avenue and Alberta Street (see color coded 
attachment that shows surrounding zones as proposed).  
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• According to your description of the proposed CM2 zone our property fits 
nicely. You state “This medium-scale commercial mixed-use zone is intended 
for sites in a variety of centers and corridors, and in smaller mixed-use areas 
that are well served by frequent transit or within a larger area zoned for multi-
dwelling development”.  As mentioned previously we are in the middle of and 
a short walk away from larger zoned areas zoned for large scaled multi-
dwelling development. You additionally say “Development is intended to be 
pedestrian-oriented and complement the scale of surrounding residentially 
zoned areas”. If our property is zoned as CM2 we would match the zones 
bordering us in all directions and be in synch with the intent of the plan.  

 
• I mentioned previously that the Strong family is one of the few African 

American families in N/NE Portland who has been able to ward off 
gentrification, a phenomena that has been documented in Portland and caused 
numerous African Americans to loose properties and be displaced from N/NE 
Portland. 

 
 

We mention this issue because we have attempted to engineer several projects 
on our site and each time we have been stymied by the fact that the numbers 
would not work as the property is currently zoned. The proposed zone (CM1) 
would not allow a project to pencil out either. 
 
The course of our past efforts has connected us with several groups who are 
optimistic about a possible project on this jewel of a site but all proclaim that 
the zoning is a hindrance, due to its limitations. 
 
 Our efforts have included consultation with the Portland Development 
Commission and their DOS program, a yearlong negotiation with Portland 
Community Reinvestment a non-profit affordable housing program and finally 
the Portland Housing Bureau who is excited about the possibility of a project 
if the zoning is CM2. 
 
 Additionally we have reached out to Commissioner Dan Saltzman’s office 
and have been in regular contact with Nan Stark from the Bureau of Planning 
and Sustainability. Nan has supported our efforts and ideas and has been a 
stable sounding board for our planning. 
 
In a nut shell all parties we attempted to do a project with were excited about 
the possibility. They all concurred that a project that brought property owners 
of color together, with Non-profit housing programs that offered affordable 
housing, and private developers could be a development model duplicated 
elsewhere nationally to address gentrification and urban displacement.  
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• I have been in contact with several neighbors close to our properties and they 
are in agreement that a CM2 zone designation supports their vision of how this 
block should zoned.  
 

• The Strong family, African American owners of the properties involved, have 
been long time neighborhood members dating back to 1956. The family is well 
known politically and is also known as being socially conscientious as 
represented by Luther Strong and Opal Strong, who is now 100 years of age. 
Both were community activists and mentors to leaders of color. Opal Strong 
was appointed by the late Governor Vic Atiyeh and served as a board member 
for the council of senior citizens, a state wide effort. She was also a founding 
member and active participant leading the Humboldt/King neighborhood 
associations dating back to model cities, which is now the N/Ne coalition of 
neighborhoods.  

 
Their social work skills were passed on to their children and grandchildren 
who are also passionate about serving the community of Portland. The off 
springs have shown that same drive to help others and illustrate such by 
having positions of importance in the African American community and the 
community at large. For example her two sons who own these properties are 
concerned about how to address the issues of gentrification, affordable 
housing and job creation in N/NE Portland. Another one of her grandchildren 
is the Pastor of one of the largest predominantly African American churches in 
Portland, while yet another grandchild is a top administrator at the United 
Way.   
 
I believe that as long time residents of this neighborhood and as long time 
owners of these properties since 1976, we are uniquely positioned to give 
credible and sound input about future zoning in the community where we still 
live and care deeply about. 

 
In conclusion I want to reiterate that it is the Strong brother’s intent to pursue 
development opportunities for our properties. Additionally we are excited about the 
possibility of teaming with the City of Portland, the offices of the Commissioners, Private 
developers, Nonprofit housing programs like the Portland Housing Bureau and the 
African American community to quell the issue of gentrification and affordable housing.   
 
Thank you for your time to receive and review our input about changing the proposed 
zone to CM2. 
 
The Strong brothers 
Jackie Strong      Luther Strong 
12165 NW Big Fir Court    20 N Alberta 
Portland, OR 97229     Portland, OR 97217 
503-309-2460      503-575-6078 
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From: Carrie Strickland [mailto:Carrie@worksarchitecture.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 1:27 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
I’d like to share some of my concerns regarding the current MUZ package.  I’ve been tracking this 
package closely and have serious issues with the reduction of allowed FAR, building profile dictations 
and the overall feeling that we are embarking on a major regression of our city’s progressive density 
goals.  I’ve attempted to outline my concerns below: 
 
FAR changes: 
 
The compromises made as part of the MUZ process have essentially resulted in a direct down-zoning of 
the base zone allowances across most, if not all, of the C and EXd zones. 
 
Doing so results in a penalty for property values, taxable values and dis-incentivizes development.   
 
The attempts to “incentivize” increased FAR to get back to an allowed FAR that matches the allowed 
heights on the lots are poorly convinced and some of the incentives have actually been eliminated as the 
plan has progressed.   
 
The current plan is being developed during a development bubble and we all know that property 
investment and development is cyclical…  those of us that remember what it was like only a few years 
ago – when our city was starving for development progress -  know that a down-zoning and reduction in 
progressive density now, will have giant effects down the road. 
 
During the most recent downturn, we saw development come to a halt and we saw property values 
drop.  This results in lower property taxes and the funds paid by development projects (SDC, school 
excise, etc) dry up and our city’s ability to fund and operate becomes a slow crawl.   
 
The hope that requiring that you must include affordable housing in order to earn back the FAR that this 
plans takes away is ill fated and additionally, the likely coming inclusionary housing rules could further 
push that needle, resulting in developments that only build what they can provide under the new,, 
reduced base zone allowances, if anything at all. 
 
The goal should be to ensure that the maximum FAR is achieved when a site is being developed.  Once a 
reduced FAR is constructed it will be there for a very long time.   
 
Massing and Building Profiles: 
 
The addition of the requirement for “stepped” street face setbacks is problematic for various reasons.   
 
First, it confuses design guidelines and zoning and uses requirements.  The zoning of the site shouldn’t 
dictate form. This measure immediately creates one type of building massing that isn’t always desirable 
and isn’t functionally better.   
 
Secondly,  this stepped massing concept is being fed by a small, but vocal, group that feels that our main 
streets seem  to dense.  The main streets are where there should be that density and scale.  Our last 
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round of urban planning understood this and this fundamental element of building density and capacity 
within our city. 
 
Regression: 
 
Portland has long been a symbol and progressive zoning and transportation policy.  We repeatedly 
uphold the growth boundary, which means that we support focused growth within our close-in 
neighborhoods.  In this current cycle, we have seen leaps in that urban form and this proposal is putting 
the brakes on what we had collectively planned for and supported.  I blame this shift on concerns 
around “change” and the naïve idea that this pace of development will continue in perpetuity.  We are 
at the top of a real-estate bubble and there will be a bottom again.. this is the way the world 
works.  Reducing FAR and restricting building forms are reactive measures and don’t maintain the long 
term goals of our city. 
 
This regression reduces the property values in Portland.  Down-zoning needs to be taken seriously as it 
impacts can have a ripple effect across project feasibility and funding and realization.   
 
 
In summary, I strongly urge the planners and commissioners to take care in what gets placed into code 
today – it will have long term impacts on development and in turn, affordability.  Once you set this in 
motion there isn’t a an easy way to reverse it.  Be brave and continue to support the progressive city 
that Portland is meant to be and not a regressionary version of itself. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
carrie strickland  NE Portland resident, committed citizen 

 
 
800 NE 53rd Ave 
Portland, Oregon 97213 
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From: Jane H. Stein [mailto:jhs49@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 2:29 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
I am commenting on this issue because I am upset about how the 
sustainability crowd is sharpening their knives to destroy a quiet tight knit 
community in the Sellwood.  The developers want to ruin the area with 
multi unit tall buildings that will be extremely out of place.  Where is the 
design overlay?  I object to condos and rental buildings looking out of place 
in the area and tall buildings blocking already established housing's 
sunlight as well  .Additionally they will be creating overcrowding in the 
school system, lack of sufficient parking for all and increased traffic 
everywhere.  They are under some kind of illusion that everyone is going to 
take public transit or bike to work.  That is far from reality.  SE Tacoma 
Street and SE17th Ave. are already packed with Clackamas County drivers 
as is and now the car owning tenants of new buildings will add more of a 
carbon footprint in the area with more cars and accelerating gasoline 
fumes.  When I lived in a 3,000+ tenant apt. in Brooklyn NY EVERY apt. 
had an assigned parking space.  Sellwood will become the location of 
parking wars as the builders are providing insufficient amounts of parking 
spaces or none at all.  The noxious fumes will contribute to respiratory 
problems for everyone and Portland has already been designated a 
polluted city.  I have asthma and cancer and the overflow of people and 
their cars will make it worse. 
 
Jane Stein 
1622SE Harney Street 
Portland OR 97202 
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May 10, 2016 

Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Mixed Use Zones Testimony
1900 SW 4th Ave., Suite 7100 
Portland OR 97201  

Dear Honorable Commissioners: 
 

I am writing to express my support for the proposed CM1 zoning in the Sellwood-SE 13th existing 
commercial storefront area and elsewhere.  I applaud the work that was done with this proposal, as it 
honors the area’s historical streetcar development yet allows for new growth to integrate into the 
neighborhood, and reflects conversations with residents. It also reflects a careful assessment of key 
qualities that makes CM1 a prudent choice in this area.   

Please also consider extending CM1 northward from SE Nehalem to SE Malden.  The character of CM1 
is more consistent than CM2 with this area: it is located within a lower density residential area and is not 
within a larger area zoned for multi-family development; there are numerous small lots developed as 
commercial uses; it would eliminate an awkward transition; and this parking-challenged corridor is 
located a mile from light rail. With limited ability to legislate quality, materials and context-sensitive 
design (such as building another 4-story tall concrete building vs. the brick differentiation that defines this 
area), applying CM1 would support development types that enhance this area’s unique street experience. 
Our neighborhood still has growth capacity as most of the commercial corridors would still be zoned 
CM2. 

Currently, the commercial corridors in our neighborhood are predominately one and two-story buildings.  
The proposed CM1 zoning on 13th would help integrate the existing low-rise storefront character of this 
commercial district as it transitions to a 3-story model. As a long-time resident, I value the charm and 
walkability of our neighborhood, but also recognize that growth is coming. I believe CM1 allows for a 
compromise between development and those who live or work here everyday now and in the future, who 
must bear the burden or results of these difficult decisions for years to come: beginning from the zoning 
to how a private parcel actually gets developed (and over which we have no influence). Many residents 
don’t track these processes when the die is cast because it is not their profession or their day job.  

The CM1 zoning would be consistent with the policies of the Sellwood Moreland Community Plan.  As 
our commercial corridors are built up, two lower commercial cores will help ‘preserve the historic 
character of neighborhood areas’ and ‘reinforce a distinctive sense of place by emphasizing neighborhood 
boundaries, connections, business districts, public open spaces, and focal points.’   

On this last point, I would encourage you to explore creative solutions to stimulate and support historic 
commercial preservation. It would be wonderful to reward those community stewards who maintain, 
rehab and continue to operate these special pillars. These buildings define these commercial hubs and 
corridors as unique places to conduct a small business and provide jobs. A creative approach would make 
these properties a bonus, not a liability, and more valuable as an ongoing operation than a tear-down. It 
would also signal what we value as a community.  

Thank you for your time and consideration; I hope you will support the CM1 proposal in this area.  

Beth St. Amand 
1345 SE Miller Street 

y
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Chair Shultz and Vice-Chair Baugh, 
 
Portland Shoupistas supports progressive parking policies and projects, including reducing 
parking demand, to achieve affordability, equity, and climate goals.  Transportation and Parking 
Demand Management (TDM), along with mode share based parking maximums and market 
rate parking, are among the most powerful strategies for reducing parking demand and 
achieving City goals. 
Next week PSC will begin hearings on a new mixed use zone code, including transportation and 
parking demand management.  Shortly thereafter you will host briefings on Central City 2035, 
with substantial parking and TDM proposals. 
Transportation and parking demand management can be especially important for meeting 
affordability and equity goals, because it reduces the need for car ownership and eliminates the 
shared expense of parking construction. Lower and moderate income workers most benefit from 
the low-cost transit passes and bicycling incentives often at the core of effective TDM plans. 
We were disappointed that the PSC delayed action on PBOT’s Title 17 Transportation and 
Parking Demand Management (TDM) proposal.  As you consider TDM requirements for Mixed 
Use Zone and Central City 2035, we’d appreciate your consideration of the following four 
principles. 
Principle 1: Any TDM and parking code changes should be stronger/more effective than 
current code. 

• If we want to accommodate job and housing growth while achieving affordability, equity, 
and climate goals, we must have codes that do a better job of reducing traffic and 
parking impacts. 

• We’re concerned by the testimony from Portland Providence Medical Center requesting 
that their current relatively low performance TDM plan remains in place, and that they 
and other institutions be allowed to add parking without improving their TDM 
plan.  PPMC has resisted paid parking and bicycling incentives, strategies which help 
OHSU and PPMC’s sister hospitals in Seattle and Santa Monica perform much better 
than PPMC’s poor 66% drive alone rate. This is significantly higher than the city’s 2035 
goals. Under current code, PPMC is required to meet with PBOT biennially to consider 
TDM plan improvements. 

• We’re also concerned by the Central City 2035 proposal to largely remove TDM plan 
requirements from the Central City Parking Review (CCPR).  CCPR currently requires 
TDM plans for certain types of projects that generate more than 100 peak hour trips, and 
with more than 60 retail parking spaces.  While we support many of the shared parking 
proposals in CC 2035, it would be an unwise step backwards to give up the TDM plan 
requirement for 100 peak hour trips and greater than 60 retail parking spaces in Central 
City unless and until a Central City-wide TDM requirement is in place. 

 
Principle 2: Code changes support market rate parking prices, such as mandatory 
unbundling of parking from leases, mandatory parking cash-out for employees, and a 
prohibition on subsidized parking for employees. 

• The draft TDM pre-approved plan in the TSP Proposed Draft includes parking 
unbundling.  This is a major step forward.  We support mandatory unbundling, parking 
cash-out, and a prohibition on new development subsidizing employee parking, which 
distorts the market, artificially increasing traffic and parking demand.  Since those who 
receive the subsidies tend to be wealthier, it also undermines our equity goals. 

 
Principle 3: TDM plans should be in place until at least to 2035, and preferably the life of 
the building. 
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• New development will generate traffic and parking impacts for the life of the building, so 
trip reduction measures would ideally last the life of the building.  Several US cities 
require this.  At a minimum, the requirements should be in place until 2035, the comp 
plan’s horizon year. 

• Many US cities require ongoing TDM incentives, such as low-cost transit passes.  One-
time TDM incentives are better than nothing, but will not be effective at reducing traffic 
and parking demand in five years, let alone 10 and 20.  

• BES requires that buildings maintain stormwater facilities for the life of the 
building.  TDM should be an ongoing standard practice for commercial development in 
Portland. 

 
Principle 4: TDM plans should be strong enough to meet 2035 mode share targets.  

• Portland City Council and PSC adopted a 70% mode share target in the Portland Plan 
and the Climate Action Plan.  Our largest and newest developments, those mostly 
located in Central City and centers, must meet or exceed the targets for the rest of the 
City to have a chance.  PSU is already exceeding the mode share target for both 
students and faculty. 

• There are two TDM strategies shown by years of research to be most effective: pricing 
parking and ongoing multimodal financial incentives (think low-cost transit passes and 
bicycling incentives).  If the TDM proposal requires these elements, it is likely to be 
successful at meeting mode share targets. 

We’d also appreciate knowing when PBOT plans to engage neighborhood, transportation, and 
environmental stakeholders, in addition to developers and institutions.  Several of us 
participated in the November 2015 broad stakeholder meetings.  We’ve heard that PBOT has 
met with development and institution stakeholders on several occasions since then and would 
appreciate meetings with a broad range of stakeholders. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Portland Shoupistas 
 
Portland Shoupistas can be contacted via Tony Jordan 
twjordan@gmail.com - 971.207.1348 - 4540 SE Yamhill St., Portland 
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Please see the attached letter/testimony about zoning for our property at 2624 SE Division St. 
 
thank you 
bryan 
 
 
bryan scott 
503.679.7949 
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Attn: Portland City Planners, City Council and Mayor Hales

Our property was one of many residential properties proposed to change to commercial zoning 
within the new comprehensive plan.  It was also like most residential properties, left with its 
current zoning designation for now (in our case, R1).

I fully understand the reasoning behind leaving these properties residential because each 
should be considered on a case by case basis with the neighbors and neighborhood in mind, 
and with a focused eye on whether infrastructure on the street and in the neighborhood can 
handle the zoning change now, or should wait for a future phase. 
 
I’m simply writing to describe why our particular case should be considered for immediate 
zoning change rather than only being part of a long range plan.

Our address is 2624 SE Division St.  This probably doesn't mean anything to you, but to 
everyone in our neighborhood or anyone we give directions to we are “the house that sits in the 
shadow of Big Rust”.

We sit 5’ away from one of the condo buildings that has built to the full extent of the allowable 
height and we live in the shadows that this building casts much of our day…certainly not our 
intent when we bought this tiny home back in 2008.  When we live there we spend more time 
watching people park and listening to the phone calls of those grabbing coffee from the bakery 
next door than we do chatting with neighbors as they water their lawn (we have no neighbors 
and they have no lawn). Living here has been difficult to say the least.  We have also struggled 
to rent the house to others because of the “looming giant” and ever-present eyes looking down 
on the house and back yard from the glass walls above.  Privacy (as you'll see in the photos 
attached) is simply impossible.   
 
The neighbors on our opposite side couldn't take it anymore and moved their family to a more 
family friendly street last year, but they also sold their home to developers who presumably plan 
to do the same thing.  This will leave us literally sitting in the middle of two giants as the “UP 
house” with balloons hanging from the roof hoping to escape.  Their home is also currently 
scripted as residential, but as developers I'm sure they can afford to push the designation 
change now, as we cannot.  There is no question in terms of surroundings and neighborhood 
that our home is better suited immediately to commercial storefront than to residential.

Outside of our current living environment… I also know and understand that much of the reason 
for waiting to convert residential zoned lots to commercial zoning was to look case by case at 
the strength of surrounding infrastructure and whether the zoning change can be handled by 
existing infrastructure in the neighborhood.  In our case, the city (and us its taxpayers) just spent 
millions of dollars and 2 years ripping up Division Street, disrupting traffic flow and livability (I’m 
sure you're familiar as you've gotten plenty of calls about that over the last few years) in order to 
enhance the systems to allow now for the long range plan of the Division corridor.  
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The Division Street Plan (2013-2015) was carried out by the Department of Transportation and 
Environmental Services with the express intent of: 
- Building curb extensions for bus landing
- Adding new crosswalks and streetlights
- Improving signalization
- Installing public art 
- Repaving Division from SE 10th to Cesar E Chavez.
- Managing stormwater runoff from streets and improve watershed health
- Replacing aging sewer lines and manholes to relieve sewer backups and increase sewer 
system reliability
- Increasing safety, access, and visibility for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users
- Improving traffic operations through the corridor and provide on-street parking
- Stimulating the local economy
- Increasing neighborhood attractiveness

Our neighborhood’s infrastructure (street, sewers, stormwater control, sidewalks, curb 
extensions, crosswalks, public transportation and even public art) are already years ahead of 
our case by case zoning designation and it clearly makes the most sense for 2624 SE Division 
St to change in zoning to commercial now to fit the surrounds and the infrastructure that exist 
today, and not in a long range plan.

Please help us by changing our zoning to match the environment and infrastructure we are 
already living within so that this lot can be used in a way that is more fitting to its surrounds!

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Bryan and Jen Scott 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shadow cast from “big rust”
falls over our house

one of these things does 
not belong
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view from the front yard

in darkness even on the 
sunniest portland day…
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impossible to get privacy in 
our back yard (fishbowl)

our windows all look out at 
sewer/exhaust and the 
parking lot behind it
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From: Kim Read [mailto:instantconfidante@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 3:10 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: [Approved Sender] PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Please protect the Sellwood-Moreland neighbor from unreasonable development. Sellwood-Moreland needs and 
deserves a design overlay similar to other historic and walkable neighborhoods. Thank you. 
 
Kim Read 
7925 SE 16th Ave 
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From: Justin Dollard [mailto:jdollard@pps.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 3:07 PM 
To: BPS Comprehensive Plan Testimony <cputestimony@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Sara King <sking1@pps.net>; Manning, Barry <Barry.Manning@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Project PPS Request to Change Zoning for R150599 Near SE 14th 
and SE Morrison 
 
Date: May 10, 20 
To: The City of Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
From: Sara King, Director Planning and Asset Management, Portland Public Schools 
 
RE: PPS Request to Change Zoning for R150599 Near SE 14th and SE Morrison 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Portland Public Schools (PPS) requests a legislative zoning change for its property 
(R150599)  near SE 14th and SE Morrison from High-Density Residential (HR) to Commercial 
Mixed Use 3 (CM3) through the Mixed-Use Zones Project.  
 
CM3 zoning will allow for redevelopment that better meets the intention of the Comprehensive 
Plan Update and better serves the neighborhood through a broad array of retail, service, and 
office uses that promote local employment and housing opportunities and minimizes impacts to 
the historic residential fabric of Inner Southeast Portland. 
 
CM3 zoning will reduce size, mass, and density of future development otherwise allowed by 
right under RH zoning (please see development envelope analysis below). 
 
CM3 zoning will support the highest and best use of the site based on PPS market analysis 
(available upon request). 
 
Site Analysis: The 57,182 square feet site is located on a block which directly abuts the Central 
City Plan District, is well-served by mass transit, and well-positioned to support neighborhood 
preservation efforts by concentrating new development on a “civic” corridor.  The site is 
surrounded predominately by Commercial Storefront (CS) zoning and existing development in 
the vicinity is mixed-use. The site is within the Central Eastside Urban Renewal Area (see URA 
map below) . 
 
Current Zoning Entitlements: RH with an allowed 4:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and a height of 
75 feet (see RH FAR map below). Total allowed development is 228,728 SF. At this location, RH 
zoning does not allow ground floor retail or office uses. 
 
Proposed Zoning: PPS believes that CM3 zoning is appropriate for the site for the following 
neighborhood and city level planning reasons: 

• on a civic corridor, close to the Central City 
• served by frequent-service transit 
• located in an area planned for more intense mixed-use development 
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• directly adjacent to proposed Mixed Use – Urban Center zoning by the Bureau of 
Planning and Sustainability (see graphic below, PPS property designated by red dot) 

• compatible with the recent adaptive reuse of the former PPS Washington High School 
into a mixed-use development 
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Zoning and Development Envelope Analysis RH versus CM3 
 
Zone RH CM3 CM3 with Housing 

Bonus 
Height 75 feet 65 feet 75 feet 
Height Setback from 
Street 

0 10 feet at 35 feet 10 feet at 35 feet 

Height Setback from 
R1 

0 10 feet at 35 feet 10 feet at 35 feet 

FAR 4:1 3:1 4.5:1 
Minimum Setbacks 
Front/Side/Rear 

0/Varies up to 14 
feet /Varies up to 14 
feet 

0/0/0 0/0/0 

Coverage 85% of site area 100% of site area 100% of site area 
Ground Floor Retail No Yes Yes 
Office No Yes Yes 

 

 
RH Development Allowed by Right at 4:1 FAR and 85% Building Coverage 
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CM3 Allowed by Right at 3:1 FAR and 100% Building Coverage 
 

 
CM3 Allowed with Housing Bonus at 4.5:1 FAR and 100% Building Coverage 
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Please contact Justin Fallon Dollard, PPS Project Manager with questions or requests for 
additional information, jdollard@pps.net or 503-916-3998. 
 
Regards, 
 
Sara King AICP 
PPS Director of Planning and Asset Management 
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Portland Neighbors for Sustainable Development___________________ 
c/o Doug Klotz 
1908 SE 35th Place 
Portland, OR  97214 
5-10-16 
 

 
Testimony on Mixed Use Zones Project Proposed Draft to PSC 
 
To: Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Chair Schultz and Commissioners: 
 
Portland Neighbors for Sustainable Development is working to shape our city with land 
use and transportation policies that combat climate change, make housing available to all, 
and support alternative transportation.   We laud the effort that went into the Mixed Use 
Zones project.  We applaud the expansion of pedestrian-friendly, urban zoning, and the 
reduction in the amount of auto-dominated areas in the city.  We appreciate the effort to 
improve Neighborhood Centers through the Main Street Centers Overlay. 
 
We do have some concerns: 
 
CM-2 FAR and Bonuses: 
The primary innovation of the Mixed Use Zones project was to reduce the allowed 
capacity (in FAR) in the new CM-2 zone, compared with the CS and CM it will replace.  
Then, bonuses in FAR and in an additional partial fifth floor would be offered when 
developers provided Community Benefits such as Affordable Housing and Affordable 
Commercial Space.  However, a city-commissioned market analysis from 18 months ago 
and done again more recently shows the bonus is not likely to be taken advantage of very 
often citywide, and probably never in East Portland.  In addition, a key incentive was the 
fifth floor, which will not be available in many parts of the city where CM-2 is mapped, 
furthering the inequities in this bonus system. 
 
This “tamp down and bonus up” scheme has the net effect (since the bonus will be used 
rarely) of reducing housing capacity along Corridors and in Centers by about one-fourth, 
in places that have the best transit service and shopping options outside downtown.   It 
will lead to higher housing costs as close-in sites for multifamily housing are restricted in 
density and less housing gets built. We urge you to either change the CM-2 base FAR 
from 2.5:1 to 3.5:1, or eliminate the FAR maximums, in order to increase housing 
affordability, and grow our Centers and Corridors into viable 20-minute 
Neighborhoods. 
  
Low-rise commercial storefront areas: 
A late addition to the proposal, this move downzones, from CM-2 to CM-1, the heart of 
many of the neighborhood main street areas throughout the city, including Hawthorne, 
Sandy, Multnomah Village, and Woodstock.  It is contrary to the planning principles 
incorporated in the Centers and Corridors strategies in the Growth Scenarios Report.  The 
core of these Centers is exactly where the highest density should be, to provide the most 
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people living within a walkable neighborhood, to reduce auto use, and allow more 
housing in high opportunity areas.  Reducing the zoning capacity in these key areas will, 
again, contribute to increased housing costs. 
 
It is not clear that limiting new buildings to 3 stories instead of 4 would achieve the 
desired preservation of “low-rise” areas, and it could still result in teardowns. Significant 
buildings should be protected through city efforts to facilitate placing them on the 
National Register of Historic Places, which several Hawthorne buildings are already on.  
We urge you to eliminate the “low-rise commercial storefront area” downzoning 
from all areas of the city, to increase housing affordability and support the Growth 
Strategy. These properties should return to CM-2. 
 
Support proposal in banning drivethroughs in CM-1, 2 and 3: 
We support the proposed Comp Plan policy statement banning new drivethroughs in the 
Central City, and limiting them in Centers and Corridors. We also approve of the 
rezoning of many CG areas to CM-2.  New language in the plan is more flexible on 
rebuilding in those places where nonconforming drivethroughs already exist. 
 
Oppose requested Zone Changes for auto-oriented businesses: 
We oppose changing the zoning on the four Fred Meyer stores where the company asked 
to change from CM-2 to CE to allow drivethroughs at those stores (Hawthorne, Glisan, 
Gateway, and Barbur.). We oppose other downzonings for large retailers. We also ask 
that gas stations, fast food and coffee establishments and other retailers not be granted 
special zoning for drivethroughs in the areas where CM-2 or CM-3 is now planned.  . 
 
Ground Floor Windows: 
We support the increased Ground Floor Window requirements, including the several 
options for residential-only buildings.  We also note that for a window assembly to 
function as a “ground floor window”, one must be able to see into the building in the 
entire area between 4’ and 6’ above the adjacent exterior grade. Language to require this 
should be added back to Sec. 33.130.230 C.  In addition, fins, slats or screens should not 
cover such windows. 
 
Setbacks & Stepbacks: 
We thank the staff for conceiving language to relate building façade height to street width 
in the CM-3 zone, and for crafting the required rear setbacks that protect light and air for 
adjacent single-family development in all Mixed Use zones. 
 
We thank the Commission for your diligent review of this complex document, and urge 
the refinement of the regulations noted here, to improve this proposal and help our 
commercial areas and our city thrive in a sustainable manner. 
 
Signed: 
 
Brian Cefola 
Joseph P. Edge 
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Steve Gutmann 
Brendon Haggerty 
Marsha Hanchrow 
Marshall Johnson 
Tony Jordan 
Alan Kessler 
Doug Klotz 
Erik Matthews 
Brian Posewitz 
Dan Rutzick 
Ben Schonberger 
Bill Stites 
Davis Sweet 
Mark Wheeler 
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From: Shannon Page [mailto:shannon@cloudone.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 9:41 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 

Hello 

As a resident of Oregon for most of my 49 years and as a single working Mom raising my daughter in 
West Moreland for the past 6 years, I have strong opinions regarding the design aesthetic of current and 
future development in our area.  Sellwood Moreland's charming bungalow and other period style homes 
anchor our historical neighborhood with size, scale and detail that echo back to the eras when Portland 
was becoming itself. 

Both sets of my grandparents were immigrants (from Germany and Poland) and contributed to the rich 
tapestry of a Portland that, as I was growing up on the Oregon Coast, both enthralled and educated me 
about a proud history of neighborhoods that represented communities. 

 I've lived in gated communities, neighborhoods with strict CCRs, at the beach and in the Gorge where 
"everything goes" and now our beloved Sellwood Moreland.  I have been saddened to see that the 
combination of dense unit construction and new home building has often been accompanied by a 
questionable level of taste and contemporary design that stand out like sore thumbs in contrast to the 
established city scape. 

We clearly need a thoughtful set of rules and requirements to uphold our historical neighborhood's 
character. 

Thank you. 
 

 

Shannon F. Page 
Executive Vice President 

7503 SE 20th Ave. 
Portland OR 97202 
 
CELL   503.840.7389  

FAX   360.326.3063  

EMAIL  shannon@cloudone.com
 

www.cloudone.com  

Linkedin.com-shannonpage 
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May 10, 2016

Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
psc@portlandoregon.gov 

Oregon Walks Comments on Mixed Use Zones Proposed Draft, March 2016 

Chair Schultz and Planning Commissioners:

Oregon Walks advocates for safe and convenient conditions for walking in 
Oregon. We have reviewed the Proposed Draft Mixed Using Zoning and 
strongly support the provisions that emphasize the development of pedestrian
friendly city by providing for a mix of land uses and development regulations in 
centers and corridors that make it easy, safe, and comfortable to walk or use
transit to meet our daily needs.  

The continued restrictions on new Drive-Through Facilities in section 
33.130.260 will help reduce the negative effects that drive-thoughs have on
the pedestrian experience. Driveways generally create potential conflicts for 
users of the sidewalk because they are the locations where automobiles cross
the pedestrian realm. Drive-throughs, which generate significantly greater 
volumes of cars, present a greater danger to pedestrians. 

Likewise, Oregon Walks supports the increased requirements for
Ground-Floor Windows in the Mixed Use Zones, from 25% to 40% of the 
ground floor wall area.  Ground-floor windows make a big difference for 
walking, giving pedestrians a view into stores and building lobbies, increasing 
visual interest and increasing personal safety by ensuring “eyes on the street”
from those within the building. 
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We are concerned, however, that the requirement for a 4’ high maximum for 
the bottom of windows is proposed to be removed from section 33.130.230, C. 
The windows must be at eye level to allow pedestrians to see into buildings,
and to allow those inside to be able to see people on the outside, call for help
when needed, as well as provide an interesting and varied pedestrian 
experience. Without a maximum bottom height, builders can set windows with 
their sills at 6 feet, say, and extending to 10 feet height to achieve the required
window area, without providing pedestrians a visual connection to the life 
inside the building. 

We welcome the additional window percentage requirements in the Mixed Use 
Zones proposal, and request a change in the draft proposed language 
requiring the windows be placed at a maximum 4’ bottom height to ensure that 
people are able to see in and out at eye level on any window assembly
counting toward the standard. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Lidwien Rahman 
Oregon Walks
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919 NE 19th Ave., Suite A      Portland, OR 97232      tel: 503-223-4041      www.OregonON.org 

 

May 10, 2016 

 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 7100 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Dear Chair Baugh and Commissioners: 

On behalf of Oregon Opportunity Network, the statewide association of nonprofit affordable 
housing and community development organizations, I write in support of the Mixed Use Zones 
(MUZ) Draft Proposal, and in particular the prioritization of affordable housing for the 
incentive/bonus program. We greatly appreciate that the previous draft was revised in 
recognition that affordable housing provides the greatest public benefit and should be given the 
highest priority.  

As a proud member of Anti-Displacement PDX, Oregon Opportunity Network is excited to see 
the Comprehensive Plan move forward with strong equity and anti-displacement language – we 
thank you again for your leadership in ensuring that the plan includes, among other key 
provisions: 

Equitable access to housing Portland ensures equitable access to housing, making a special effort to 
remove disparities in housing access for people with disabilities, people of color, low-income households, 
diverse household types, and older adults. 

The MUZ bonus program designed to optimize the public benefit of housing affordability is a 
crucial step forward toward meeting this goal, and we urge your support.  

We were glad to see noted in the proposal that the Legislature’s recent lifting of the statewide 
ban on Inclusionary Zoning adds a new (very welcome, and hard-won!) layer of complexity. As 
expert nonprofit housing providers, Oregon ON and its members stand ready to assist City 
bureaus in developing an aligned program including parameters for mandatory and voluntary 
incentives/bonuses. We urge the City to provide certainty, flexibility, and code simplicity.  

Thank you as always, for your volunteer service to our community.  

Sincerely, 

 

Ruth Adkins 
Policy Director 
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On behalf of Oregon ON’s 20 member organizations in Portland:  
BRIDGE Housing 
Cascadia Behavioral Healthcare 
Catholic Charities/Caritas Housing 
Central City Concern 
Enterprise Community Partners 
Habitat for Humanity Portland/Metro East 
Hacienda CDC 
Home Forward 
Housing Development Center 
Human Solutions, Inc. 
Innovative Housing, Inc. 
NAYA Family Center 
NOAH (Network for Oregon Affordable Housing) 
Northwest Housing Alternatives 
Portland Community Reinvestment Initiatives (PCRI) 
Portland Housing Center 
Proud Ground 
REACH Community Development 
ROSE Community Development 
Sabin CDC 
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From: Bill Neburka [mailto:Bill@worksarchitecture.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 2:13 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Testimony Related To Mixed Use Zones 
 
I’d like to share some of my concerns regarding the current MUZ package.  I’ve been tracking 
this package closely and have serious issues with the reduction of allowed FAR, building profile 
dictations and the overall feeling that we are embarking on a major regression of our city’s 
progressive density goals.  I’ve attempted to outline my concerns below: 
 
FAR changes: 
 
The compromises made as part of the MUZ process have essentially resulted in a direct down-
zoning of the base zone allowances across most, if not all, of the C and EXd zones. 
 
Doing so results in a penalty for property values, taxable values and dis-incentivizes 
development.   
 
The attempts to “incentivize” increased FAR to get back to an allowed FAR that matches the 
allowed heights on the lots are poorly convinced and some of the incentives have actually been 
eliminated as the plan has progressed.   
 
The current plan is being developed during a development bubble and we all know that property 
investment and development is cyclical…  those of us that remember what it was like only a few 
years ago – when our city was starving for development progress -  know that a down-zoning 
and reduction in progressive density now, will have giant effects down the road. 
 
During the most recent downturn, we saw development come to a halt and we saw property 
values drop.  This results in lower property taxes and the funds paid by development projects 
(SDC, school excise, etc) dry up and our city’s ability to fund and operate becomes a slow 
crawl.   
 
The hope that requiring that you must include affordable housing in order to earn back the FAR 
that this plans takes away is ill fated and additionally, the likely coming inclusionary housing 
rules could further push that needle, resulting in developments that only build what they can 
provide under the new,, reduced base zone allowances, if anything at all. 
 
The goal should be to ensure that the maximum FAR is achieved when a site is being 
developed.  Once a reduced FAR is constructed it will be there for a very long time.   
 
Massing and Building Profiles: 
 
The addition of the requirement for “stepped” street face setbacks is problematic for various 
reasons.   
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First, it confuses design guidelines and zoning and uses requirements.  The zoning of the site 
shouldn’t dictate form. This measure immediately creates one type of building massing that isn’t 
always desirable and isn’t functionally better.   
 
Secondly,  this stepped massing concept is being fed by a small, but vocal, group that feels that 
our main streets seem  to dense.  The main streets are where there should be that density and 
scale.  Our last round of urban planning understood this and this fundamental element of building 
density and capacity within our city. 
 
Regression: 
 
Portland has long been a symbol and progressive zoning and transportation policy.  We 
repeatedly uphold the growth boundary, which means that we support focused growth within our 
close-in neighborhoods.  In this current cycle, we have seen leaps in that urban form and this 
proposal is putting the brakes on what we had collectively planned for and supported.  I blame 
this shift on concerns around “change” and the naïve idea that this pace of development will 
continue in perpetuity.  We are at the top of a real-estate bubble and there will be a bottom 
again.. this is the way the world works.  Reducing FAR and restricting building forms are 
reactive measures and don’t maintain the long term goals of our city. 
 
This regression reduces the property values in Portland.  Down-zoning needs to be taken 
seriously as it impacts can have a ripple effect across project feasibility and funding and 
realization.   
 
 
In summary, I strongly urge the planners and commissioners to take care in what gets placed into 
code today – it will have long term impacts on development and in turn, affordability.  Once you 
set this in motion there isn’t a an easy way to reverse it.  Be brave and continue to support the 
progressive city that Portland is meant to be and not a regressionary version of itself. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
William Neburka 
Resident, 4213 SE Raymond Street 
Portland 97206 
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From: Pat Miksa [mailto:pmlooneybird@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 3:13 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Attention Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission, 
 
I have been a resident of the Sellwood-Moreland neighborhood since 1983. I 
understand that to prevent urban sprawl it is necessary to have infill housing and 
development, however the tendency of developers to erect buildings that do not fit with 
the historical motif of the neighborhood is disturbing. Residents and visitors of the 
Sellwood-Moreland neighborhood cherish the historic character of our commercial 
corriders (e.g SE 13th, 17th and Milwaukie Ave). They enjoy walking and biking to 
family owned businesses and appreciate learning about the changes of ownership and 
transformations of the one of a kind, unique buildings. It would be desirable if a design 
overlay would be drafted for this neighborhood to guide future development. When 
creative minds gather, they should be able provide mixed use zones that are a good fit 
with existing neighbors. 
 
Thank you for your attention. 
 
Sincerely, 
Patricia Miksa 
8438 SE 21 Ave. 
Portland, OR 
97202-7404 
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From: David Mihm [mailto:davidmihm@davidmihm.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 1:09 PM 
To: BPS Comprehensive Plan Testimony <cputestimony@portlandoregon.gov>; Planning and 
Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: [User Approved] Testimony on the proposed mixed-use zoning update 
  
To whom it may concern: 
  
  
  
I learned about the ongoing zoning revisions being proposed at the Richmond Neighborhood Association meeting last 
night. Doug Klotz of the RNA did an excellent job laying out the impact and implications of the proposed changes. 
  
I was surprised and disappointed to see that there are still large swaths of red-colored areas along SE Powell 
between the Ross Island Bridge and 35th that this plan proposes to leave as "general commercial." 
  
SE Powell is one of the widest/largest corridors in the entire inner eastside, soon to be served by a bus rapid transit 
system. It's one of the most natural places for large-scale residential building projects to happen outside the 
downtown core.  And certainly is a more natural place for these kinds of projects than a number of locations where 
Mayor Hales' administration has already allowed them to occur (N. Williams is the most glaring example). 
  
I had thought that Mayor Hales' embarrassingly-belated declaration of a housing emergency in Portland several 
months ago was designed to allow for all options to be on the table when it comes to zoning for more 
housing.  Especially for more affordable housing, and especially for more affordable housing close to transit hubs.   
  
This section of SE Powell seems like a perfect place for that to happen, and I strongly suggest it be considered more 
thoroughly to *at least* be zoned as Mixed-Use as part of this process. 
  
Sincerely, 
David Mihm 
1982 SE 30th Ave 
Portland, OR 97214 
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From: Kristin [mailto:kristinkaufman@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 4:24 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony - Sellwood / Moreland 
 
Hello, 
 
Sellwood was founded in 1883 with SE 13th at its center. SE Milwakie has served Portland since the 
1840s when settlers made their homes after their long journey on the Oregon Trail. These two 
streets make up the town center which has been cherished as a pedestrian centered community for 
over a hundred years. 
 
I moved here over a year ago, because of this community, and the small town centers, and the 
normal sized older craftsman style homes. I bought my house here 100% due to these reasons. In 
the year that I've lived here, I am shocked at the amount of destruction and the amount of condos/1 
bedroom boxes that are now being built - or 4 bedroom 3 bath homes that are poorly made, that 
replace 2 bedroom, 1 bath homes.  
 
I would be afraid to purchase another home in Sellwood/Moreland, because you have no idea what 
is going to be built right next to your home and yard - it's possible to have no sun on your property, at 
all, due to a new development..it's scary - a condo development / 19 apartment building.  
 
Also, where I came from in CA - my neighborhood of 1 story ranch style homes from the 40s and 
50s - anyone who wanted to destroy/rebuild had to have the approval made by the neighborhood - 
and 1 story only.  
 
I was shocked, as I stated above, that here in Portland, you can build anything you want.  
 
Sellwood/Moreland is a distinct walkable community and in the future should continue to be a distinct 
walkable community as our city grows. It deserves a design overlay. This is a unique and historic 
center of town, not one that investors with no stake in the community should be blot with cookie 
cutter development unsuited to the neighborhood without acknowledging the architectural and 
communal living history of Sellwood Moreland. Other neighborhoods such as St. Johns, Kenton, 
Mississippi have a design overlay and SE 13th and Se Milwaukie have earned the same respect.  
 
Regards, 
 
Kristin Kaufman 
7655 SE 22nd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97202 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Barbara Hoffstetter [mailto:hoffstetter7297@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 7:08 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Hello, 
I’d like to add my voice to those who want Sellwood to be designated a Mixed Use Zone. 
Since I am in my late 60’s, I moved to Sellwood because it is a walkable neighborhood and I felt that as 
I got older, I would want to live in a neighborhood that is possible to negotiate without a car. Although 
I own a car, sometimes days go by when I don’t use it. I can walk to my bank, the post office, 2 food 
stores, the hardware store, the cleaners, many  restaurants and food carts and a wide variety of 
specialty shops. It is even more convenient  than I had anticipated. Please designate Sellwood as a 
Mixed Use Zone. 
Barbara Hoffstetter  
937 SE Marion St. 
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From: Robert [mailto:r_elan@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 11:07 AM 
To: Cunningham, Bill <Bill.Cunningham@portlandoregon.gov>; Planning and Sustainability Commission 
<psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Stephen Adams <stephen.adams@stephenadams.com> 
Subject: NE 15th and Brazee 
 
Dear Mr. Cunningham, 
 
We are writing to express our concern over the rezoning of the commercial property at NE 15th 
and Brazee. It is our understanding that the proposed changes would result in new rules, 
including hours during which businesses can operate. Our neighborhood worked long and hard 
to come up with a good neighbor agreement that works for all concerned and we have spent 
much time attempting to enforce the agreement and resolve other problems that have arisen. 
Rezoning this property will nullify much if not all we’ve worked for.  
 
We ask that the property retains its R-5 status and if that is not possible, to please amend the 
proposed rezoning so the current rules and limitations remain. We understand that this could 
be accomplished by simply amending Section 33.130.100 B 2 (c) to 15,000 sf. 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Hodgson  
Stephen Adams 
2443 NE 15th Ave 
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 Home Builders Association of Metro Portland  
 15555 SW Bangy Rd., Ste. 301 
 Lake Oswego, OR97035 
 503-684-1880 •  Fax 503-684-0588 
 

May 10, 2016  
 
Katherine Schultz, Chair 
Portland Planning & Sustainability Commission 
1900 SW Fourth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 
 
Re: Mixed Use Zones Project 
 
Chair Schultz and Commissioners:  
 
The Home Builders Association of Metro Portland (HBA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
City’s Mixed Use Zones Project. We recognize the importance of this project in helping revise 
commercial zones outside of Central City, as well as addressing policies of the new Comprehensive Plan 
that work to address housing affordability for current and future residents of Portland.  
 
The HBA appreciates the effort that has gone into the project, and there are aspects of the draft plan 
that are to be commended. However, there are key items that stand out as potentially problematic, 
especially toward achieving the shared goal of housing affordability for Portland residents.  
 
Specifically, proposed changes to replace the current zoning with a more restrictive height and FAR for 
all uses, runs counter to our need for increased density and more affordable opportunities. Namely, a 
restriction on the height and FAR requirement may potentially result in the unintended consequences of 
discouraging building, reducing density, increasing rents for non-affordable portions of projects, and 
ultimately exacerbating an already tenuous housing situation within the city. 
 
Rather than artificially limiting the height and FAR along the centers and corridors, a better and sensible 
approach would be to allow more density throughout the city to help increase supply and provide more 
affordable opportunities for current and future residents.  
 
Moreover, the types and location of the housing built and residents of those units are integral to 
achieving the city’s sustainability objectives. These residents are drawn to Portland for the urban 
experience, to live close to their place of employment. Many elect to take mass transit, walk or bike to 
their workplace. As a city, we should work to encourage those housing types that help lessen our carbon 
footprint.      
 
At a time when the city is in the midst of an affordability crisis and facing unprecedented growth, now is 
not the time to place unduly onerous restrictions that impact affordability. Rather, by increasing density 
throughout the city we can hope to achieve a balance in the supply/demand spectrum that is currently 
lacking and avoid taking another step in the direction toward San Francisco.  
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 Home Builders Association of Metro Portland pg. 2 
  

The HBA values our relationship with the City and looks forward to working together on these important 
issues for Portland. Thank you for your consideration of the proposed items.  
  
Respectfully,  

 
 
Paul Grove 
Associate Director of Government Relations  
Home Builders Association of Metro Portland 
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From: Connie Levine [mailto:ConnieL@giustina.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 3:11 PM 
To: BPS Comprehensive Plan Testimony <cputestimony@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Objection to 2035 Comprehensive Plan Amendments 
 
We are the property management company for properties located at 2330 NW Flanders; 
467 and 475 NW 23rd; 2310 NW Glisan; 333 NW 23rd; 1403 and 1409 Weidler; 1615 NE 
15th; 1444, 1445 and 1448 NE Weidler; 1439 NE Halsey; 1504, 1510, 1512, and 1520 
NE Broadway; 1620 NE Grand Ave.; 510 NE Broadway; 2303 W. Burnside; 2307, 2315, 
2320, 2323, 2329 NW Westover; and 3445 N Williams Ave., Portland, Oregon.  On 
behalf of the owners of these properties, we object to the 2035 Comprehensive Plan 
Draft City Council Amendments dated March 18, 2016, Policy #P32, which proposes a 
new policy be added after Section 4.23 (Design and Development of Centers and 
Corridors) of the Comprehensive Plan.  The proposed Amendment would prohibit drive 
through facilities in the Central City, and limit them in centers and corridors in order to 
“support a pedestrian-oriented environment and reduce conflicts between automobiles 
and pedestrians and bicyclists.” 
 
The proposed Amendment will have a substantial financial impact on the properties 
affected, as well as the potential tax revenues generated therefrom.  It would limit 
potential commercial uses.  Drive through facilities are necessary for persons with 
children, people with disabilities, and elderly who rely on automobiles for convenience 
and safety.  Conflicts between automobiles, pedestrians and bicycles can be 
accomplished through adequate cross-walks, sidewalks, lighting, and designated 
bicycle lanes. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Connie Levine 
 
G GROUP, LLC 
200 International Way, Springfield, OR 97477   
PO Box 529, Eugene, OR 97440 
(541) 465-1600  
(541) 485-2050 (fax) 
conniel@ggroup.com 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Laurie A Flynn [mailto:laurie.a.flynn@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 6:48 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Psc@portlandoregon.gov 
 
 
>>> May 9 2016 
 
>>> GWF LLC 
>>> Laurie Flynn 
>>> 7858 SW 5th Ave 
>>> Portland Oregon. 97219 
>>>  
>>> Re: Proposed downsizing of our two properties located at  
>>> 4607-4617 SE Woodstock Blvd 
>>> 7121-7137 NE Fremont  
>>>  
>>>  
>>> To Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission, 
>>>  
>>> Both our two properties are targeted for the proposed downsizing to CM1 which will limit any 
future development but also most likely will impact our property values.  Our properties have been in 
my family for a number of years.  I'm am the third generation.  My guess is many of the targeted 
properties in the 15 neighborhoods you selected are similar to our story.  
>>>  
>>> I am fortunate to be a member of the Woodstock Stakeholders Group.  We were informed of these 
proposed changed quite by accident.  We met with a few city representatives to explain the why 
behind this proposal.  Being told these buildings were historic in nature...pre-street car I believe the 
word used.  There is nothing historic about either of our properties..and I really question if anyone 
went to any of these neighborhood sites to really get an idea how it is going to really work.  I am new 
to city planning...but I was very offended when I was told that this is politically motivated...so 
basically it has nothing to do with a thoughtful planning of our commercial neighborhoods..how short 
sited and how short sited not to understand how it impacts family's that own these properties and the 
family small businesses we rent to.  To be told that if we can't convince you to reverse this plan of 
yours we can go and buy our rights back...shame on you!  Perhaps the city should think about buying 
our rights.  We are a family...our resources are limited...we are not property developers with deep 
pockets. 
>>> Our Woodstock Stockholders went to both the Woodstock Neighborhood Association and  The 
Woodstock Business Association and both groups are supporting us in opposing the downsizing of certain 
properties in the neighborhood.  My guess is most neighborhoods would oppose  this.   
>>> Our Fremont building does not have any property owners group..so I am on my own...which my 
guess is in most of the neighborhoods you selected that is the case. 
>>> Our building was built in 1951...that is certainly not pre-street car era. The way it looks on the 
proposed map we will be surrounded by tall buildings...and there we will sit downsized.  Also so you 
know in this neighborhood for years we were lucky rent the spaces as office space and there was no 
retail in the neighborhood until recently...so now you are proposing limiting who we can rent to if we 
develop the space in the future...this isn't planning..this is political. 
>>> I hope you will agree with us this is wrong...it is not planning and it does not fit into Portlands 
growth plan.  Taking property rights is not how to move our city's growth forward...it is a very bad 
precedence. 
>>>  
>>> Thank you 
>>> Laurie Flynn 
>>> GWF LLC 
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Woodstock Community Center, 5905 SE 43rd Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97206 

 
 
 
 
 
To: The Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
From: The Woodstock Neighborhood Association 
Re: Low-rise Commercial Storefront designation at SE Woodstock Blvd. 
 
 
With this letter, the Woodstock Neighborhood Association wishes to speak against the proposed low-
rise commercial storefront designation of a portion of the Woodstock Commercial corridor.  
The March 2016 Proposed Draft of the Mixed Use Zones Project (MUZ) introduced new mapping and 
Zoning Code regulations intended to continue the scale and characteristics of older main street areas 
where low-rise Streetcar Era storefront buildings are predominant. The Proposed Draft identifies 
some properties along Woodstock Blvd., between SE 44th Ave and SE 47th Ave to be rezoned 
Commercial Mixed Use 1 (CM1).  
The Woodstock Neighborhood Association and its Land Use Committee believe that the CM1 
designation does not meet the intent and criteria of the Low-rise Commercial Storefront Areas as the 
properties included do not have contiguous concentration of low-rise Streetcar Era storefront 
buildings. In fact, the buildings included in these blocks are utilitarian commercial structures built in 
the 1940’s or later. Interesting to note, the proposed CM1 designation includes a New Season store 
that opened in late 2015. While we appreciate the city effort to preserve areas of the city with 
buildings of established historic character, we believe this does not apply to the Woodstock 
Commercial Core. Furthermore, the 80’ width of Woodstock Blvd Right of Way is about 20’ wider than 
most of the other locations within the city where the CM1 designation is being proposed, making the 
height of buildings to width of right of way ratio less of a concern. 
Most of the properties within the proposed CM1 designation are currently zoned CS. Table VI-1 Zone 
Conversion Table (p.316) in the MUZ Project Proposed Draft indicates that for Mixed Use 
Neighborhood Comprehensive Plan Designation (such as Woodstock Blvd.), the conversion of the 
current CS zone would correspond to CM2 in the new MUZ Project. We believe that the CM2 
designation is more appropriate for the subject properties, more consistent with the current zoning 
entitlements as well as with previous drafts of the MUZ Project that have been circulated over the 
course of the Comp Plan Update process. 
Representatives of the Woodstock Stakeholders Group (commercial property owners), made their 
case against the CM1 designation at the WNA general meeting on April 6, 2016. At that meeting, the 
WNA board voted in support of the Stakeholders Group and gave the mandate to the Land Use 
Committee co-chairs to draft a letter of support for the Stakeholders Group and against the proposed 
CM1 designation. At the April 20, 2016 meeting, the Woodstock Land Use committee further 
discussed the matter and a straw poll vote showed again support for the Stakeholders Group. 
The content of the above testimony was reviewed once again by the Woodstock Neighborhood 
Association board on May 4, 2016. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Ben Bortolazzo and Terry Griffiths 
Co-Chairs, Woodstock Neighborhood Association Land Use Committee 
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Planning and Sustainability Commission 

City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 

1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100, Portland, OR 97201 

 

Re: Woodstock Mixed-Use Zone Testimony 

 

The Mixed-Use Zoning project has recently proposed a map change that 
includes down-zoning commercial properties currently zoned CS in the 
core of Woodstock’s business district from current CS zone to CM1 (a 
lateral move to the new Mixed Use Zone would be CM2). 

As a Woodstock community member, I ask that the Planning Commission 
recommend reversal of this decision and exempt Woodstock in this 
downzoning plan. A zone change less than the most equivalent to current 
zoning diminishes property rights of the local commercial property 
owners and limits opportunities for Woodstock’s growth and vitality. 

The Woodstock community has worked together to create a vision for our 
neighborhood. I wish to voice that this decision was not based on our 
vision and is not in line with Portland’s “20 minute neighborhood” goals. 

Therefore, I ask that current level of zoning be restored to the proposed 
map prior to these latest revisions and that there is consistent zoning in 
the core of the Woodstock Business District.  

Please add this to the record.  

Thank you,  

 

Name:  Elisa Edgington 

Address:  5522 SE 54th Ave, Portland 97206 
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Ben Earle 
5524 NE 30th Ave.        503-680-8322 
Portland, OR 97211  ben.earle@comcast.net 

City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
Attn: Mixed Use Zones Project 
1900 SW 4th Ave., Suite 7100 
Portland, OR 97201 
psc@portlandoregon.gov 

PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony – May 10th, 2016 

Dear Planning & Sustainability Commission Members, 

First, you should know that though I am submitting these comments as a private citizen, I have become active over the 
past year with a variety of both residential and mixed use land use related concerns at the neighborhood level and have 
been serving as Secretary of the Land Use & Transportation Committee (LUTC) for the Concordia Neighborhood 
Association (CNA) since February 2015. I was also asked by DRAC Chair Maryhelen Kincaid and ReStore Oregon’s then 
Sr. Field Programs Manager Brandon Spencer-Hartle – he has recently become the City of Portland’s Historic Resources 
Program Manager – to be CNA’s LUTC representative on the “Demo Tool Kit” Advisory Committee that developed 
guidelines to assist citizens and neighborhood associations in filing residential demolition delay extension applications. 

Also, while some of my comments are essentially my own, since I agree fully with them I have included a number sections 
without no or minimal change from those submitted separately by my colleague Garlynn Woodsong, who is Chair of the 
CNA LUTC and Co-Chair of the NECN LUC, with his permission. 

I want to begin my comments by saying while this draft of the Mixed Use Zones Project proposal does provide much good 
direction to ensure higher-quality buildings and neighborhood mixed use developments than we are currently seeing built 
in these important muti-zone transitional areas, there are a number of aspects that I respectfully ask you give serious 
consideration to modifying as follows. 

Penthouses (Drawing on Page 2) 
The currently-proposed height standards appear to provide for stepping-back the top level of a building once. However, it 
seems that the code could provide for a second step, to allow for penthouse-level development atop buildings, as long as 
those roof-level structures are stepped back even further and thus do not contribute to the shadow cast by the building or 
the street presence of the building. 

Awnings (Drawing on Page 2, requirement for ground floor windows on Page 36) 
There is nothing in this proposal related to awnings or providing shade and shelter for pedestrians. Awnings are a time-
tested solution to provide shade from the sun and shelter from the rain for pedestrians. Within centers and corridors, it 
thus makes sense to require awnings on all new buildings, to provide for the public policy goal of encouraging pedestrian 
activity. The co-benefits of awnings include reduced energy consumption for cooling in the summer, by reducing solar 
gain through plate-glass windows. Since awnings are more effective if every building has them, it is not sufficient to leave 
the choice to provide awnings up to the private sector, as the choice will invariably be to avoid the excess cost of the 
awning if it is not required. 

Rooftop uses requirement (Drawing on Page 2) 
It is essential to think holistically about how the next generation of mixed-use buildings will help the City achieve its 
greenhouse gas reduction goals for the performance of the structures of the built environment. To this end, Portland 
should follow the significant lead of San Francisco’s recently implement requirement for installation of solar panels on new 
buildings (with appropriate “waivers” for situations where solar efficiency is not sufficient to justify installation). 

Further, there should be an overarching active rooftop uses requirement which could be met using either intensive or 
extensive green roofs; through the installation of photovoltaic, thermal, or photovoltaic-thermal (PVT) solar panels; or 
through the installation of non-vegetated roof-top decks to provide additional useable outdoor space for building residents, 
tenants and visitors. (While rooftop decks might not directly relate to GHG emissions in the manner of the other options for 
rooftop uses, they would satisfy an alternate public policy goal, of providing sufficient outdoor space for residents).
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Flexible Ground Floor Space (Ground Floor Residential Development on Page 36) 
Since the set of Mixed Use Zones is invariably applied in locations where pedestrian activity is expected and encouraged, 
and throughout our system of Centers and Corridors, it makes sense to provide for the changes in use that will occur over 
the century-plus of life that we should expect from the next generation of buildings. This means that the ground floors of 
these buildings should all have, if not retail space, at least flexible space with direct entrances to the outdoors at grade, so 
that those spaces would have the ability to adapt to changing market conditions over time. The same space could thus be 
a live/work unit, retail or other non-residential space, or an an entirely residential unit. The requirement should relate to 
ensuring that the built form allows for this adaptability, rather than to the proposed initial use of the space. 

Outdoor Space (Outdoor Space, Page 36) 
The requirement of 48 square feet per unit of private or shared outdoor space for residents is, in my view, too vague. 
Further, it is confusing. Why would a household of human beings within a single-family zone require a minimum of 144 
square feet of outdoor space (the 12’x12’ area proposed as a part of the Residential Infill Project), but a household of 
human beings in a mixed-use zone only require 48 square feet, which could be part of an area shared with other people? 
It seems to me that there should be some requirement for private outdoor space for each unit. I propose that 96 square 
feet of private outdoor space be required for each unit, in addition to 48 square feet of public / shared outdoor space. 96 
square feet roughly corresponds to a single 8’ x 12’ balcony, large enough for two people to sit around a table and enjoy a 
meal together. It is somewhat smaller than the front porch on my single-family house, but would provide about the same 
level of functionality. Developers could choose to provide one balcony per unit, or a patio, or a porch, or a small yard, or a 
rooftop deck, or any number of other variations on this theme. It would be very intriguing to watch the design solutions that 
our city’s talented architects would develop over time in response to this new requirement! 

Flexible-Use Parking Spaces (Shared Parking, Page 37) 
Off-street parking should look more like garages than parking stalls, and should include: walls, utility connections, and 
garage doors. Parking spaces should be decoupled (sold/leased) from the units in each building, and sold/leased 
separately, either to building residents, tenants, or others outside the building in need of such a space. Use should be 
flexible: park a car, play in a garage band, park bicycles & snowboards, repair bikes, engage in woodworking projects, 
have an art studio, etc. 

Coalition-level Design Standards and Review (Design Overlay, Page 39) 
In addition to the blanket requirement for Design Review within the D overlay, residents in single-family homes adjacent to 
mixed-use zones should have the right to request design review for developments proposed adjacent to their property; 
this should be enforced via notification as a part of the pre-approval process. Such design review should be conducted, 
within Coalition boundaries outside of the Central City, by Coalition-level Design Review committees. NECN, for instance, 
would be empowered to conduct Design Review within its borders, and would form a new Design Review Committee for 
this purpose, under the guidance of City or Coalition staff. Coalitions should then also have a process to develop and 
maintain their own variations on citywide design standards. This will help to address Comprehensive Plan goals for 
variations between different areas of the city. 

Vintage Commercial Storefront Areas (Low-rise Commercial Storefront Areas, Page 40) 
The proposal to down-zone certain areas to CM1 with Centers Main Street overlay regulations seems logical. However, it 
should really be branded “Vintage Commercial Storefront Areas,” to recognize that this proposal is as much about 
protecting historic character as it is anything else. Call it what it is. 

Break up long building walls (Building Length and Facade Articulation, Page 43) 
200 feet is way too long for a wall outside of the Central City with no articulation. It is true that in downtown, the blocks are 
200 feet on a side. These regulations are for the centers and corridors outside of downtown, however. In most of 
Portland’s traditional commercial areas, the average lot size is 50 feet or so. Therefore, the traditional character of the city 
is for buildings to be broken up in increments of no more than 50 feet along our main streets — not 200 feet. Even 110 
feet was too high of a number. The threshold should thus be 50 feet to help preserve the character of our neighborhood 
commercial areas. This number can be higher in the single-use industrial sanctuary zones, but not our mixed-use zones. 
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Minimum Floor Area (Minimum Floor Area in Centers, Page 44) 
The minimum floor area changes seem to be headed in the wrong direction. We are talking about a city that will be 
growing and intensifying over the coming decades, as additional people and businesses find room to fit within the existing 
footprint of the city. We need to provide ample space for this to occur, especially in areas where there is a high potential to 
provide development with a lower per-capita VMT than the citywide average. Indeed, it is the fact of requiring a higher 
minimum FAR that will help to achieve the goal of lowering VMT per capita. Therefore, within all of our Centers and 
Corridors, we should require a minimum FAR of 1.0, with the ability to apply for an exception through the design review 
process to allow a minimum FAR of 0.75 in the Eastern and Western pattern areas. These zones are, after all, called the 
Mixed Use Zones, not the Single Use Automobile Oriented Zones. We need to encourage these places to change and to 
intensify over time. Change is the only constant. A city that does not allow for, and encourage, change over time, will shut 
down the evolutionary processes that will lead to its future success. 

Required Setbacks (Required Setbacks from a side lot line, Page 102) 
The requirement for a 10-foot setback for buildings adjacent to residentially-zoned lots should specifically be waived for 
existing buildings or adaptive re-use projects involving existing buildings. We only require a 5-foot setback between 
houses. Why should people in one type of building be forced further away from people in another type of building? If the 
people in one type of building have been living within a certain proximity of the people in the other type of building for the 
past century, why should that other type of building be forced to relocate once it is subject to incremental improvements? 
This should be a by-right allowance of the zoning code, not something requiring discretionary review. 

Bay Windows (Extensions into required building setbacks, Page 105) 
The proposal to not allow bays or bay windows to extend into a required setback abutting an RF-RH zoned lot, is overkill. 
The requirements for extensions into side setbacks should match those of the facing property. For instance, if the 
adjacent property is R2.5, then the mixed-use building should only need to follow the requirements for extensions into 
setbacks of the R2.5 zone. We have a lot of small sites in Portland; we need to encourage thoughtful design of the 
buildings that will be placed on these sites. Placing too many poorly-conceived restrictions on the form of these buildings 
will stifle the creativity of design decisions that could lead to increased livability for their future users. 

Native Plants for Screening Requirements (Garbage and recycling collection areas, Page 135) 
In my experience, the L3 standard for landscaping as screening is primarily met in Portland using non-native plant 
species. This standard itself should be changed to provide greater allowance for the use of native plant species to satisfy 
the screening requirement. This may include relaxing the requirement for evergreen shrubs, in favor of requiring perennial 
shrubs, whether deciduous, evergreen, or other. Nobody is going to die if they are able to see the cars in a parking lot 
during the winter, as opposed to having the view obstructed by an evergreen shrub. (On the contrary, they might be there 
to provide the eyes on the street that could help to prevent a crime, and thus potentially save a life!!) 

Permeable Pavers (Paving, Page 145) 
The use of permeable pavers should be encouraged or required here. 

Demolitions (33.130.275 Demolition, Page 165) 
Adjustment review should be required for any proposed demolition permit in the City of Portland. The purpose of the 
review should be to identify, and require, alternatives to demolition where possible. These alternatives could include 
moving the structure, adaptive re-use of the structure, or deconstruction of the structure if moving it or adaptive re-use of it 
are deemed impossible. It seems that the people of the city are very protective of the character provided by our older 
buildings; we should respect this by thoroughly evaluating a proposal to end a building’s life prematurely, before approval. 

I also strongly recommend IMMEDIATE adoption of an automatic 35 day delay upon filing for a demolition permit, with 
accompanying notification of neighboring business and residential property owners, identical to the current residential 
demo permit regulations. 

Centers Main Street Overlay Zone (Map, Page 220) 
The Centers Main Street overlay zone should be extended to include the areas of mixed-use zoning east of MLK Jr. Blvd 
on Killingsworth and Dekum streets west of 42nd Ave. 

Design Review Overlay Zone (Map IV-2, Design Overlay Zone, Page 39) 
The ‘D’ overlay zone should be extended to include the areas of mixed-use zoning east of MLK Jr. Blvd on Killingsworth 
and Dekum streets west of 42nd Ave. 
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Building Height Increase for Ground-Floor Retail (Building Height, Page 229) 
The allowable increase in building height, and the thresholds, should have more variation. The proposal to allow a 3’ 
increase in building height if at least 25% of the ground-floor area of the building is in the selected set of uses is fine, but 
overly reliant on a prescriptive set of uses. I would argue that if a ground-floor space is designed to allow for potential non-
residential or live-work use by providing at-grade entrances facing the sidewalk, and meets the sidewalk-facing window 
coverage standard, then it should be eligible for this bonus regardless of the proposed use. Uses change with tenants. 
The built form of the building, especially its height, is a permanent feature of the landscape (at least as measured against 
a human life span). Further, if a building is proposed with a design including this sort of flexible space for at least 50% of 
the ground floor area, then it should be eligible for a 5’ height bonus. Taller ceilings are good design; they are a timeless 
element that leads to more enjoyable, higher-quality spaces. 

Thank you for your important work for the future of our city and for your serious consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Ben Earle 
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May 10, 2016 

To:  Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 

Re: Mixed Use Zones Proposed Draft  

I work at an architecture firm in the Central Eastside primarily on privately developed commercial and residential mixed use 
projects located in Portland’s close in neighborhoods.   I am also a resident of the Beaumont-Wilshire neighborhood in NE 
Portland.  I have been following the Comprehensive Plan proposals with particular interest in the Central Eastside, Central City
and MUZ projects.  Given my profession and ownership of a residential property in a neighborhood actively fighting development,
I have a firsthand view of the intersection that occurs with private development along Portland’s corridors.  

I am very supportive of creating density in close in neighborhoods in order to meet the City’s goals of housing, multi-modal 
transportation, and for the general sustainability of our City and long term heath of our planet. I am also in general supportive of 
the MUZ’s project objectives to respond to livability and affordability close to the centers and corridors. I do however have 
concerns about the recent draft of the MUZ proposal which seems to have compromised the overall sustainability and livability 
objectives with responses to concerns which seem expressed by a few residential neighborhoods, but have been applied across 
all the centers and corridors. Specifically, I think the following areas need to have clearer code language for effective 
implementation and more in depth assessment as to the impact that these changes will have on the number of actual housing
units, development tax revenues, design caliber of our built environment and workload of City Planning and Building Officials. 

1). The base FARs, height limits and lot coverage for the new CM zoning designations are greatly reduced from that allowed in 
the existing Commercial and Employment zones.   The graphics shown in the MUZ draft greatly misrepresent the development 
potential allowed by the current Commercial and Employment zones by not showing how the buildings maximize the allowed 
height with residential use areas that are allowed beyond the base FAR.  When these areas are applied to the massing diagram 
for the current zoning it shows that the proposed CM designations, even with available bonuses, the same development potential 
is unachievable.  This is in effect a down zoning from the current allowed best use of the properties resulting in less density and 
likely less housing units and/or commercial workspace.     

Has there been a study published of how this downzoning impacts the number of housing units the proposes zoning 
can accommodate as compared with the new? 
Has there been a study published on how this reduction in developable envelope effects projected property and 
business tax revenues?   
How does downzoning of properties achieve the overall objectives for sustainable density and maintenance of the 
Urban Growth Boundary? 

2)  The proposal of the ‘m’ overlay and associated 35ft height limit in the ‘centers of centers’ results in even less developable
envelope than the base MU designation.  In some cases the designation is located in a center that would put over half the 
effected properties in non-conformance with the proposed zoning and the rest of them with only a third of the current 
development potential.  It appears that this designation is being suggested by a few communities, but applied to several centers
that meet the characteristics of pre-war / streetcar main street hubs. In many cases three stories will not fit in the 35ft height limit 
because of plan district regulations for ground floor active use heights and current construction methods further limiting the 
potential developable envelope.   

Has there been input from all the neighborhoods and business owners where this designation is proposed?  
Has there been a suggestion to neighborhoods concerned with development of their historic centers to create their own 
Plan Districts with Guidelines that address the specific concerns of the neighborhood instead of applying them 
throughout the City? 
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3)  The current bonuses seem targeted towards the affordability objectives of the plan.  While this is a worthy objective, the 
limited amount of added FAR or height is not enough to justify the tradeoff of reduced allowable residential floor area in the base
zoning.  Without comparable tradeoff, the bonuses would not be used and therefore the affordability goals would not be 
achieved.  It does not seem like the State mandated Inclusionary Zoning has been thoroughly considered with the proposed 
base zone designation FARs or Bonuses.  I encourage you to consider how the inclusionary zoning  impacts the zoning and 
reconsider the bonuses.  It is imperative that the zoning code language is  clear so that the results are predictable enough to
proforma in a due diligence process and the objectives for affordable housing can be achieved.  

How will the affordable residential unit ratios & commercial workspace rent rates be tracked and updated with market 
response or neighborhood to neighborhood?  Database?  Have resource allocations been considered?  

4)  The proposed development requirements for the MU zones have several setbacks, height restrictions and stepped setbacks 
in height and length that are complicated and will result in formulaic, homogenous development along the corridors – just look at
the cover of the draft report – all the buildings look the same.  While the objective of these development requirements is to 
respond to livability of adjacent residential neighborhoods and light and air in the corridors, the code language is more of a 
design guideline than development regulation.  The development potential of the adjacent residential neighborhoods also does 
not seem considered – not all residential neighborhoods adjacent to corridors are single family zoning designations and not all
should require the same setback requirements. Required outdoor space seems is a better way to incentivize the setbacks and 
allow designers to creatively integrate them into the massing of projects resulting in development that effectively meets the 
objectives without creating a homogenous landscape.   

5) The overall expansion of the ‘d’ overlay seems to double down on the proposed development requirements for setbacks and 
height and furthermore can only be effective with appropriate resource allocation and revised guidelines/procedures to the 
process.   The City Design Review staff and Commission are already extremely overwhelmed by their current workload resulting 
in unpredictable timelines and inconsistent implementation of the guidelines.  The current guidelines will need to be more robust
and clear to effectively implement the objectives across more development sites.    

If the overlay designation is to be expanded how will the City Design Review and BDS Planning staff be able to provide 
effective predictability, turnaround times and consistency without additional resources and more robust guidelines?  

Thank you for hearing my concerns.  By working with neighborhood representative AND the development community I am 
confident we can achieve the objectives of affordability, sustainability and livability for Portland without compromising density and 
projected tax revenues associated with current developable envelopes.  

Sincerely,  

Jennifer Dzienis 
3720 NE Failing St. 
Portland OR 97212 
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M A R K    D A N E    P L A N N I N G     I N C. 
12725 SW GLENHAVEN STREET, PORTLAND OR 97225, 503-332-7167 

 
MEMO: Proposed Zone Changes tied to the current Comprehensive Plan update 

The owner of the following properties has requested that as part of the Comprehensive Plan 
Update, that the City permit his properties to be changed to zoning that is most similar the current 
zone: 

 7409-7411 SW Capitol Hwy, Portland, owned by Health Morton Properties, LLC 

Current zoning    Zoning Requested 
CS (Storefront Commercial)  CM2 
 
7970 & 7972 SE 13th Ave, & 7956 SE 13th Ave, Portland, owned by  Morton Brothers, LLC 

Current zoning    Zoning Requested 
CS (Storefront Commercial)  CM2 
 

6637 SE Milwaukie Ave, Portland, owned by Claybourne Commons, LLC 
 
Current zoning    Zoning Requested 
CS (Storefront Commercial)  CM2 
In all cases the properties are currently zoned Store-front Commercial.  It is anticipated that should 
the owner not make a specific request that the City might re-zone the property CM1.  This will be 
a substantive change to the current development rights.  

 

1) The current CS zoning permits a maximum height of 45 ft (Table 130-3) as will the CM2. 
The CM1 zoning would reduce that height to 35-ft (Table IV 1, page 33 MUZP). 
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M A R K    D A N E    P L A N N I N G     I N C. 
12725 SW GLENHAVEN STREET, PORTLAND OR 97225, 503-332-7167 

 
2) The current FAR in the CS zoning is 3:1.  The CM2 zoning permits a 2.5:1 FAR, while the 

CM1 zoning restricts the FAR to 1.5:1.   While the CM2 zoning would reduce the potential 
development value of the sites by 17%, the CM zoning would reduce it by 50%. 
 

3) To get the CM1 zoning to the 2.5:1 ratio would require that the property received 100% of 
the onus density. In the CM2 zone this is 4:1  
 

4) CS zoning has no maximum lot coverage requirement and no landscaping requirement. 
The CM2 lot coverage is between 85-100%, while the CM1 zone restrict coverage to 75-
85% 

It is for these reasons that the current property owner requests that the City work with the owner 
to protect and preserve as close as possible the current CS zoning standards.  The applicant realizes 
that the City is looking at its Comprehensive Plan designations, not specific zoning. However the 
owner would like to state his request, and have it placed in the record. It would be appreciated if 
staff could respond to this request in writing. 

 

Mark Dane 
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From: Susie Cunningham [mailto:susiepdx@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 9:03 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 

Honorable Commissioners: 

I am sending this testimony in support of adding the design overlay zone to the proposed Mixed 
Use Neighborhood Centers and specifically the Sellwood and Westmoreland areas in Proposed 
Draft Map IV-2 and IV-1.  

After attending many neighborhood meetings discussing the Comprehensive Plan and reading 
the final draft letter that was sent to you by the Sellwood Moreland Improvement League 
(SMILE) on May 9, 2016, I am in complete agreement with their assessment and support their 
recommendations in its entirety. 

My neighborhood will become more densely populated - but this must be accomplished in a 
collaborative, thoughtful way.To retain the neighborhood feel and charm so cherished and 
enjoyed by residents like me, and visitors alike, I encourage – no I implore you - to follow 
SMILE’s recommendation and vote to include a design overlay zone into our Mixed Use 
Neighborhood Centers. It’s the only defense our community/neighborhood would have to allow 
public discourse about design, scale, and site location BEFORE a building is permitted by the 
City and erected.  

PLEASE – support the SMILE testimony and recommendations in its entirety for the 
neighborhood it represents. Your agreement will insure the continued vitality and livability of 
Portland’s long-established neighborhoods and particularly the Sellwood Westmoreland 
neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Cunningham 

7506 SE 18th Avenue 

Portland, OR 97202 

503-380-5138 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Amy Conway [mailto:aconway7833@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 12:42 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed use Zones Testimony 
 
Amy Conway 
1525 SE Miller Street 
Portland 97202 
 
Hi ( sent prior email too soon!) 
 
I am writing to voice my support for a "design overlay" for the Sellwood Moreland neighborhoods.   
I grew up in an historic area back east where every aspect of the exteriors of homes/ businesses were 
scrutinized by the town's zoning committee.  
 
Did I enjoy all the hoops we had to go through to change our house color, or to put on a small addition?  
No.  But I knew it was an important step to keep the flavor of the town alive. I go back one time a 
year.  Things have changed, and the population has grown.  But this is for sure: I will not encounter 
out-of place (out of scale) apartment buildings,  and the roots of the town are still very much intact. 
 
Please support zoning in Sellwood that would allow for more scrutiny of land use. 
 
Thanks! 
 
Amy Conway 
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                                                                                                     Mailing Addresses 
       Dr. John Chirgwin 
       26505 SE Rebman Road 
                                                                     Boring, OR  97009 
 

Portland City Council     Dr. Bradford Rhodes 
       1110 SE 122nd Avenue 
       Portland, OR  97233 
 

To Whom It May Concern: 

     We are owners of adjacent properties (1048 and 1110 SE 122nd Ave, Portland, OR  97233) that are 
currently zoned R-3 but have been used as professional offices (medical/dental/real estate) since the 
1960’s. 

     Our immediate neighbors to the north (1034 SE 122nd Ave) and to the south (1130 SE 122nd Ave) are 
both commercial offices that are currently zoned CO-1, but the city is proposing a zoning change to 
 CM-1. 
 
     Since all four properties share a common parking lot (to the east of our buildings, and share entrance 
of exits to the parking lot) and are office/commercial in usage, we would like to request that the 
proposed changes to CM-1 be considered for our properties as well as the adjacent properties. 

     Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Dr. John Chirgwin 
Owner:  1048 SE 122nd Avenue 
                Portland, OR  97233 
                503-349-3275 
 
Dr. Bradford J. Rhodes 
Owner:  1110 SE 122nd Avenue 
                Portland, OR  97233 
                503-255-7095 
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From: Jim & Amy Carpenter [mailto:carpjam@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 5:59 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 

Dear Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC): 

Sellwood Moreland needs a design overlay for SE 13th Avenue and SE Milwaukie Avenue to protect 
the heritage and future of these main streets in our community.  These two streets and their 
surrounding areas make up the neighborhood's "town center", which has been cherished as a 
pedestrian centered community for over a hundred years.  This is a unique and historic area, not 
one that investors with no stake in the community should be allowed to blot with cookie cutter 
development unsuited to the neighborhood.   
 

Many neighborhoods have design overlay protections, whereby a developer has to make sure the 
building fits the neighborhood. It is clear there is and will be a lot of development in Sellwood 
Moreland, more than planners expected.   Area residents and its representative neighborhood 
organization, SMILE, deserve to be given significant say in discussing the design of new 
development so that we can keep this a distinctly pedestrian friendly, attractive and uncluttered 
community.  Acknowledging our future growth potential, we would like to encourage thoughtful 
building rather than one day find ourselves amidst canyons of excessively tall unattractive apartment 
buildings that lack adequate parking.   
 

Please allow the existing residents a say in our future so that Sellwood Moreland can remain a 
livable, walkable, safe community for the families who live here, as well as the individuals hoping to 
move here. 

Amy Carpenter 
5845 SE 22nd Ave 
Portland, OR 97202 
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Request to Re-Designate the Woodstock New Seasons Market from CM1 to CM2                                        1 

May 10, 2016 
 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
1900 SW 4th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201-5380. 
 
Request: Change the Proposed Commercial Zoning Designation from CM1 to CM2 for the New 
Seasons Market, 4500 SE Woodstock Boulevard 
 
Dear PSC Commissioners: 
 
The Bookin Group LLC (TBG) represents Mr. Bruce Ament, owner of the New Seasons Market 
building at 4500 SE Woodstock Boulevard (1S2E18CC 300). Under the proposed Mixed-Use Zoning 
Project (MUZP), Mr. Ament’s property is proposed to be re-zoned to Commercial Mixed-Use 1 (CM1) 
Zone, as is the case for most of the Woodstock Commercial Corridor. Mr. Ament requests that the 
PSC recommend that this designation be changed to CM2 and for his property. 
 
Background. Completed in 2015, the Woodstock New Seasons Market is located on a 25,000-sf 
parcel at the corner of SE 45th Avenue stretching from the south side of SE Woodstock Boulevard to 
SE Harold Street. The building contains a total nearly 49,100 gross square feet, including 23,610 on 
the main floor and partial 2nd floor, and 25,480 gsf in the basement, primarily devoted to below-grade 
parking. The latter is accessible from a driveway the east side of the store via SE Harold Street. At its 
tallest point, in the northwest corner, the building rises 43’. A rendering of the building and site plan 
are contained in Figures 1 and 2, respectively. 
 
The parcel currently is zoned Commercial Storefront (CS), with the exception of the strip along the 
east side of the warehouse where the garage driveway is located, which is zoned R5. The building 
was designed to comply with the design standards in the CS zone for size, height, setbacks and FAR. 
The entire Woodstock Commercial Corridor from SE 41st to SE 50th Avenues on both sides of SE 
Woodstock Boulevard also is zoned CS with the exception of the two superblocks across the street 
from the site on either side of SE 44th Avenue, which are zoned Neighborhood Commercial 2 (CN2). 

 
Planning Process. To understand the history of the application of the MUZP to the Woodstock 
Commercial Corridor, we discussed the matter with the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability’s (BPS) 
Barry Manning, MUZP’s Project Manager, and Marty Stockton, BPS SE Community Planner. Based 
on these conversations: 
 
 In the initial round of re-zoning, BPS proposed that the entire corridor be re-zoned to CM2, 

consistent with the established zoning conversion table (“cross-walk”) that indicates that the 
existing CS, CO2, CM and CG are most like the proposed new CM2 or Commercial Employment 
(CE) zones, in terms of mix of uses, maximum height (45’), maximum FAR and other 
development standards. 

 
 After the first round of reviews, apparently a coalition of neighborhood associations commented 

that the CM2 designation was too intense in terms of height and scale and that this would 
threaten the destruction of intact, low-rise streetcar-era commercial buildings. 

 
 In response to this, BPS initiated the Low-Rise Commercial District study of 15 commercial 

corridors including Woodstock. As a result, in the second round of proposed re-zoning, all 
properties in the Woodstock Commercial Corridor including the New Seasons’ property were re-
designated from CM2 to CM1. The exception is the CN2-zoned two superblocks (Mart/Safeway 
strip center) across SW Woodstock Boulevard that are proposed to remain CM2. Ironically, in the 
zoning cross-walk described above, CN2 sites are to be converted to CM1. 
 

 As proposed in the revised chapter on commercial zones, Chapter 33.130, retail uses in the CM1 
zone are to be limited to 5,000 gsf/use with a maximum height of 35’. Other standards include 
various minimum setbacks, maximum lot coverage of 85%, maximum FAR of 1.5:1, and minimum 
landscaping of 15%, all of which are significantly less generous than the proposed CM2 zone. 
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Request to Re-Designate the Woodstock New Seasons Market from CM1 to CM2                                        2 

 To mitigate for some of the impacts of the re-designation, BPS now proposes a new overlay 
district, Centers Main Street Overlay Zone (Chapter 33.415). In Section 33.415.420, Development 
Standards in the CM1 Zone, new standards are proposed within the overlay, including increasing 
the maximum size per retail use to 40,000 gsf, increasing maximum FAR to 2:1, increasing 
maximum lot coverage to 100% and eliminating minimum landscaping. However, there is no relief 
from the maximum height in the CM1 zone of 35’. Thus, the new overlay designation “gives back” 
most of the development capacity to some of the affected neighborhood commercial corridors lost 
as part of the proposed re-designation from CM2 to CM1. This calls into question the purpose and 
utility of the re-designation itself. 

 
Impact on the New Seasons Market Site 

 
Proposed CM1 Zoning (Proposed Chapter 33.130): Under this proposed zoning designation, New 
Seasons Market, at 49,100 gsf, becomes non-conforming for size by nearly 10 times, maximum 
height by 7’ (43’), and minimum landscaping (10%) by 5%. The project will remain in compliance with 
new minimum/ maximum setbacks, maximum FAR and maximum lot coverage. 

  
Centers Main Street Overlay Zone (Chapter 33.415) The proposed overlay provisions for the CM1 
zone: 

 
 Would cure the problem for minimum landscaping by reducing it from 15% to 0%. 
 
 At more than 49,000 gsf, the building would still be 9,000 gsf out of conformance for maximum 

size even with the increase to 40,000 gsf. This includes underground parking that is both unusual 
and an asset in a neighborhood commercial corridor designed to be pedestrian- and transit-
friendly. 

 
 At 43’ at its highest point, the building would remain nonconforming for maximum height.  

 
Non-Conforming Development. Mr. Ament is concerned about the impact of having non-conforming 
development as it might affect the refinancing or sale of the building. Moreover, should the building be 
significantly damaged by fire, earthquake or other natural disaster, he is concerned about the 
potential constraints on replacement. With regard to the latter, according to Section 33.258.070(E)(2):  

 
When a structure or other development that has nonconforming elements is removed or intentionally 
destroyed, replacement structures and other development must comply with the development standards of 
the base zone, overlay zone and plan district. When a structure that has non-conforming elements is partially 
or totally damaged by fire or other causes beyond the control of the owner, the structure may be rebuilt using 
the same structure footprint. An adjustment is required to allow the replacement structure to be more out of 
compliance with the development standards than the previous structure. 

  
Under this provision, Mr. Ament could replace the total 49,100-gsf building by rebuilding “in the same 
building footprint”. However, “building footprint” is not the same as “building envelope”, so it is likely 
the building would still be non-conforming for height. He would then have to request an Adjustment 
to restore the non-conforming height or else the building would have to be re-designed to achieve its 
existing size. 

 
Request. Mr. Ament contends that the reasons for justifying the change from the original proposed 
zoning, CM2, to CM1 for a majority of the entire Woodstock Commercial Corridor and his site 
specifically is based on flawed analysis and should be reconsidered. 
 
Woodstock Commercial Corridor. Mr. Ament supports the request of his fellow property owners to 
re-designate the entire Woodstock Commercial Corridor from SE 42nd – 50th Avenues from CM1 to 
CM2 for many of the reasons that such a change is warranted on his specific property. 
 
 The proposal is inconsistent with the zoning conversion table. Although advisory, the proposed 

zoning conversion table clearly equates the CS zone with CM2/CE in terms of range of uses, 
height, density and other development standards. The proposed down-zoning implicit in the CM1 
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Request to Re-Designate the Woodstock New Seasons Market from CM1 to CM2                                        3 

designation in terms of maximum use, size and height clearly does not reflect existing 
development. It particularly rankles other owners that the two CN2-zoned superblocks 
immediately across the street from the site are being designated CM2 when according to the 
zoning conversion table they should be designated CM1.  

 
 The creation of the Centers Main Street Overlay Zone (Chapter 33.415) gives almost everything 

back – maximum use size, maximum lot coverage, minimum landscaping – with the exception of 
maximum height, which will remain at 35’. If the CM1 zoning designation is appropriate to begin 
with, it would not be necessary to create an overlay zone. This seems a convoluted approach to 
justify the reduced maximum height. 

 
 The Woodstock Commercial Corridor is dissimilar from other commercial districts included in the 

Low-Rise Commercial District Study in two important ways; 
 

 Although developed along an early 20th century street-car line, Woodstock is no longer a 
typical street-car commercial district with “special character, which often includes many 
intact, low-rise streetcar-era commercial buildings”. [Page 49, Mixed Use Zones Project: 
Proposed Draft (3/16)]. Unlike Multnomah Village or the Hawthorne Commercial District for 
example, the district features a wide range of architectural building types built over several 
decades (Figure 3). In fact, the only building in the district that is even on the City’s 1980 
Historic Building Inventory is the Ace Hardware Store at 4430 SE Woodstock Boulevard. 
Thus, as there are no historic buildings to save, the 35’ height limit is not necessary. 

 
 SE Woodstock Boulevard has an 80’ right-of-way (ROW), unlike Capitol Highway through 

Multnomah Village (60’) or Hawthorne Boulevard through the Hawthorne Commercial 
District (70’). A wider street ameliorates scale at the street edge. Thus, taller buildings are 
perfectly consistent from an urban design perspective.  
 

 The Woodstock Neighborhood Association was not among those neighborhood associations that 
requested the imposition of the CM1 zoning designation. In fact, it is our understanding that the 
WNA’s Land Use Committee is preparing a letter that supports the re-designation to CM2, based 
on a unanimous vote of the NA’s Board.  

 
New Seasons Market Site. Even if it does not recommend the re-designation of the whole 
corridor based on the compelling justification presented above, Mr. Ament requests that the PSC 
recommend a request to re-designate his site from the proposed CM1 to CM2, as follows: 
 
 Actual Harm. Although most if not all of his neighboring property owners will lose potential 

development rights should the CM1 zoning be adopted, Mr. Ament has experienced actual 
loss of development capacity. Even with the proposed overlay, his property will still be 
substantially non-conforming for maximum size and height. 
 

 This is not spot-zoning as the two superblocks across the street are proposed for CM2 zoning. 
The blocks between SE 43rd and SW 46th Avenues form the core of the corridor, so it is not 
inconsistent that there should be higher-zoned properties there 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to share our concerns with you in this important matter. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Beverly Bookin, AICP, Senior Principal 
 
Attachments 
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Testimony submitted in video form by Libbi Albright at May 10, 2016 PSC hearing on Mixed Use Zones. 
 
Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission Testimony 5/10/16 
File name: albright_muz 
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City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
Attn: Mixed Use Zones Project
1900 SW 4th Avenue
Suite 7100
Portland, OR 97201
psc@portlandoregon.gov

Re: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony

May 9th, 2016

Dear Planning & Sustainability Commission Members,

First, I want to express that this Mixed Use Zones Project has resulted in a proposal that would 
seem to result in higher-quality buildings than we are currently seeing built in the zoned areas 
that will become the set of mixed-use zones.

Second, I want to express that the Mixed Use Zoning project is inextricably intertwined with 
something else that sounds very similar, the concept of Missing Middle Housing. Now, Missing 
Middle Housing types are, by definition, those types that are neither the single-family homes 
directly abutting the mixed use zones, nor are these the types that are most likely to be 
constructed in the mixed use zones. The Missing Middle types are called that precisely because 
they are missing; because there is no zone tailor-made to accommodate them; and therefore, 
they are unlikely to be constructed in large numbers anywhere in the city under our existing 
zoning code. And yet, with this new Mixed Use Zoning code, it is exactly those Missing Middle 
types that we are likely to need more of. This Mixed Use Zoning project has resulted, effectively, 
in a down-zoning of our centers and corridors. It is reducing the capacity, both in terms of 
dwelling units and in floorspace of non-residential space, of our future city. This is precisely why 
we will need to figure out a way, as a city, to accommodate large numbers of new Missing 
Middle housing types in areas that are currently zoned for single-family homes.

If we can collectively agree that we will do this, that we will find a way to say yes to Missing 
Middle housing types, all of them, somewhere within the lands currently zoned single-family, 
then I think it’s actually a good thing that we adopt this set of policies for our centers and 
corridors, as it will likely lead to a higher-quality built environment.

That being said, I do have some suggestions for improvements to make to this proposal, as I do 
not yet believe that it is perfect. There is still room for improvement. Here is what I see.

Transportation: Relationship between new TDM requirements and LOS
(Page 3) : While the document lays out new requirements for Transportation Demand 1

Management (TDM) for residential projects, it does not lay out any relationship to Level of 
Service (LOS). City staff have told me that Portland is committed to moving away from LOS, 
which is primarily an automobile-oriented metric, to some sort of replacement. Yet, I have not 
seen even a draft proposal as to what that replacement might be. The State of California, led by 

 All page references are to the March, 2016 Mixed Use Zones Project — Proposed Draft 1

document.
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the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), has shifted away from LOS and 
towards Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the primary transportation metric, with the goal for 
each project of reducing VMT (or reducing VMT per capita by at least 15% from the average for 
the region or city). I recommend that the City of Portland do something similar; I see no reason 
why the Mixed Use Zones project should not pilot this effort, by requiring all new developments 
in Mixed Use Zones to achieve at least a 22% reduction in VMT per capita over the citywide 
average (or perhaps an even higher number that corresponds with the thresholds/goals in 
Metro’s Climate Smart Communities project). 

Penthouses:
(Drawing on Page 2) The currently-proposed height standards appear to provide for stepping-
back the top level of a building once. However, it seems that the code could provide for a 
second step, to allow for penthouse-level development atop buildings, as long as those roof-
level structures are stepped back even further and thus do not contribute to the shadow cast by 
the building or the street presence of the building. Perhaps a 10’ height bonus for rooftop 
structures with at least a 10’ setback from all roof edges?

Awnings:
(Drawing on Page 2; requirement for ground floor windows on Page 36) Currently, there is 
nothing in this proposal related to awnings or providing shade and shelter for pedestrians. 
Awnings are a time-tested solution to provide shade from the sun and shelter from the rain for 
pedestrians. Within centers and corridors, it thus makes sense to require awnings on all new 
buildings, to provide for the public policy goal of encouraging pedestrian activity. The co-benefits 
of awnings include reduced energy consumption for cooling in the summer, by reducing solar 
gain through plate-glass windows. Since awnings are more effective if every building has them, 
it is not sufficient to leave the choice to provide awnings up to the private sector, as the choice 
will invariably be to avoid the excess cost of the awning if it is not required.

Rooftop uses requirement:
(Drawing on Page 2) While it is laudable to include bonuses to encourage affordable housing 
and affordable commercial space, it is also important to think holistically about how the next 
generation of mixed-use buildings will help the City achieve its greenhouse gas reduction goals 
for the performance of the structures of the built environment. To this end, and following the lead 
of San Francisco, which recently required the installation of solar panels on new buildings, I 
propose a requirement for active rooftop uses. This requirement could be met using either 
intensive or extensive green roofs; through the installation of photovoltaic, thermal, or 
photovoltaic-thermal (PVT) solar panels; or through the installation of non-vegetated roof-top 
decks to provide additional useable outdoor space for building residents, tenants and visitors. 
(While rooftop decks might not directly relate to GHG emissions in the manner of the other 
options for rooftop uses, they would satisfy an alternate public policy goal, of providing sufficient 
outdoor space for residents).

Flexible Ground Floor Space
(Ground Floor Residential Development on Page 36) Since the set of Mixed Use Zones is 
invariably applied in locations where pedestrian activity is expected and encouraged, and 
throughout our system of Centers and Corridors, it makes sense to provide for the changes in 
use that will occur over the century-plus of life that we should expect from the next generation of 
buildings. This means that the ground floors of these buildings should all have, if not retail 
space, at least flexible space with direct entrances to the outdoors at grade, so that those 
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spaces would have the ability to adapt to changing market conditions over time. The same 
space could thus be a live/work unit, retail or other non-residential space, or an an entirely 
residential unit. The requirement should relate to ensuring that the built form allows for this 
adaptability, rather than to the proposed initial use of the space.

Outdoor Space
(Outdoor Space, Page 36) The requirement of 48 square feet per unit of private or shared 
outdoor space for residents is, in my view, too vague. Further, it is confusing. Why would a 
household of human beings within a single-family zone require a minimum of 144 square feet of 
outdoor space (the 12’x12’ area proposed as a part of the Residential Infill Project), but a 
household of human beings in a mixed-use zone only require 48 square feet, which could be 
part of an area shared with other people? It seems to me that there should be some 
requirement for private outdoor space for each unit. I propose that 96 square feet of private 
outdoor space be required for each unit, in addition to 48 square feet of public / shared outdoor 
space. 96 square feet roughly corresponds to a single 8’ x 12’ balcony, large enough for two 
people to sit around a table and enjoy a meal together. It is somewhat smaller than the front 
porch on my single-family house, but would provide about the same level of functionality. 
Developers could choose to provide one balcony per unit, or a patio, or a porch, or a small yard, 
or a rooftop deck, or any number of other variations on this theme. It would be very intriguing to 
watch the design solutions that our city’s talented architects would develop over time in 
response to this new requirement!

Flexible-Use Parking Spaces
(Shared Parking, Page 37) Off-street parking should look more like garages than parking stalls, 
and should include: walls, utility connections, and garage doors. Parking spaces should be 
decoupled (sold/leased) from the units in each building, and sold/leased separately, either to 
building residents, tenants, or others outside the building in need of such a space. Use should 
be flexible: park a car, play in a garage band, park bicycles & snowboards, repair bikes, engage 
in woodworking projects, have an art studio, etc.

Coalition-level Design Standards and Review
(Design Overlay, Page 39) In addition to the blanket requirement for Design Review within the D 
overlay, residents in single-family homes adjacent to mixed-use zones should have the right to 
request design review for developments proposed adjacent to their property; this should be 
enforced via notification as a part of the pre-approval process. Such design review should be 
conducted, within Coalition boundaries outside of the Central City, by Coalition-level Design 
Review committees. NECN, for instance, would be empowered to conduct Design Review within 
its borders, and would form a new Design Review Committee for this purpose, under the 
guidance of City or Coalition staff. Coalitions should then also have a process to develop and 
maintain their own variations on citywide design standards. This will help to address 
Comprehensive Plan goals for variations between different areas of the city.

Vintage Commercial Storefront Areas
(Low-rise Commercial Storefront Areas, Page 40) The proposal to down-zone certain areas to 
CM1 with Centers Main Street overlay regulations seems logical. However, it should really be 
branded “Vintage Commercial Storefront Areas,” to recognize that this proposal is as much 
about protecting historic character as it is anything else. Call it what it is.

Don’t Pander to Automobile-Oriented Uses
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(Auto-Accommodation Issues, Page 42; Setbacks for Large Retailers, Page 43; 33.130.215.F, 
Page 112) I’m curious, what exactly is the public policy interest in protecting automobile-oriented 
land uses that would otherwise find it uneconomical to comply with our fair city’s zoning 
regulations? We have an obesity epidemic, we have Vision Zero policy goals, and we have 
mode split goals, all of which point to reducing accommodations for the automobile, in favor of 
doing everything that we can to encourage walking, bicycling, transit use, skateboarding, etc. 
So, why should the City accommodate traditional auto-oriented developments in the Portland 
landscape? You need to break eggs to make an omelet. We will need, as a community, to make 
hard choices to achieve our broad policy goals. This is one of those hard choices. Except, it’s 
not that hard, really. Just say no to auto-focused interests that find it hard to think outside of the 
business-as-usual box. Shouldn’t large national big-box retailers have to change their format to 
fit our walkability goals, rather than the other way around? Specifically, drive-through 
developments should be prohibited in our mixed-use zones. The threshold for triggering 
alternative setback standards for large retail uses should not be reduced from 100,000 to 
60,000 square feet. Instead, we should be looking to impose higher minimum FAR requirements 
on these sorts of businesses, to encourage a transition away from automobile-oriented 
development towards a built form that is more supportive of pedestrian activity by design. 
Further, East Portland already has enough big-box retail. What East Portland needs is more 
walkable, local-serving retail of the sort that encourages the use of non-automobile modes! This 
is an equity issue for folks who have been displaced to East Portland from the more walkable 
areas of inner Portland; the City has an obligation to repair East Portland after decades of 
neglect, to make it into a series of walkable, mixed-use communities. The City should actively 
reject those forces that seek to maintain East Portland as a mecca for the blight of excessive 
automobile-oriented uses.

Break up long building walls
(Building Length and Facade Articulation, Page 43) 200 feet is way too long for a wall outside of 
the Central City with no articulation. It is true that in downtown, the blocks are 200 feet on a 
side. These regulations are for the centers and corridors outside of downtown, however. In most 
of Portland’s traditional commercial areas, the average lot size is 50 feet or so. Therefore, the 
traditional character of the city is for buildings to be broken up in increments of no more than 50 
feet along our main streets — not 200 feet. Even 110 feet was too high of a number. The 
threshold should thus be 50 feet to help preserve the character of our neighborhood commercial 
areas. This number can be higher in the single-use industrial sanctuary zones, but not our 
mixed-use zones.

Minimum Floor Area
(Minimum Floor Area in Centers, Page 44) The minimum floor area changes seem to be headed 
in the wrong direction. We are talking about a city that will be growing and intensifying over the 
coming decades, as additional people and businesses find room to fit within the existing 
footprint of the city. We need to provide ample space for this to occur, especially in areas where 
there is a high potential to provide development with a lower per-capita VMT than the citywide 
average. Indeed, it is the fact of requiring a higher minimum FAR that will help to achieve the 
goal of lowering VMT per capita. Therefore, within all of our Centers and Corridors, we should 
require a minimum FAR of 1.0, with the ability to apply for an exception through the design 
review process to allow a minimum FAR of 0.75 in the Eastern and Western pattern areas. 
These zones are, after all, called the Mixed Use Zones, not the Single Use Automobile Oriented 
Zones. We need to encourage these places to change and to intensify over time. Change is the 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 10127



only constant. A city that does not allow for, and encourage, change over time, will shut down 
the evolutionary processes that will lead to its future success.

Required Setbacks
(Required Setbacks from a side lot line, Page 102) The requirement for a 10-foot setback for 
buildings adjacent to residentially-zoned lots should specifically be waived for existing buildings 
or adaptive re-use projects involving existing buildings. We only require a 5-foot setback 
between houses. Why should people in one type of building be forced further away from people 
in another type of building? If the people in one type of building have been living within a certain 
proximity of the people in the other type of building for the past century, why should that other 
type of building be forced to relocate once it is subject to incremental improvements? This 
should be a by-right allowance of the zoning code, not something requiring discretionary review.

Bay Windows
(Extensions into required building setbacks, Page 105) The proposal to not allow bays or bay 
windows to extend into a required setback abutting an RF-RH zoned lot, is overkill. The 
requirements for extensions into side setbacks should match those of the facing property. For 
instance, if the adjacent property is R2.5, then the mixed-use building should only need to follow 
the requirements for extensions into setbacks of the R2.5 zone. We have a lot of small sites in 
Portland; we need to encourage thoughtful design of the buildings that will be placed on these 
sites. Placing too many poorly-conceived restrictions on the form of these buildings will stifle the 
creativity of design decisions that could lead to increased livability for their future users.

Native Plants for Screening Requirements
(Garbage and recycling collection areas, Page 135) In my experience, the L3 standard for 
landscaping as screening is primarily met in Portland using non-native plant species. This 
standard itself should be changed to provide greater allowance for the use of native plant 
species to satisfy the screening requirement. This may include relaxing the requirement for 
evergreen shrubs, in favor of requiring perennial shrubs, whether deciduous, evergreen, or 
other. Nobody is going to die if they are able to see the cars in a parking lot during the winter, as 
opposed to having the view obstructed by an evergreen shrub. (On the contrary, they might be 
there to provide the eyes on the street that could help to prevent a crime, and thus potentially 
save a life!!)

Permeable Pavers
(Paving, Page 145) The use of permeable pavers should be encouraged or required here.

Demolitions
(33.130.275 Demolition, Page 165) Adjustment review should be required for any proposed 
demolition permit in the City of Portland. The purpose of the review should be to identify, and 
require, alternatives to demolition where possible. These alternatives could include moving the 
structure, adaptive re-use of the structure, or deconstruction of the structure if moving it or 
adaptive re-use of it are deemed impossible. It seems that the people of the city are very 
protective of the character provided by our older buildings; we should respect this by thoroughly 
evaluating a proposal to end a building’s life prematurely, before approving it.

Centers Main Street Overlay Zone
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(Map, Page 220) The Centers Main Street overlay zone should be extended to include the 
areas of mixed-use zoning east of MLKjr, Blvd on Killingsworth and Dekum streets west of 42nd 
ave.

Design Review Overlay Zone
(Map IV-2, Design Overlay Zone, Page 39) The ‘D’ overlay zone should be extended to include 
the areas of mixed-use zoning east of MLKjr, Blvd on Killingsworth and Dekum streets west of 
42nd ave.

Building Height Increase for Ground-Floor Retail
(Building Height, Page 229) The allowable increase in building height, and the thresholds, 
should have more variation. The proposal to allow a 3’ increase in building height if at least 25% 
of the ground-floor area of the building is in the selected set of uses is fine, but overly reliant on 
a prescriptive set of uses. I would argue that if a ground-floor space is designed to allow for 
potential non-residential or live-work use by providing at-grade entrances facing the sidewalk, 
and meets the sidewalk-facing window coverage standard, then it should be eligible for this 
bonus regardless of the proposed use. Uses change with tenants. The built form of the building, 
especially its height, is a permanent feature of the landscape (at least as measured against a 
human life span). Further, if a building is proposed with a design including this sort of flexible 
space for at least 50% of the ground floor area, then it should be eligible for a 5’ height bonus. 
Taller ceilings are good design; they are a timeless element that leads to more enjoyable, 
higher-quality spaces.

I thank you for your important work for the future of our city, and I appreciate your serious 
consideration of my comments.

Sincerely yours,

Garlynn Woodsong2

Chair, Concordia Neighborhood Association 
(CNA)’s 
Land Use & Transportation Committee (LUTC) 
Co-Chair, NE Coalition of Neighborhoods LUTC
5267 NE 29th Ave
Portland, OR 97211
garlynn@gmail.com
(503)936-9873

 Speaking for myself only, as neither organization (CNA or NECN) had enough time during this 2

comment period to properly review the full document, produce a set of comments, and have 
those comments reviewed & approved by committees & boards. While some of these ideas are 
mine, and some are from others, the task has fallen to me personally to compile them and send 
them.

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 10129



1

May 9, 2016

Name:  Richard and Eileen Wallace
Mailing Address:  8716 SW 21st Avenue, Portland, OR 97219  
Email Address:  eileen.wallace@gmail.com

Testimony: Regarding property located at:  6515-6519 SE Foster Boulevard, Portland, OR 
97203, adjacent house located at 4536 SE 65th Ave, Portland, OR 97203, and nearby commercial 
property located at 6313-6317 SE Holgate Blvd, Portland, OR 97203 in regard to Portland’s 
Comprehensive Plan 

I am requesting that the Commission re-designate my commercial property located at 6515-6519
SE Foster Boulevard, small single family house that sits directly behind this building at 4536 SE 
65th Avenue, and nearby commercial property located at 6313-6317 SE Holgate Blvd from its 
current designation of CS – Commercial Storefront to Mixed Use – Civic Center (CM2).  One 
year ago, I received an initial notice that indicated that the properties would be designated as 
CM2. Recently, in April of 2016, I received another notice that changed the designation on these
same properties from CM2 to CM1.  I am requesting that the Commission restore the zoning on 
these properties to the original designation of CM2.

The 6515-6519 SE Foster property has two ground floor commercial tenants including a vehicle 
repair shop that has been in this location for 30+ years and a small tavern that has been in 
operation for over 25 years. There are also two apartment units above the tavern.  The 6313-6317
SE Holgate property has two ground floor tenants including a barber shop and a community 
shared office space. 

My father purchased these properties in the early 1980’s. I grew up maintaining the properties, 
having my cars repaired at the auto shop, and over the years becoming close with the tenants. 
Since my father passed away in 2004, I’m now a second generation caretaker of the buildings.  
Because of my family history and love of Portland, I am strongly committed to the future of the 
heart of Foster and creating an area where you can live, work and play.  

Background: On April 12, 2016, I met with a City Planner to discuss the recent zoning change.
My property is located in a low-rise commercial storefront area, in what is called the “Heart of 
Foster,” which is between SE Holgate Boulevard and SE 68th Avenue. Recently, the City 
Planner indicated this area was changed to CM1 in order to preserve the scale and characteristics 
of older main street areas.  After talking with the city planners, I understand the City took a 
blanket approach of changing the CM2 to CM1 zoning throughout 15 areas in Portland to 
designate low-rise commercial storefront areas. To my understanding, this blanket change was 
based on citizen feedback from other neighborhoods such as Multnomah Village and SE 
Hawthorne, rather than the Foster-Powell neighborhood, where this property is located. After 
reviewing the 15 different areas, I understand and agree with this approach for neighborhoods 
with a stronger established neighborhood/cultural hub, such as Multnomah Village and SE 
Hawthorne where my family owns a few properties as well.  In these neighborhoods it makes 
sense to balance growth and preservation with the associated zoning. However, this approach 
does not make sense for the Foster area.  I met with the Land Use Chair for the Foster-Powell 
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neighborhood association to discuss the recent zoning change and my willingness to work 
together. The association is planning to meet soon. It is unique these days to find a family that 
has owned property for 30+ years and intends to pass it on to the next generation.  I have also 
talked with other property owners that own 8 properties inside the heart of Foster who are in 
agreement with my position and will also be submitting supporting testimony. The following are 
the reasons the Commission should restore the zoning on the properties to the original 
designation of CM2:

Summary: 
1. Heart of Foster is Not Yet a Core Commercial Area – Lack of Anchor 

Organization/Commercial Activity
a) CM1 limits needed growth in Heart of Foster - not a core commercial area of center yet
b) I support the ‘m’ main street overlay with CM2 designation to establish and promote a
core business area
c) I support the Foster Transportation and Streetscape Plan

2. Personally impacts my 30+ year tenant who operates a vehicle repair shop that services the 
community

a) Creates nonconforming use issues
b) Tenant will be ‘grandfathered-in’, but commercial improvement would be limited
c) Alternative mechanisms should be explored to balance growth, preservation and the 

tapestry of the city, rather than overly restrictive zoning

3. Foster Boulevard is designated as Mixed Use – Civic Corridor and is a Wide Street
a) Significant 95 foot street right of way supports a good relationship between building 

height and street size

Additional Support:
1. Heart of Foster is Not Yet a Core Commercial Area – Lack of Anchor 
Organization/Commercial Activity:
According to the City’s Proposed Draft document, the CM1 zone with a Main street overlay 
“m”, is designed to reflect these areas’ roles as core commercial areas which are anchors to 
complete communities. I am in agreement with the “m” main street overlay for this area with 
requirements around minimum floor areas and ground floor windows; however, I am requesting 
the CM2 designation to allow for more commercial improvement flexibility that the CM1 
designation does not provide. My concern is that the Heart of Foster is not a core commercial 
area of center yet as the Proposed Draft document suggests.  It is a corridor that needs the spark 
of transit, cultural identity, and commercial business growth to revitalize the area. The proposed 
CM1 zoning may prompt businesses and residents to move to better improved spaces just a few 
blocks away from this area because of the higher development capacity and better zoning in 
those areas that are directly surrounding this area, rather than stay in the Heart of Foster.

Additionally, there is not an anchor building that draws people to this area as suggested in the 
City’s Proposed Draft document, such as a community center, theater or grocery store, that 
establishes cultural and neighborhood identity.  Multnomah Village, Hawthorne, and Sellwood, 
are clear established hearts of their respective areas and this approach makes sense for these 
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areas where space is already limited because it is already developed and has a strong commercial 
base. The Heart of Foster is not there yet, and the same zoning should not apply, which will 
restrict the goal of making this area a core commercial area. 

I am also in agreement with the $3.85M Foster Transportation and Streetscape Plan, which will 
slow down traffic, make the street safer, improve pedestrian/bicycle accessibility and contribute 
toward making the heart of Foster a thriving commercial hub.  However, I believe the new CM1 
zone will have the opposite affect and limit the use of business activities, in an area that needs 
more investment. This plan provides the infrastructure necessary to create a core commercial 
hub of activity and the zoning should create more commercial improvement flexibility with the 
CM2 designation.

2. Personally impacts my 30+ year tenant who operates a vehicle repair shop that services the 
community: As a result of the CM1 zoning, my 30+ year tenant who operates a small vehicle 
repair shop will be considered nonconforming use under the CM1 zoning. If I decide to make 
changes to the building down the road, I understand I will need to remove my 30+ year tenant 
and will even be further limited with this zoning change.

3. Foster Boulevard is designated as Mixed Use – Civic Corridor and is a Wide Street: The 
proposed Comprehensive Plan policies provide support for larger-scale buildings located along 
wide streets, supporting a good relationship between building height and street size.  Foster 
Boulevard is designated a civic corridor street in Portland and has a significant 95 foot right of 
way. This is even wider than MLK and very different than Multnomah Village and SE Sellwood 
where streets are significantly narrower.  Grouping the Heart of Foster with Multnomah Village 
and Sellwood does not make sense since the infrastructure is so different.  

As a local long term property owner who is invested in the community, I want to thank you for 
considering my proposal to change the proposed CM1 zoning to CM2 zoning for these
properties.  

Sincerely,

Richard and Eileen Wallace

Enclosures: 
Exhibit A
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6515-19 SE Foster Boulevard and 4536 SE 65th Avenue

Current Proposed

6313-6317 SE Holgate

Current Proposed

4444
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May 9, 2016

Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission
Re: Mixed-Use Zones Testimony

Dear Commissioners,

As a commercial property owner on Woodstock Blvd., I’m upset by the City’s proposal to down-
zone my property at 4410-4416 SE Woodstock Blvd. I have been a community leader in 
Woodstock for three decades. In that time, I have worked within the community to shape and 
improve the Woodstock business district. I am testifying to oppose my property’s zone change 
from CS to CM1 and to oppose this in Woodstock’s business district.The Woodstock properties  
District should have the CM2 zoning and be treated the same as the other properties with 
current CS zoning. I also ask that Woodstock be exempt from this proposal and receive no 
further consideration.

Woodstock does not fit the criteria of “low-rise commercial.” The building stock is not high quality 
or historic. The blocks that were selected are not continuous. In fact, one of the three blocks has 
a 44’ New Seasons that was built in 2015. That block is the middle segment of the proposed 
down-zoned blocks and breaks up the 400’ or 2 block “shoulder to shoulder” criteria used. This 
disqualifies Woodstock. Also, the public right-of-way is 80 feet. A lesser 70 foot criteria is used 
for CM3, but yet a down-zone to CM1 is the proposed for my property? 

I do not think this proposal accomplishes its goals. You cannot preserve historic character 
through zoning. This amounts to a faux “historic” designation. It’s the City creating a “sense” that 
down-grading building rights by 10 feet will somehow rubber stamp a future historic 
preservation. It’s actually “doing something” that will do nothing.

What the down-zones will do is strip property owners of their rights by down-grading a 
“crosswalk” or “lateral” zone change. Even with the “lateral” change from CS to CM2, owners 
are already losing rights, but a deeper down-grade to CM1 damages rights and value.

Everything about this proposal points to inequitable broad stroked planning without thoughtful 
consideration for the neighborhood or how it works. This proposal goes in the opposite direction 
of Portland’s 2035 Comp Plan vision. It does not address growth. It does not address density. In 
fact, in a business district nine blocks long, it is punitive. 

In Woodstock we talk to each other. The Woodstock Stakeholder Group, Neighborhood and 
Business Associations work together with one goal. A goal is for a cohesive, successful, vital 
and livable neighborhood in which everyone thrives. 

While another neighborhood found it necessary to gather thousands of signatures, we 
communicated with each other. We have a vision for our business district. Woodstock finds 
middle ground and solutions. This last month has been no different. With the new zoning map 
changes that caught us all by surprise, we found a way to gather information, discuss and agree 
to one voice. That voice says that what other neighborhoods want is not what Woodstock wants.

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 10134



The Woodstock Stakeholders, Business and Neighborhood Associations have all written 
testimony supporting commercial property owners and opposing this plan. As a district, we’ve 
asked for consistent zoning, straightening of the gap-toothed business district and opportunities 
for commercial and economic growth. With this united neighborhood opposition, I am hoping the
commission will see that Woodstock shouldn’t have been included in the first place.

The City has told me that if I’m unsuccessful in reversing this decision that I will have the ability 
to apply for a zone change once this is all over. This will cost me tens of thousands of dollars to 
“buy back” the rights I have today. This is not only unfair, it is punitive. 

Interestingly, included in my concerns is that on the back side of our property at 4410-4416, we 
have a strip lot that is 15’ X 100’ that has been zoned R5 as it was cut off the back residential lot 
to prevent land locking the commercial building in the 1940’s. This split-zone is slated to be 
zoned to match the rest of our property. The map app shows this at CM1, which is the same as 
the proposed down-zone. It is my concern that after the anticipated reversal of this down-zone, 
that the strip lot be consistent with the CM2 zoning and will create another split zone.

Please end this fight with a reversal of this proposal, restore our zoning to CM2 and do not 
leave any commercial properties between SE 40th and 45th or my split zone behind.

Respectfully,

Angie Even

Mailing Address:
4410 SE Woodstock Blvd. #250
Portland, Oregon 97206
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From: cnkrause@comcast.net [mailto:cnkrause@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 10:18 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: “PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony” 

  

Hello 

I would like to express strong support for a design overlay in the Sellwood-Moreland area in SE Portland.  We 
fell in love with this area of Portland in large part because of the clear roots and history of Portland that it 
held and still displayed and lived every day.  We have never felt so very connected to a neighborhood as we 
do here.  It is literally like a main street in an old town.  There is so much awareness and involvement from 
the community.  Because it is so walkable, familiarity amongs neighbors is not just those to 1-2 houses up or 
down the block...it is many people for many blocks.  We worked extremely hard to get into this area because 
we have children and this is a place where we feel that children can be safe walking and biking with parents 
or friends.  That is priceless these days.   Soon after buying our house, we began watching houses be torn 
down and another three times it size being erected.  And then as we take our normal walk we have come 
across 2 (soon to be three) new apartment complexes that bring many more residents and seemingly no 
parking or consideration for impact in terms of our community.  I then heard of buyers buying homes to turn 
into rentals or Air B & Bs.  Within months of buying are house we got request from investors with offers to 
buy it from us.  It felt empty as does much of the new planning.  I previously lived in north Portland, where 
certainly some of the new development work had some gentrification effects that are tough to accept.  Still, 
there was a consideration for the communities in which development was occurring.  We deserve that input 
here too...we deserve the consideration for an area of town founded so very long ago that has worked hard 
to retain it's historical character.   

 
 
 

Thank you for your time, consideration and respect  

Christine & Anne Viola-Krause 
7663 SE 22nd Ave 
Portland OR 97202 
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From: Tanya Schaefer [mailto:tkschaefer@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 9:26 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Sellwood/Westmoreland deserves a design overlay given the increasing and rapid development in 
our neighborhood. Sellwood was founded in 1883 with SE 13th at its center. SE Milwakie has served 
Portland since the 1840s when settlers made their homes after their long journey on the Oregon 
Trail. These two streets make up the town center which has been cherished as a pedestrian 
centered community for over a hundred years. It is a distinct walkable community, and we should 
preserve its walkability while planning for future development. This is a great, distinct neighborhood 
which merits being treated as such when working with developers.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Tanya Schaefer 
7425 SE 18th Ave 
Portland, OR 97202 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: RHONDA REEDY [mailto:rreedy@ucla.edu]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 9:31 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
The Sellwood Moreland neighborhood needs a design overlay to protect the character of the 
neighborhood. 
 
I have no problem with development that is well-planned and thoughtful. Already, my neighborhood 
has been blighted with development that is neither. 
 
We need this type of protection to preserve our community. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Rhonda Reedy 
1732 SE Ellis St. 
Portland OR 97202 
 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 10143



From: Bill Reedy [mailto:tikiclampett@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 9:30 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
The Sellwood Moreland neighborhood needs a design overlay to protect the character of the 
neighborhood. 
 
 
I have no problem with development that is well-planned and thoughtful. Already, my neighborhood 
has been blighted with development that is neither. 
 
 
We need this type of protection to preserve our community. 
 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
Bill Reedy 
1732 SE Ellis St. 
Portland OR 97202 
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From: Brian Posewitz [mailto:brianposewitz@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 11:35 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Testimony - Sellwood Moreland Overlay 

 

Dear Planning and Sustainability Commission: 

 

I live in Sellwood. I have reviewed the proposed MUZ overlay for Sellwood/Moreland and find it 
inappropriately provincial and stuck in the past. In particular, the neighborhood centers (loosely 
defined) around 13th/Tacoma and Bybee/Milwaukie should be at least CM3 and/or CM2. Nothing 
should be CM1, which is proposed for the core parts of these intersections. 

 

Sellwood/Moreland is a close-in neighborhood that can and should grow significantly taller and more 
dense if our wider metropolitan area grows as projected. This will help accommodate growth while 
minimizing regional sprawl. Moreover, it will enhance the livability of our neighborhood by facilitating 
(through economic incentive) the repair and replacement of the many old, run-down structures that still 
occupy our neighborhood centers (despite vast improvement in recent years). I see little to no risk that 
every building in these centers/corridors will be torn down and replaced with the same type and size of 
building to create the “four-story tall canyons” feared by the majority of the board of the neighborhood 
association board. The nice buildings will be preserved and the run-down ones will appropriately be 
replaced, creating a fresher, more diverse and more vibrant neighborhood. 

 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

 

Regards, 

 

Brian Posewitz 

8508 SE 11th Ave. 

Portland, OR 97202 

503-432-8249 

brianposewitz@comcast.net 
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From: John Koenig [mailto:john@waterclosetmedia.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 10:45 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: "PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony" 
 

I’m writing to express my concern that the proposed Mixed Use Zones Project for my family’s 
small retail buildings and store fronts is unfair. 

My wife and I own two side by side properties on NE Alberta and 18th where we also operate our 
two neighborhood stores. We're not developers and are good stewards of the neighborhood and 
have been since 2000. 

We're finding our investments and our future opportunity limited by your zoning our small block 
and a half as CM1, whereas the rest of Alberta is CM2. 

 If the goal is to set aside some history, and maintain that history on the street, there are several 
blocks with the same history on Alberta, and those owners may benefit from their greater 
opportunities in the future, while we are being singled out to save some ‘history’.  It’s unfair. 

 When our neighborhood association director (Sara Wittenberg-Alberta Main Street) questioned 
Nan Stark, a City project planner from your Portland Planning, on the rational for the zoning 
change for our small section on Alberta, she responded: 

 “We are looking at ways to dis-incentivize redevelopment of our early 20th century commercial 
development on main streets throughout the city – preservation tools to retain the character that 
these buildings bring to our neighborhood commercial districts. At this time, the proposal is to 
zone those areas (specific blocks that contain the oldest development) CM1. That will be the case 
on Alberta around 18th for one to two blocks.” 

 As for this section of Alberta, much of the square footage has already been developed (the North 
side specifically), and the other properties including ours, are indeed older structures. 

 But if the goal is to maintain the ‘character’ of this area, shouldn’t the plan consider offering 
‘historical’ incentives to the property owners to maintain some integrity?  

 For example, neither of our structures are ‘earthquake ready’, wouldn’t a ‘grant program’ be in 
order to help owners keep building status historically accurate?  

 Shouldn’t a reduced “Property Tax” be given to building owners in these ‘preservation’ areas to 
keep and maintain the history, the same incentive offered to other properties we deem ‘historic’ 
in our city? 

 It’s more than frustrating to build a business, have an asset you hope to pass on to your kid, or 
preserve, be limited in our use 
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 Its not fair and is a taking of a future opportunity that just cherry picks from a street with shared 
history and other owners. 

 As someone else asked, why our block? Which really means, why the entire south side of 17-
19th which is the segment of the plan that it effects the most? 

 I’ve spoken to a few property owners on our block who have also no idea the zoning changes 
would effect their properties.  What outreach has gone to those who’ve been historic owners but 
are unaware?  We’re on a street that has been ‘gentrified’ and a some of these stakeholders are 
minorities, long term owners of properties on these blocks, but when I asked a minority building 
owner neighbor if his family had information the proposal, they were shocked and had no 
idea. They have hopes to handle their investments as good neighbors, but also be afforded the 
same opportunities as 95% of the remaining commercial spaces on Alberta. Again, we're small 
business owners, we've build our business, had the foresight to take a bit and invest in our 
properties as part of our future retirement, and now finding we can't do what 95% of the rest of 
the Alberta Street area from MLK to 33rd would be allowed to do with their assets in the future. 

 It's not fair.   Please reconsider and either treat our entire ‘rezoned’ street with the same Zoning 
overlay, and offer building owners a reason and incentive to offset their change in designation 
such as reduced property taxes and grants to maintain their status as ‘historical’ properties. 

 Sincerely Concerned, 

 John Koenig 

 Big Green Racecar LLC/Wear More Dresses LLC 

1812/1816 NE Alberta Street 

Portland, OR 97211 

Phone 503-998-3465 

  

Home Address 

 3206 NE 14th Ave 

Portland, OR 97212 
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Doug Klotz 
1908 SE 35th Place 
Portland, OR  97214 
5-9-16 

To: Katherine Schultz, Chair, 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
 
Comments on Pedestrian Issues in 
Mixed Use Zones Proposed Draft, March 2016 
 
Chair Schultz and Commissioners: 
 
I support the provisions in the Proposed Draft that emphasize the development of a 
pedestrian friendly city.  The continued restrictions on new drive-through facilities in 
33.130.260 will help reduce the deleterious effects these have on the pedestrian 
experience.  Mapping previously CG-zoned areas to the CM-1, CM-2 and CM-3 zones 
will increase the pedestrian-friendly districts of the city. 
 
Ground Floor Window heights 
 
Likewise, I support the increase in requirements for Ground-Floor Windows in the Mixed 
Use Zones, from 25% to 40% of the ground floor wall area.  Ground-floor Windows 
make a big difference for walking, giving pedestrians a view into stores and building 
lobbies, increasing interest and increasing personal safety by ensuring “eyes on the 
street” from those within the building. 
 
I am concerned, however, that the requirement for a 4’ high maximum for the bottom of 
windows is being removed from 33.130.230, C..  The main purpose of the regulation is to 
allow pedestrians to see into stores, and for those inside to be able to see people on the 
outside, and see activities in the street and call for help when it is needed, as well as 
provide an interesting and varied pedestrian experience. 
. 
 
Without this maximum bottom height, there are many places where builders don’t want 
to have windows, and will take advantage of this, resulting in windows with their sills at 
6 feet, say, and extending to 10 feet height to achieve the required window area, while 
leaving pedestrians no connection to the life inside the building. 
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Staff contends the larger required percentage will often force the windows to reach down 
to the 4’ level anyway.  Here’s their diagram from the proposal: 

 
Yet it doesn’t take much imagination to see how a builder can use windows with their 
bottom at 6’ above grade to satisfy the same requirement: 
 

 
 
This example window, with a bottom at 6.5 feet and top at 8 feet, would count as a 
“Ground Floor Window” under the proposed regulation: 
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Apparently staff were worried that the 4’ bottom requirement would prevent “transom” 
windows above the main windows from being counted toward the total: 
 

 
 
 
Here’s one solution:   Add this language to 33.130-230, C.: 
 
“To qualify, a single window must have the bottom no more than 4 feet above the 
adjacent exterior grade, and the top no less than 6 feet above that grade.  Other windows 
directly above and below this “qualifying” window also qualify, if between the 2’ and 10’ 
heights.  Horizontal dividers (muntins) less than 2 inches high are allowed within any 
window.” 

 
 
This language, while more complicated, allows the older pattern windows as well as 
modern window assemblies, while ensuring that windows are used within the critical 
height for people to see in. I think it’s worth it. 
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Screens and slats 
I also feel that elements in front of Ground Floor Windows, such as bars, slats or 
perforated metal screens likewise reduce pedestrian-friendliness and safety on 
commercial streets.  These should be prohibited on Ground Floor Windows. 
 

  Slats over windows at 28th  and Sandy. 
 
I welcome the additional window percentage requirements in the Mixed Use Zones 
proposal, and urge the above changes or similar is made to ensure that people are able to 
see in at eye level on any window assembly counting toward the standard. 
 
10’ Setback on Civic Corridors in Eastern and Western pattern areas 
 
This requirement, in 33.130.215.B.1.a. seems to be the result of a misunderstanding of 
what makes a pleasant pedestrian environment, coupled with a plea for “more greenery”.  
This regulation requires buildings set back at least 10’ from the back of the sidewalk, but 
not that this area be all paved for pedestrians.  So, it goes against principles of putting 
buildings up to the sidewalk so walkers can see in the windows and relate to the building. 
In addition, being applied in the Eastern and Western Pattern areas where the streets are 
already so wide that they feel hostile to pedestrians.  Having PBOT require a right-of-
way dedication to get a 15’ instead of 12’ sidewalk, would allow for bigger street trees in 
the walk, and more buffering area for pedestrians. 
 
Instead, this misguided requirement will result in an interrupted landscape buffer between 
the pedestrian, and the building, instead of concentrating larger trees between the 
pedestrian and the street.  
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The effects of this type of requirement can be seen on SE Powell, which has had such 
requirement for decades: 
 

 
 

 
 
This requirement should be removed, and efforts concentrated on getting a wider 
sidewalk requirement on Civic Corridors, whichever Pattern Area they area in, so that 
larger tree-wells fit within the sidewalk. There can be landscaping near the curb, but not 
separating the walkers from the commercial building frontage they want to access. 
 
Thank you for your attention to these small details that make or break the pedestrian 
environment. 

 
Doug Klotz 
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From: Marshall Johnson [mailto:marshall.d.johnson@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 5:24 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Mixed Use Zone Project team- 
Our city is desirable—we have a great climate, wonderful neighborhoods, creative 
residents, and a history of taking bold action. Portland has been a leader, with over 30 
years of vision demonstrating a commitment to maintaining the regional ecosystem as 
demonstrated through initiatives like the UGB, public transportation infrastructure, 
transit oriented development, and the comprehensive plan. Current market conditions 
are bringing a convergence to 30 years of planning and makes now an important time to 
continue to think big and embrace growth and change.  
The city should continue to provide infrastructure for market forces to compliment 
comprehensive planning goals. Dwellings in mixed used zones bring diversity into our 
neighborhoods. As our neighborhoods adapt and expand to meet changing community 
needs, I urge the Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission to consider the 
following elements in finalizing the Mixed Use Zones plan: 

• Expand upon past efforts by continuing to demonstrate Portland as a leader in 
building active, vibrant neighborhoods.  

• Make it practical for developers to add vibrant, mixed-use buildings to help meet the 
needs of the future. Encourage policies that create a framework for vibrant 
neighborhoods through increased density, while allowing flexibility and creativity for the 
market to respond as land values increase and building practices evolve over time  

• The Low Rise Commercial areas plan goes too far to limit development potential in key 
areas that are best positioned to support density. These buildings, often in older street-
car era areas, will turn over slowly and may outlive their useful purpose. There are 
existing tools to target resources or create incentives to encourage preservation (ie, 
historic and/or conservation districts) while allowing the cycling in of new development 
that can meet future community needs. 

• Building Height requirements in CM2 and CM3 zones allow for taller first floors to 
encourage ground floor retail/multi-use. Efforts should be made to encourage a variety of 
purposes for mixed-used buildings in CM1 zones—both as intended and future uses. 
These rules need to do more to promote increased height allowance of first floors, which 
may have varying uses now and adaptability in the future to meet changing needs as the 
corridors and neighborhood purposes evolve. 

• Building Articulation—a variety of building facades and aesthetic details, many of which 
contrast existing forms, have popped up all over the city over the past decade. This 
display has resulted in patterns recreated in varying districts, as well as unique 
structures not to be replicated. I believe the intent of creating Façade articulation is to 
standardize aesthetics and I worry the revised draft goes too far in mandating how 
buildings should aesthetically fit into a neighborhood. Articulation is best left to designers 
and architects who are responding to established criteria as specified in the building 
code and to allow freedom for creative development without mandated requirements. 

• Encourage a framework for the city to accommodate diversity, underrepresented 
communities, and affordable housing. The plan should go further and do more to 
prioritize support for affordable housing as part of the mix. Now that Inclusionary Zoning 
is legal in Oregon, the plan needs to incorporate additional consideration to leverage this 

Ord. 188177, Vol. 2.3.H, page 10163



vehicle.  The city and BPS must incorporate the perspective of underrepresented 
residents—those with lower incomes, artists, future residents, renters, millennials, etc. 
While neighborhood associations have supported the city in revitalization of depreciated 
neighborhoods, they are becoming an outdated vehicle to represent a broad variety of 
perspective. I urge the city to develop new ways of incorporating a more diverse, 
equitable framework in planning for our future needs. 

• CM 1, 2 and 3 zones should be oriented around walking, biking, and cars, such that the 
infrastructure is designed to meet the future needs of an urban area and the 20-minute 
neighborhood. The proposed Comp plan policy restrictions should not be loosened to 
accommodate drive thru services for Fred Meyer or other retailers like gas stations, fast 
food, or drug stores. New drive-thrus should be prohibited in the Central City, Centers, 
and Corridors. 

  

Best regards, 
 
Marshall Johnson 
2133 SE 47th Ave. 
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From: Zach Holz [mailto:zach.a.holz@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 7:22 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zone Testimony 
 
Hi there,  
 
Thank you for allowing residents to provide some testimony/feedback about the new mixed use 
zones. I only have some brief comments.  
 
First, I wanted to thank you for working to bring these regulations up to date, and out of the era 
of auto-oriented development! I am thankful to live in a city where we pay attention to the future 
of walkable, bikable and transit-oriented neighborhoods. I support nearly all of the changes being 
made in the MUZ Proposed Draft.   
 
I live in the Richmond neighborhood, in one of the new mixed use buildings on Division. Even 
though I've lived all over in Portland during my 8 years here, I love my current building, and the 
ease in which I can get everything that I need within waling and biking distance, allowing me 
and my partner to live our dream of being a no-car household. I owe this luxury to the density of 
our urban corridors.  
 
While I understand the concerns of some neighbors who are frightened by the pace of change in 
their area, I do not think that building scale restrictions, like the ones proposed on Division 
between 35th and 37th, or on Hawthorne between 35th and 38th, are a sound way to address the 
housing crisis we are in. Historical preservation is important, but not when it is used as a tool to 
block new people from moving to a neighborhood. One (and even two, sometimes) story 
buildings, unless they are of significant historical importance, do not belong on major arterial 
streets like Hawthorne and Division.  
 
Division has not been a "streetcar suburb" for quite some time. Until the city redesigned the 
streetscape from west of 39th, Division was just another auto-oriented arterial. The plea to save 
its "streetcar character" is a bit of a red-herring, serving only current propertied interests in the 
neighborhood, and not its future residents, many of whom will move here for density, 
walkability and transit-oriented access.  
 
Please do not make it more difficult to build multistory, multifamily housing in the 
neighborhoods that need it most -- those close in to the inner city. These are desirable areas, for 
many reasons, and we need to allow as many people as we can to take advantage of their 
benefits, encouraging those who are able to live without cars. (So, also, please no new parking 
requirements either on apartments, unless the entire neighborhood signs on to parking 
reform/permitted parking.) 
 
Otherwise, I support many of the other changes! I particularly like the new benefits on page 2 of 
the MUZ proposed draft, with required outdoor access for residents (e.g. balconies) and a 
minimum activation of ground floor space for retail, etc. 
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Thank you for your work on this, and I look forward to seeing these changes in the upcoming 
years.  
 
Best,  
 
Zach Holz 
3150 SE Division St, Apt 309 
Portland, OR 97202 
240.315.8087  
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May 9, 2016 

 

Dear Members of the PSC, 
 
The Hosford-Abernethy Neighborhood Association (HAND) wishes to testify about regulation 
33.130.100 B 2 c, which adds a limitation to the CM1 zone for sites less than 7,500 sq. ft. that 
abut properties that are in a single family zone, and are operating as Retail Sales and Service. 
The proposed rule would limit hours of operation to 6AM - 11PM.  
 
We strongly support adding specific limitations for commercial sites in primarily residential 
areas, and have requested such limitations be codified in previous testimony.  However we 
believe the current proposal is lacking in some fundamental ways.  In HAND, we have three 
sites that would be affected by these rules, all of which are currently zoned residential and have 
non-conforming commercial uses.  Neighbors of these sites currently have protections against 
noise, redevelopment, and increased impacts that they stand to lose under the new rules. 
 

● Existing regulations limit daytime noise emitted from non-conforming residential sites as 
measured on the property line of the nearest residential receiver to 55dBA (nighttime 
noise limits are lower) [City of Portland Charter Chapter 18.10.010], however if these 
properties are granted commercial status, permissible noise levels will increase to 
60dBA.  Given that a 10dBA increase represents a doubling of perceived volume, 5dBA 
is a significant increase.  The code should specify that isolated commercial sites such as 
these have the same noise emission limits as residential sites, which is the rule today for 
non-conforming properties. 

 
● With commercial zoning, it would be possible to redevelop these sites for high-density 

residential use with no commercial elements at all, an ironic outcome given that the 
stated reason for making them commercial is to retain commercial use on these sites so 
they can continue providing services to the surrounding residential areas.  We want the 
zoning rules to require that, at a minimum, the ground floor must remain in commercial 
use should the site be redeveloped.  An alternative might be to specify that should these 
sites be developed as entirely residential, the permitted density would be that of the 
highest density adjacent residential zone.  Without one of these proposals, we fear 
development pressure might cause the loss of the commercial function that is critical to 
maintaining a livable community. 

 
● There are currently restrictions on change-of-use that would trigger review if the 

cumulative impacts of a site increase.  This restriction is important to ensure a change in 
use would remain compatible with a neighborhood setting.  This existing review 
mechanism should be added back to the zoning code.  As an example, nearby residents 
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are concerned that the quiet naturopathic office on SE Clinton currently in 
non-conforming use might someday be bought and converted into a rowdy karaoke bar, 
which would be possible under the proposed rules.  While this is an extreme example, it 
highlights the significant impact that a single isolated commercial property can have on 
its neighbors. 

 
● The proposed rules should apply to all commercial uses, not just Retail Sales and 

Service.  The intent here is to limit nighttime noise and activity and to limit other impacts 
to neighbors from these sites; we believe these rules should apply to all commercial 
uses. 

 
One other major shortcoming of the proposal as it stands is that it only affects properties 
adjacent to single family zones.  This should be changed to include any residential zone; we 
firmly believe that all residential uses should enjoy the protections this rule is intended to 
convey, especially now that home ownership is financially out of reach for many households in 
Portland.  HAND has one site (1540 SE Clinton St.) that meets the size criteria for the new 
commercial zoning rules, but is zoned R1/R2, which means the new rules would not apply to 
this site as it is surrounded by multi-family zoning. 
 
The code would be simpler to apply and understand if you were to recommend creation of a 
new zoning category, perhaps called CM0, that could be applied to small, isolated commercial 
sites such as these.  It would be more clear if designated properties could be given the CM0 
designation outright, rather than having special rules within the CM1 zone that applied only to 
certain properties under certain conditions. 
 
We would like to clarify that we are not opposed to commercial uses’ being interspersed 
throughout residential neighborhoods.  Quite the contrary, we greatly appreciate the benefit that 
commercial properties can provide to their neighbors, and the role they play in helping to create 
livable neighborhoods. Rather, we want to ensure that these commercial properties can exist 
harmoniously with their residential neighbors, and are requesting these rule changes toward 
that goal. 
 
Whether with a CM0 or CM1 designation, we ask that the proposed zoning rules be updated to 
include the additional restrictions that are in place today for non-conforming commercial 
properties.  These rules have long worked well for businesses and residents alike.  The unique 
relationship between residential areas and the isolated commercial sites embedded within them 
requires different rules than are needed for larger commercial areas. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Susan E. Pearce 
Hosford-Abernethy Neighborhood Association Chair 
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From: Jennafer Furniss [mailto:jennafermarie@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 9:21 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Testimony for Mixed Use Project 
Submitted by 
Jennafer Furniss 
1534 SE Rex St 
Portland, Or 97202 
 
Sellwood was founded in 1883 with SE 13th at its center.  SE Milwakie has served Portland 
since the 1840s when settlers made their homes after their long journey on the Oregon 
Trail.  These two streets make up the town center which has been cherished as a pedestrian 
centered community for over a hundred years.  It is a distinct walkable community and in the 
future should continue to be a distinct walkable community as our city grows.  It deserves a 
design overlay.  This is a unique and historic center of town, not one that investors with no stake 
in the community should be blot with cookie cutter development unsuited to the neighborhood 
without acknowledging the architectural and communal living history of Sellwood 
Moreland.  Other neighborhoods such as St. Johns, Kenton, Mississippi have a design overlay 
and SE 13th and Se Milwaukie have earned the same respect. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Christopher Eykamp [mailto:chris@eykamp.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 1:42 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Testimony 
 
Dear Members of the PSC, 
 
I wish to testify about regulation 33.130.100 B 2 c, which adds a limitation to the CM1 zone for sites 
less than 7500 sq. ft. abutting single family zoned residential properties, which operate a Retail Sales 
and Service business. 
 
Sites that fall into this category will be small businesses, usually within a single building, and will be 
mostly or completely surrounded by residential buildings.  These sites provide valuable commercial 
services, but also post distinct challenges based on their residential setting.  They are intended to be 
small and low impact (per Goal 10.1.13). Therefore, special rules, especially those related to noise and 
nighttime activity (one of the most common points of residential-commercial conflict), are needed. 
 
The currently proposed rule limits hours of operation to 6AM - 11PM, which is a good start, but is not 
sufficient for small commercial sites operating in residential areas. 
 
Rules for noise emission (City of Portland Charter Chapter 18.10.010) are based on zoning.  Most 
isolated commercial sites are currently zoned as residential; once rezoned to commercial they would 
fall into a different noise category, and could emit noise 5dBA louder noise than they currently do.  I 
would ask that the zoning code specify that, for noise purposes, isolated commercial sites be treated 
as residential.  In most cases, this will not result in a change of rules from how they are currently 
treated, and will help protect residents living nearby from uncomfortable levels of noise. 
 
Another concern is that, due to their potential for high-density residential development, isolated 
commercial sites pose tempting targets for redevelopment in our current real estate market.  I would 
ask that there be a requirement that if redeveloped, these sites retain a commercial element (for 
example, that the ground floor must remain 100% 
commercial) in order to ensure that the sites continue in active commercial use.  An alternative course 
would be to allow residential redevelopment only to the level of the surrounding residentially zoned 
properties.  That would lower the pressure for redevelopment, helping to preserve access to 
commercial services by the community. 
 
Finally, these rules should apply to all commercial sites, not just those categorized as Retail Sales and 
Service.  While it is true that retail services, restaurants, and bar uses are of greatest concern to 
neighbors, any business that has the potential for late night operation (with the coming and going of 
customers) would be of concern to adjacent residents. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Chris Eykamp 
2101 SE Tibbetts 
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   To whom it may concern                                            Portland, May 9th 2016 
 
I have lived in Sellwood in the same house for 27 years. 
My house was built in 1928 and has all the charm, character and soul of that era.  
What appealed to me then, was the small town feeling, the alive community, the 
beautiful neighborhood, charming homes, magnificent trees and being able to walk 
safely in beautiful streets. 
It is what appealed to me, and it is what I still want for Sellwood. 
It is an historic area and was founded in 1883 with 13th street and Milwaukie avenue 
at its center. 
It needs a design overlay like other neighborhood have such as St Johns, Kenton 
and Mississipi. 
Let’s not ruin the heritage it gives us by having too modern, cookie cutter 
development in our beloved neighborhood (like the black box next to Gastro pub on 
Milwaukie avenue). 
 
It surely does deserve a design overlay before developers ruin the character of it and 
it looses its charm and history forever. 
 
Thank you 
 
Elizabeth Ereckson 
1345 SE Bidwell st 
Portland, OR  97202 
 
etenafisa@comcast.net 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Michelle Easby [mailto:micheasby@icloud.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 11:03 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Sellwood- Westmoreland 
 
  I am writing with hope that it is not too late to save the historical Sellwood-Westmoreland 
neighborhood.  Developers are  overwhelming the area with oversized structures that do not fit the 
character of this charming Portland neighborhood. I believe that there needs to be limits on the height 
of buildings so as not to overshadow the existing houses. This neighborhood is a special place and one 
that I am proud to call home. Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michelle Easby 
1435 SE Flavel st  Portland OR 97202    
 
Sent from my iPad 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Dave Monnie [mailto:dave@monnie.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2016 3:17 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
I am writing this letter as a resident in the SMILE neighborhood association area, and would like to add 
my voice to the following concerns: 
 
- I would like to see the maximum height of commercial development along 13th Ave to be kept at 3 
stories, keeping this neighborhood business corridor at CM1 zoning - not CM2. 
 
- I would like the design overlay to be applied to our commercial corridors. 
 
Thank you, 
 
David Monnie 
1146 SE Lambert St 
Portland OR 97202 
971-221-3947 
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From: Reid Joan [mailto:joansbone@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2016 1:07 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Joan Reid <joansbone@yahoo.com> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
PSC mixed Use Zones Testimony 
  
Area addressed: 
 Northside of NE Broadway between NE 7th and NE 27th 
  
This mixed use zone area is included in Irvington Historical District. Some of the 
buildings in this mixed use zone are listed as “contributing” to the historical district. 
Design and size of buildings in an historical district is an important part of keeping 
Portland unique and interesting. 
  
As a residents/owners of 100 year old historically contributing building which is directly 
adjacent to this zoning area, we are writing to advocate that this zoning area: 
  
1. Not allow any bonus features in any new construction. The current proposed zoning 
plan in this area apparently has been modified to dis-allow bonus features in historical 
district and we support this modification.  
  

           2.  Add a design overlay to this zone. 
  
3. Apply height transitions and buffering (as in 33.130.210) to any mixed use buildings 
next to residential historical district (to apply to both R-1 and R-2 zones in historical 
district).  
  
  
Thank you for your consideration of our concerns: 
  
Members FE Bowman Irvington Condo Assoc. 
Joan Reid (unit #1) (email: joansbone@yahoo.com) 
Tyler Matta/Bianca Bartel (unit #2) 
Janis Bailey (unit #3) 
Ben Ross, Jade Frank (unit #4) 
 
1731 NE 25th Ave  
Portland, Oregon 97212 
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From: Jennafer Furniss [mailto:jennafermarie@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2016 6:24 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Southeast Milwaukee has served as a roadway for the citizens of Portland for over 150 years.   
 
It became a thoroughfare in the 1840s by settlers who arrived after the long journey along the 
Oregon Trail.  A roadway so long ago etched in our past will prove important in the future of 
Portland, as so much of it is zoned commercially as well as it is next to SE 17th street which is 
mostly r2.5ad.  This means there is a future of increased density along this narrow main street 
from our past.  It is not near a freeway and already well known for congestion, so it is 
especially important that alternative transportation and pedestrian friendly buildings be 
essential while planning the zoning of this street.  The street is rather narrow by modern 
standards and is in Westmoreland and Sellwood primarily dotted with local businesses, small 
apartment complexes and single family homes.  There are some historical buildings 
of particular fondness at the intersection of Bybee and Milwaukie, that provide historical 
relevance and community center.   
 
The Proposed Mixed Use Zone places a design overlay over part of historic Westmoreland to respect its 
place at the heart of a residential community which has long enjoyed walking along its corridor.  This 
design overlay is essential for SE Milwaukee to be a safe place for community to grow and flourish.  This 
street if neglected will become dangerous for pedestrians, many of which are children, and cyclists 
coming home at night, as well as polluted from congestion.  It is a narrow street by modern standards 
unconnected to a larger vein for traffic like the I-5 do congestion here will come quicker and be worse as 
a result if not planned for.  Also parking overflow into neighborhoods has its own ramifications for the 
safety of children who ride their bikes along its streets as well as neighborhood community.  It is very 
important that Milwaukee is developed in responsible way.   
 
The design overlay at the heart of Westmoreland that would help development come to its best and most 
responsible use extends from Se Tolman to Se Knapp, stopping quite suddenly although the commercial 
zone extends three more blocks.  These three blocks are occupied by low rising small businesses, small 
apartment complexes and and single family homes.  These three blocks are bordered by nearly hundred 
year old homes occupied primarily by families, meaning there is a large population of children riding 
bikes and learning to walk surrounding this center, and as density increases there will be more.  The 
design overlay should continue over these three blocks from SE Knapp to SE Malden.  It is important for 
safety and for building upon the pedestrian community which has lived here for generations and walked 
this corridor.   
 
The heart of Westmoreland along SE Milwaukie has a long history in Portland, and a bright 
future if we put in place guidelines for smart, responsible density.  The design overlay should be 
continuous rather than stopping three blocks short.  The intersection of Bybee and Milwaukee 
maintained at the CM1 status.  This historic street has served us well for over 150 years, we 
need to serve it well by allowing it to serve at its best use as a pedestrian thoroughfare with 
deeps roots in our city's history. 
 
Thank you, 
Jennafer Furniss 
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From: Jennafer Furniss [mailto:jennafermarie@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2016 5:26 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Testimony regarding the Mixed Use Development Project Proposal 
Submitted by 
Jennafer Furniss 
1534 SE Rex St. 
Portland, OR 97202 
 

Sellwood was founded in 1883 and became the home of those who worked the mill and streetcar 

workers.  It was a modest little town with modest and lovely homes, its center was bustling with 

neighborhood business and there was communal pride in the brick buildings that housed the bank, the 

grocer, and so forth, business even trickled to the downstairs of lovely Victorian homes while their owners 

resided upstairs.  Generations would stroll its boulevard on sunny days, parents bought penny candy for 

their children here who would later buy nickle candy for their own and so on and so forth through 

time.  The center of Sellwood is one cherished by the community, and the old buildings who have stood a 

hundred years are as much a pride to its residents today as a hundred years ago. 

 

They say architecture is destiny.  It tells us where we are from and where we are going.  That is why it is 

so important that all the street zoning for SE 13th from SE Harney to SE Malden be CM1.  This historic 

center deserves the respect to grow as the pedestrian friendly center it has always been in its 

heart.  Indeed one of the flagship buildings marked on Mixed Use Zone website as a staring example of 

responsible development in the CM1 style is the Sellwood library building, one we all take pride to have 

on our street.  The Sellwood area already has a significant amount of CM2 zoning along Tacoma and 

other sections of the neighborhood, but 13th is a special place with a special history and a special 

relationship with the individuals who love its shared heritage.   

 

This is another reason SE 13th deserves a design overlay.  This is a unique and historic center of town, 

not one that outside investors with no stake in the community should be able to do quick and cheap 

without acknowledging the architectural and communal living history of Sellwood.  Other neighborhoods 

such as St. Johns, Kenton, Mississippi and others have these protections and SE 13th deserves the 

same respect. 

 

The CM1 designation has been placed on large swathes of NW Portland and along N Interstate and N 

Williams.  Surely SE 13th, a community center with a long history of being a walkable neighborhood 

should be appreciated with the proper designation of CM1, a bustling pedestrian centered street where 

residents of the surrounding neighborhood come together as they have for generations. 

 

Thank you, 

Jennafer Furniss 
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May 8, 2016 

Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission
Mixed Use Zone Testimony

Dear Planning Commissioners,

For the last month I have been aware that a change was made to the zoning map. That change 
is to my commercial property at 4410-4416 SE Woodstock Blvd. I have been engaged in the 
Comp Plan Process since its conception as I have worked with the neighborhood and the City 
regarding a split-zone at that address.

The new surprising zone map change to down-grade my property is prejudicial and unfair. My 
property is currently zoned CS and the change to CM2 already impacts my rights. An additional 
down-grade to CM1 is a second hit.

Woodstock is a small district. We cannot afford to lose opportunities in the core. The only thing I 
can see this accomplishing is current buildings further decaying while the rest of the district 
thrives around them causing the core to die.

The buildings selected on Woodstock do not fit the criteria for historic preservation. They are not 
quality buildings and include New Seasons that was built in 2015. I believe the City failed to 
meet their criteria as this block alone takes up close to 30% of the properties picked. It is built to 
current CS code and is a mis-match to the proposed CM1 zoning.

Woodstock Blvd. has a 80 foot right-of-way. A criteria used for higher zoning than even CM2. 
Yet, the City thinks these properties should be CM1. This is inequitable and makes no sense.

Woodstock did not ask for this. Woodstock was not asked if they wanted this. I was not asked if 
I want this. The idea that one neighborhood in SW could force this onto 14 neighborhoods on 
the east side is wrong. If some of those 14 east side neighborhoods decide this is for them, 
great. It is not for Woodstock.

Woodstock has their own vision. We worked hard to have the City clean up the commercial 
district lines and inconsistencies. This new last minute proposal goes against Woodstock’s 
vision and puts Woodstock in the back seat compared to the rest of the City’s plans for the 
future. I ask today that this proposal be reversed on my property and that it and the Woodstock 
business district are exempted from further consideration.

Respectfully.

Tim Even

Effected Property: 4410-4416 SE Woodstock Blvd. (4416 Split-Zone)
4410 SE Woodstock #250
Portland, Oregon 97206
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From: Daniel Pirofsky [mailto:pirofsky@pdx.edu]  
Sent: Saturday, May 07, 2016 11:48 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones testimony on Proposed Change #796 
 
Testimony on Mixed Use Zoning, May 7, 2016 
Daniel Pirofsky 
2173 N.E. Multnomah Street, Portland, Oregon 97232 
 
Proposed Change #796 
Amendment #M62 
Proposed Comprehensive Plan Designation: High - Density Multi - Dwelling 
Existing Comprehensive Plan Designation: Low Density Multi-Dwelling 
  
Please change the land use designation to High Density Multi-Dwelling and zoning for this area 
to High Density Residential (RH) to be consistent with Comprehensive Plan Council 
Amendment #M62, adopted by City Council on April 28, 2016, which changes its Land Use 
Designation From Mixed Use – Urban Center to High Density Multi-Dwelling.  
 
This change affects properties between 17st and 21st on the north side of Weidler, which are 
currently zoned as Residential 2,000 (R2). Properties affected: R193011 to R193017, R502819, 
and R193025 to R193029. 
  
Thank you. 
-- 
Daniel Pirofsky 
danielpirofsky@comcast.net 
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From: Daniel Pirofsky [mailto:pirofsky@pdx.edu]  
Sent: Saturday, May 07, 2016 11:49 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones testimony on Proposed Change #797 
 
Testimony on Mixed Use Zoning, May 7, 2016 
Daniel Pirofsky 
2173 N.E. Multnomah Street, Portland, Oregon 97232 
 
Proposed Change #797 
Amendment #M63 
Proposed Comprehensive Plan Designation: Multi - Dwelling 1,000 
Existing Comprehensive Plan Designation: Attached Residential 
  
Please change the land use designation to Multi - Dwelling 1,000 and zoning for this area 
to R1 to be consistent with Comprehensive Plan Council Amendment #M63, adopted by City 
Council on April 28, 2016, which changes its Land Use Designation From Mixed Use - Urban 
Center to Multi - Dwelling 1,000.  
 
This change affects properties between 21st and 24th on the north side of Weidler, which are 
currently designated as Attached Residential and zoned as Residential 2,500 (R2.5). Properties 
affected: R193011 to R193017, R502819, and R193025 to R193029. 
  
Thank you. 
-- 
Daniel Pirofsky 
danielpirofsky@comcast.net 
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From: Daniel Pirofsky [mailto:pirofsky@pdx.edu]  
Sent: Saturday, May 07, 2016 11:48 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones testimony on Proposed Change #599 
 
Testimony on Mixed Use Zoning, May 7, 2016 
Daniel Pirofsky 
2173 N.E. Multnomah Street, Portland, Oregon 97232 
 
Proposed Change #599 
Proposed Base Zone: CM3 
Existing Base Zone(s): Office Commercial 2 (CO2), High Density Residential (RH) 
  
Please change the proposed zoning of Commercial Mixed Use 3 (CM3) for this site to High 
Density Residential (RH) to be consistent with Comprehensive Plan Council Amendment #M21, 
adopted by City Council on April 28, 2016, which changes its Land Use Designation From 
Mixed Use – Urban Center back to High Density Multi-Dwelling.  
 
Since Amendment #M21 designates this entire site as High Density Multi-Dwelling, the existing 
Office Commercial (CO2) zoning on one lot in this area should be changed to High Density 
Residential (RH) to be consistent with the existing RH zoning on its adjacent lots. 
  
Thank you. 
-- 
Daniel Pirofsky 
danielpirofsky@comcast.net 
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From: Deborah Kalapsa [mailto:openpalm@comcast.net]  
Sent: Saturday, May 07, 2016 10:16 AM 
To: BPS Comprehensive Plan Testimony <cputestimony@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use N. Interstate Corridor 
 

May 5th, 2016  

To: The Planning and Sustainability Commission,                 

The population is increasing on N. Interstate Ave. and the bordering neighborhoods.   We are 
seeing increased traffic and other livability challenges that come with residential density.  We 
need public space, retail space to provide residents with services and support pedestrian 
use.  We would ask that the new Mixed Use Zones project require commercial uses on the 
ground level of all new development on the N. Interstate Corridor to support these goals. 

We will soon lose a long time neighborhood establishment, The Interstate Lanes Bowling Alley 
(6049 N. Interstate Ave.), to new development.  Fairfield Residential will build 175 apartments 
with limited parking and no mixed use, commercial or public space on the ground floor.  This is 
a great concern for the neighborhood.  We will gain a new population of residents, while we 
lose a community gathering space.  The developer is not required at this time to include any 
mixed use or any green space, or public use area in this building.   

N. Interstate Ave. is a major connecting street, bringing people to the Moda Center, Kaiser 
Permanente, Providence Health Clinic; bringing tourists and visitors from the airport to 
downtown.  With the MAX line and transit center located on N. Interstate Ave. and its central 
location close-in to downtown and easy access to I-5, it is a city corridor ready to support a 
variety of new businesses and community services.   

We ask for new Mixed Use Zones project to require developers to: 
Provide commercial space on the ground levels to allow for new retail and basic community 
services. 
Provide some parking in residential buildings. 
Use sustainable and environmentally friendly building practices. 
Include natural and green space, public space, trees, and public use amenities at the street. 

As a city we must be active in our actions to deal with urban growth.   We want to 
see immediate intervention by city zoning agencies to address the buildings being built 
today.  Without the zoning that will require mixed use space in new development we are very 
concerned N. Interstate Ave. will become a densely populated major street with no space to 
hold the basic services that would support the coming population.   

As the population increases with high density development we hope to see the city provide 
developers with incentives which support public use amenities like pocket parks, public 
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benches, water features, space for trees, community gardens, farmer's markets and other 
amenities for public use.  We hope Portland's inner city streets can develop in a way that will 
provide for future generations, safe sustainable, pedestrian friendly community centers. 

Deborah and Bill Kalapsa 
3951 N. Overlook Blvd. 97227 
503 282 6697 
Residents of the Overlook Neighborhood since 1985. 
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1900 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 5000 / 16
Portland, Oregon 97201

Telephone: (503) 823-7300
TDD: (503) 823-6868
FAX: (503) 823-5630

www.portlandonline.com/bds
 

City of Portland
Historic Landmarks Commission

 

 
 
 
May 6, 2016 
 
Planning & Sustainability Commission 
1900 SW 4th Ave #7100 
Portland OR 97201

Dear Planning & Sustainability Commissioners, 
 
The Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) would like to offer some comments on the Mixed Use Zones Project that 
is before you.  We thank BPS staff for briefing the HLC on 10/26/15 and 2/22/16.  We understand these 
zoning changes will affect some commercially-zoned properties in the Ladd’s Addition Historic District, Irvington 
Historic District, South Portland Historic District, Eliot Conservation District, and Piedmont Conservation District, as 
well as landmark properties within the MU zone.  Please accept the following comments, which expand upon the 
comments that were provided to BPS staff during the briefings: 

The HLC is very supportive of the proposed zoning regulations and map changes that would limit building 
height to three stories in older “main street” areas that have concentrations of streetcar-era storefront 
buildings.  We believe this change will allow for the retention of older buildings that are “little h” historic.  
These resources are not designated, but contribute to the livability and character of streets like SE 
Hawthorne, SE Belmont, NE Alberta, and others.  Curtailing the development potential on these 
properties will help discourage the trend of demolishing and replacing these smaller structures with 
larger developments. 

The HLC supports provisions that provide more flexibility for parapets to exceed height limits above the 
roof.  This added flexibility will allow for increased architectural variety, which is desirable in our MU-
zoned commercial districts. Parapets will also be able to serve a screening purpose for rooftop 
equipment more easily. 

The HLC has concerns about the proposed changes to building articulation/massing.  While we support 
the general idea of breaking long (200’) building lengths in order to achieve more compatible 
articulation, the proposed solution of a 20’ x 20’ gap could result in undesirable outcomes.  In commercial 
neighborhoods with an urban street wall condition, these gaps would result in a less compatible result and 
may be out of scale with the grain of the surrounding development. The continuity of the pedestrian 
landscape and strong, consistent retail presence is important to maintaining urban vibrancy. The HLC 
therefore supports a solution that allows for visual breaks in long façades, perhaps by a change in 
materials, a noticeable change in the pattern of the openings, and/or changes in cornice or parapet 
height.  

The HLC continues to be strongly opposed to the limiting the TDR radius to 1 mile and again requests that 
2 miles be retained in the code.  The one-mile distance is insufficient and will add an unnecessary barrier 
to the use of this preservation tool by lessening the pool of sending and receiving sites that can partner 
for a FAR transfer.  While we are in favor of new provisions that allow contributing resources in historic 
and conservation districts to participate in this transfer program, as well as the new code’s treatment of 
FAR calculations that should help bolster the use of this tool, we see no reason to take a step back by 
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limiting the transfer radius.  The maps on the following page show a one- and two-mile radius drawn 
around an example contributing historic resource at 13th and SE Hawthorne.  The map illustrates the 
relatively limited number of sending sites within that one-mile radius.  While the two-mile radius has the 
potential of sending development to a different part of the City, it provides many more opportunities for 
this preservation tool to be put to use.   

 
With thank the PSC and the staff at BPS for all your hard work in this important component of the Comprehensive 
Plan.  We hope that you will seriously consider the few important comments that we have on these code 
amendments.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
 
 
Kirk Ranzetta    Paul Solimano 
Chair     Vice Chair 
 

CC: 

Bill Cunningham, BPS 
Barry Manning, BPS 
Brandon Spencer-Hartle, BPS 
Kara Fioravanti, BDS 
Hillary Adam, BDS 
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Map showing one-mile radius around a contributing historic resource at SE 13th & Hawthorne 

 

 
Map showing two-mile radius around same historic resource and the increased number of sending sites. 
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From: Karen Eubanks [mailto:eubanks44@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2016 11:22 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 

Mixed Use Zones Testimony 

My family has lived in SE Portland for almost one hundred years. My grandfather and 
grandmother too the old Red LIne street car to work. My grandfather worked as a carpenter and 
helped build houses in Lake Oswego. My grandmother cleaned the houses of the wealthy on the 
West Side. They could not afford to live in the same area where they worked. 

60 years later, my wife and I took out a 2nd mortgage on our house and purchased a vacate 
building on Woodstock Blvd. and ran a furniture store there for 23 years. The street had almost 
no pedestrian traffic. The automobile was the major mode of travel to visit the various merchants 
and commercial buildings. Houses in the area were modestly priced and people working in the 
shops and businesses could afford to live in the area. 

Now we fast-forward to today. Woodstock Blvd. has become a walking neighborhood. It is a 
small town within a city. You can walk to the hardware store to buy an nut and bolt to repair 
your widget, get a hair cut at a barber shop, or go wine tasting or have diner at a number of good 
restaurants without the use of an automobile. You can even have a 'pint' with friends at a brew 
pub and discuss why the city refuses to pave the dirt roads 2 blocks behind the business district 
so that it won't look and feel like a third world country.  

Many of our customers have proudly stated that they do not own a car. They say that public 
transportation and they bicycle fulfill their needs. 

However, we have one serious problem in the neighborhood. We have no affordable housing on 
Woodstock Blvd. The average house is 1000 sq ft 2 or 3 bedroom 1 bath house sells for over 
$300,000. The payment with taxes could exceed $1600 per month. The average rental is over 
$2100 per month. (see comparable listings attached). The average apartment rent is $1280 per 
month. Landlords figure a prospective tenant must earn 4 times their gross income. A person 
would need the income of $5100 monthly to qualify. 

The people who work on Woodstock Blvd in the shops, groceries, and restaurants cannot afford 
to live nearby. The is economic segregation. 

Our old building at 46th and Woodstock will probably be sold and redeveloped in the next few 
years by some enterprising developer who has the time and patience to jump through the hoops 
and go through the frustrations of dealing with the planning commission.  

Under the new CM1 guide lines, our old building will be replaced with a new building that has 
retail spaces on the first floor and a few expensive apartments or condos on the second and third 
floors. (The third floor qualifying for the set-back option).  
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If the area were zoned CM2, it would allow an additional floor, which would make smaller, less 
expensive apartments on all floors above the retail space economically viable. 

An information brochure that we received from the city states that the new zoning code should 
"more effectively encourage new building to have things that the community values, like 
affordable housing." 

The only way that we can achieve affordable housing on Woodstock Blvd. is to raise building 
heights, not lower them. We can't build out, so we have to build up. 

The Portland Planning Commission apparently agrees, because, while they were planning these 
zone changes, they allowed the New Seasons Market building, which is next to out property to 
be built 40 feet high, exceeding the CM1 building height restrictions by 5 feet. 

We urge you to recommend that Woodstock Business District be zoned CM2, so that we can 
better serve of community. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ralph and Karen Eubanks 

16515 NE 207th Ave. 

Brush Prairie, WA 98606 

Owners of: 

4528 SE Woodstock Blvd, 

Portland Or 97206 
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Woodstock Community Center, 5905 SE 43rd Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97206 

 

To: The Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission
From: The Woodstock Neighborhood Association
Re: Low-rise Commercial Storefront designation at SE Woodstock Blvd.

With this letter, the Woodstock Neighborhood Association wishes to speak against the proposed low-
rise commercial storefront designation of a portion of the Woodstock Commercial corridor. 
The March 2016 Proposed Draft of the Mixed Use Zones Project (MUZ) introduced new mapping and 
Zoning Code regulations intended to continue the scale and characteristics of older main street areas 
where low-rise Streetcar Era storefront buildings are predominant. The Proposed Draft identifies 
some properties along Woodstock Blvd., between SE 44th Ave and SE 47th Ave to be rezoned 
Commercial Mixed Use 1 (CM1). 
The Woodstock Neighborhood Association and its Land Use Committee believe that the CM1 
designation does not meet the intent and criteria of the Low-rise Commercial Storefront Areas as the 
properties included do not have contiguous concentration of low-rise Streetcar Era storefront 
buildings. In fact, the buildings included in these blocks are utilitarian commercial structures built in 
the 1940’s or later. Interesting to note, the proposed CM1 designation includes a New Season store 
that opened in late 2015. While we appreciate the city effort to preserve areas of the city with 
buildings of established historic character, we believe this does not apply to the Woodstock 
Commercial Core. Furthermore, the 80’ width of Woodstock Blvd Right of Way is about 20’ wider than 
most of the other locations within the city where the CM1 designation is being proposed, making the 
height of buildings to width of right of way ratio less of a concern.
Most of the properties within the proposed CM1 designation are currently zoned CS. Table VI-1 Zone 
Conversion Table (p.316) in the MUZ Project Proposed Draft indicates that for Mixed Use 
Neighborhood Comprehensive Plan Designation (such as Woodstock Blvd.), the conversion of the 
current CS zone would correspond to CM2 in the new MUZ Project. We believe that the CM2 
designation is more appropriate for the subject properties, more consistent with the current zoning 
entitlements as well as with previous drafts of the MUZ Project that have been circulated over the 
course of the Comp Plan Update process.
Representatives of the Woodstock Stakeholders Group (commercial property owners), made their 
case against the CM1 designation at the WNA general meeting on April 6, 2016. At that meeting, the 
WNA board voted in support of the Stakeholders Group and gave the mandate to the Land Use 
Committee co-chairs to draft a letter of support for the Stakeholders Group and against the proposed 
CM1 designation. At the April 20, 2016 meeting, the Woodstock Land Use committee further 
discussed the matter and a straw poll vote showed again support for the Stakeholders Group. 
The content of the above testimony was reviewed once again by the Woodstock Neighborhood 
Association board on May 4, 2016.

Respectfully submitted,
Ben Bortolazzo and Terry Griffiths
Co-Chairs, Woodstock Neighborhood Association Land Use Committee 
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From: wheekatielee@gmail.com [mailto:wheekatielee@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Katie Todd 
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2016 9:41 AM 
To: BPS Comprehensive Plan Testimony <cputestimony@portlandoregon.gov>; Planning and 
Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Testimony - thank you! 
 
 
Dear Members of the PSC, 
  
The purpose of this letter is to provide testimony regarding treatment of small (less than 7500 sq. ft.) 
isolated Commercial Mixed Use 1 (CM1) zoned parcels contemplated under the Mixed Use Zones 
Project. City code section 33.130.100 B 2 c, adds a limitation to the CM1 zone for sites less than 
7,500 sq. ft. that abut properties that are in a single family zone, and are operating as Retail Sales 
and Service, limiting hours of operation to 6AM - 11PM. Additional specific limitations for small 
isolated commercial zoned parcels in primarily residential areas need to be codified to make the 
Mixed Use Zones Project consistent with the intent of the proposed 2035 Comprehensive Plan 
update. 
  
Section II of the Mixed Use Zones Project Proposed Draft (March 2016) describes the relationship of 
this project to the comprehensive plan. Specifically, Goal 10.1 (Land Use Designation) part 13 
expresses the intent of a CM1 land use designation that I believe would be applicable to isolated 
commercially zoned parcels in residential neighborhoods as follows: 
  

13. Mixed Use — Dispersed. This designation allows mixed use, multi-dwelling, or commercial 
development that is small in scale, has little impact, and provides services for the nearby residential areas. 
Development will be similar in scale to nearby residential development to promote compatibility with the 
surrounding area. This designation is intended for areas where urban public services are available or 
planned. Areas within this designation are generally small nodes rather than large areas or corridors. The 
corresponding zones are Commercial Mixed Use 1 (CM1) and Commercial Employment (CE). 

  
I believe the intent of this element of Goal 10.1 is clear: 

• small in scale 
• has little impact 
• provides services for the nearby residential areas 

  
Under current CM1 zoning up to 29 micro housing units could be constructed on a parcel less than 
7500 sq. ft. with no consideration of scale, impact or provision of services that I believe are 
inconsistent with the intent of the goals of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan. 
  
Our residence is located across SE 21st Ave from Peoples Food Co-op (3029 SE 21st, Portland, OR), 
an isolated commercial site, which for 45 years has operated a retail grocery on a non-conforming 
residential parcel which is likely being rezoned as CM1. As a neighbor of this site and under current 
non-conforming use provisions - we currently are afforded protections against noise, redevelopment, 
and increased impacts that they stand to lose under the new rules and which are inconsistent with the 
intent of the planning goal described above. To address this inconsistency, I request consideration 
that code section 33.130.100 B 2 c be expanded to accommodate the following issues consistent with 
Goal 10.1 part 13. 
  

1. Loss of Neighborhood Commercial Resources: With commercial zoning, it would be 
possible to redevelop these sites for high-density residential use with no commercial elements 
at all. This is in contrasted to the stated reason for making these isolated non-conforming use 
sites commercial is to retain commercial use on these sites so they can continue providing 
services to the surrounding residential areas. The zoning rules need to require that, at a 
minimum, the ground floor must remain in commercial use should the site be redeveloped.  An 
alternative might be to specify that should these sites be developed as entirely residential, the 
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permitted density would be that of the highest density adjacent residential zone.  Without one 
of these proposals, we fear development pressure might cause the loss of the commercial 
function that is critical to maintaining a livable community. 

  

2. Change of Use: There are currently restrictions on change-of-use that would trigger review if 
the cumulative impacts of a site increase.  This restriction is important to ensure a change in 
use would remain compatible with a neighborhood setting.  This existing review mechanism 
should be added back to the zoning code.  As an example, nearby residents are concerned 
that the quiet natural food grocery on SE 21st Ave currently in non-conforming use might 
someday be bought and converted into a bar, which would be possible under the proposed 
rules.  This highlights the significant impact that a single isolated commercial property can 
have on its neighbors. 

  
  

3. Applicability of Use: The proposed rules should apply to all commercial uses, not just Retail 
Sales and Service.  The intent here is to limit nighttime noise and activity and to limit other 
impacts to neighbors from these sites; I believe these rules should apply to all commercial 
uses. 

  

4. Noise: Existing regulations limit daytime noise emitted from non-conforming residential sites as 
measured on the property line of the nearest residential receiver to 55dBA (nighttime noise 
limits are lower) [City of Portland Charter Chapter 18.10.010], however if these properties are 
granted commercial status, permissible noise levels will increase to 60dBA.  Given that a 
10dBA increase represents a doubling of perceived volume, 5dBA is a significant 
increase.  The code should specify that isolated commercial sites such as these have the 
same noise emission limits as residential sites, which is the rule today for non-conforming 
properties. 

  
One other major shortcoming of the proposal as it stands is that it only affects properties adjacent to 
single family zones.  This should be changed to include any residential zone; all residential uses 
should enjoy the protections this rule is intended to convey, especially now that home ownership is 
financially out of reach for many households in Portland. 
  
I am not opposed to commercial uses’ being interspersed throughout residential neighborhoods. I 
appreciate the benefit that commercial properties can provide to our neighborhoods, and the role they 
play in helping to create livable neighborhoods. These isolated commercial properties need to exist 
harmoniously with their residential neighbors, and are proposing these rule changes toward meeting 
that goal. 
  
Proposed zoning code should be updated to include the additional restrictions that are in place today 
for non-conforming residential parcels that will be re-zoned to commercial parcels consistent with 
Goal 10.1 (Land Use Designation) part 13.  The unique relationship between residential areas and the 
isolated commercial parcels embedded within them requires code modification to preserve the fabric 
of our neighborhoods. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Katie Todd 
3126 SE 22nd Ave 
Portland OR 97202 
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Ashley Roscoe 
Roscoe and Roscoe, Inc.  
DBA Always-V-Dub 
1824 SE 50th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97215 
 
 
May 5th, 2016 
 
 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 7100 
Portland, OR 97201 
 
 
Dear Planning and Sustainability Commission, 
  
My name is Ashley Roscoe, I am the owner of Always-V-Dub. We have been serving the South 
East Portland community for 25 years with 17 years at our current location on SE 50th Avenue. I 
grew up in the upper Hawthorne neighborhood and have chosen continually to make an effort to 
be part of it. As our city continues to change and grow we at Always-V-Dub hope to be part of the 
evolution for years to come. 
  
We founded our business in a building on SE 6th and Oak. As our business slowly took off, we 
looked to expand our offerings and we realized we would find a permanent home. When we 
bought the building at 1824 SE 50th Avenue in June of 1999 it was being used to warehouse C-
Store retail items. Prior to that it was a commercial industrial magnet facility (Magnetic 
Specialties) for many years.  
 
We are a specialty auto parts and vehicle repair business focusing on air-cooled Volkswagens. 
By the unique nature of these vehicles and their increasing age, we would be considered very low 
volume in comparison to many other repair facilities within the City of Portland. We offer routine 
maintenance as well as major overhauls. Where many of our contemporaries have closed in 
recent years we continue to be a viable part of our local and regional economy. Over 80% of our 
customers live on the east side of Portland with the vast majority of them here in South East 
Portland. It is true that many of the vehicles we service are no longer daily driven transportation, 
regardless they are still a part of their owners lives that they love and cherish. Our customers like 
that we are on a bus line and many take the bus or use bikes as their transportation when they 
drop their vehicles off at our facility. 
 
Currently 90% of our repair activities are performed inside our facility. Weather permitting we do 
open our south facing roll up door while we conduct certain testing and adjustments but vehicles 
primarily stay within the confines our building. Upon occasion we perform some repairs in our 
parking area. The 10% of repair activities performed outside are considered exterior work 
activities in the Portland Zoning Code. Exterior work activities would become prohibited in the 
proposed Commercial Mixed Use 1 zone.  There is also exterior storage onsite in the way of 3 
storage containers on the property, one 28’ semi-trailer, and parking for 12 cars and sometimes 
have as many as 18 within our gated lot. Exterior storage, as defined in the Portland Zoning 
Code, would become prohibited in the proposed Commercial Mixed Use 1 zone.  
 
Our building is presently zoned as General Commercial.  
The Proposed Zoning Map designation is Commercial Mixed Use – 1.  
This zoning change would prohibit the primary purpose of our business - vehicle repair with 
exterior work activities and exterior storage. While we understand that we would be grandfathered 
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in under the zoning change and would be able to continue to be able to perform vehicle repair, 
our ability to continue to grow and to evolve with the needs of our customers would be severely 
restricted.  
 
I would propose meeting you in the middle, asking to change our Proposed Zoning Map 
designation to Commercial Employment. The designation of Commercial Employment would 
allow us to feel secure in our ability to do business at this location for years to come. While it is 
my intention to continue my business at this location for any foreseeable future, the change to 
Commercial Mixed Use - 1 offers too many possibilities for jeopardy. 
 
Since the redevelopment along 50th really began to take off, I have been approached by many of 
my neighbors who have asked if I intend to sell. When I tell them I have no intention, they have 
thanked me for my commitment to the neighborhood. As the neighborhood changes, we 
understand we may need to change too. But we have seen too many businesses that were 
grandfathered in under new zoning eventually forced out by new neighbors displeased by the 
type of business they are adjacent to. 
 
While not completely immune to economic downturns over our 25 years in business, we have 
weathered both the tech bubble in 2000 and the depression of 2008-2010. While some customers 
came and went, the nature of our business is not as fleeting as many restaurants or shops. We 
have continued to be a consistent source of tax revenue for the City of Portland and stand to do 
so for many years to come.  
 
Like many repair, machining and manufacturing businesses we have found ourselves under 
incredible financial and regulatory pressures to remove our business from South East Portland. It 
would be less expensive to operate in Clackamas County. This is not what I want to do. This is 
not about the money. If I had wanted to “cash out” I could have already done that along with many 
of the other businesses along 50th. As I have stated: I am from here, my customers are here and I 
made it a point to build my business here. I want to keep my business here and I don’t want to do 
it under the shadow of a change of zoning that does not permit it.  
 
Please consider our proposal for Commercial Employment.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Ashley Roscoe 
 
 
  
Address: 1824 SE 50TH AVE 
Account #: R177108, R177109 and R177110 
Existing Comprehensive Map designation: General Commercial 
Recommended Comprehensive Plan Map designation: Mixed Use – Neighborhood 
Proposed Zoning Map designation: Commercial Mixed Use – 1 
Requested Zoning Map designation: Commercial Employment 
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May 5th, 2016  

To: The Planning and Sustainability Commission,                 

The population is increasing on N. Interstate Ave. and the bordering neighborhoods.   We are 
seeing increased traffic and other livability challenges that come with residential density.  We 
need public space, retail space to provide residents with services and support pedestrian use.  We 
would ask that the new Mixed Use Zones project require commercial uses on the ground level of 
all new development on the N. Interstate Corridor to support these goals. 

We will soon lose a long time neighborhood establishment, The Interstate Lanes Bowling Alley 
(6049 N. Interstate Ave.), to new development.  Fairfield Residential will build 175 apartments 
with limited parking and no mixed use, commercial or public space on the ground floor.  This is 
a great concern for the neighborhood.  We will gain a new population of residents, while we lose 
a community gathering space.  The developer is not required at this time to include any mixed 
use or any green space, or public use area in this building.   

N. Interstate Ave. is a major connecting street, bringing people to the Moda Center, Kaiser 
Permanente, Providence Health Clinic; bringing tourists and visitors from the airport to 
downtown.  With the MAX line and transit center located on N. Interstate Ave. and its central 
location close-in to downtown and easy access to I-5, it is a city corridor ready to support a 
variety of new businesses and community services.   

We ask for new Mixed Use Zones project to require developers to: 
Provide commercial space on the ground levels to allow for new retail and basic community 
services. 
Provide some parking in residential buildings. 
Use sustainable and environmentally friendly building practices. 
Include natural and green space, public space, trees, and public use amenities at the street. 

As a city we must be active in our actions to deal with urban growth.   We want to see immediate 
intervention by city zoning agencies to address the buildings being built today.  Without 
the zoning that will require mixed use space in new development we are very concerned N. 
Interstate Ave. will become a densely populated major street with no space to hold the basic 
services that would support the coming population.   

As the population increases with high density development we hope to see the city provide 
developers with incentives which support public use amenities like pocket parks, public benches, 
water features, space for trees, community gardens, farmer's markets and other amenities for 
public use.  We hope Portland's inner city streets can develop in a way that will provide for 
future generations, safe sustainable, pedestrian friendly community centers. 

Deborah and Bill Kalapsa 
503 282 6697 
Residents of the Overlook Neighborhood since 1985.  
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Job Hall 

Real Estate Consultant 

1010 Grant Street 

Eugene, OR 97402  

503-318-8149 

May 5, 2016 

 

Planning and Sustainability Commission 

Sent via Email to the PSC 

Re: The Block of Land Within SW4th St, SW Sheridan St, 5th St., and SW Caruthers St. 

 

Dear Commissioners: 

I have been hired by the owners of the block described above to increase their proposed zoning 
from CM2 to CM3 to allow full development of the block.  I have been retained by the owners of 
the Travel Lodge and have reached out to the remaining land owners in the block and have 
received positive feedback from the remaining land owners to join this petition for the land use 
change. 

Presently the block is made up of the Travel Lodge and 5 homes that have primarily been turned 
into offices.  The block is on the edge of the downtown free transit corridor for ease of getting to 
work without the need for a car.  The land owners have agreed that the property should be 
developed into a 75’ property with retail on the ground floor and housing above.   

The owners of the property envision a residential makeup of rent controlled units, handicapped 
units and market priced units.  The plan would provide much needed housing for the poor and 
disabled in walking distance to mass transit, while providing normal rental units to create a 
sustainable business venture.  This project would also provide new places for people to live and 
work on the edge of downtown.  The property has excellent access to mass transit, and the 
property owners feel a project of this type would help the city to create a healthy complete 
neighborhood.   

This project would allow for multiple types of housing and retail on the street levels, and would 
reduce the need for automobiles as the property is on a mass transit line and is blocks away from 
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the transit free zone.  This area is ripe for redevelopment due to its location, and the rezoning to 
CM3 would allow for growth right outside the downtown center.  The new development would 
serve many types of residents, and is a mixed use project, just what is desired in the new plan.  
Additionally, the property is sandwiched between two developments that are at least 75’ in 
height, so allowing the desired zone change would allow similar development to be placed in the 
area. 

The proposed project would have attractive street level design and as already stated has active 
transportation options available.  With the mix of residential uses the project would fulfill many 
of the stated desires of the new City of Portland Comprehensive Plan.  The owners request the 
zoning of the property be changed to CM3to allow this development to move forward. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Job Hall      
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From: Mark Leece [mailto:mleece1@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 10:54 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Stockton, Marty <Marty.Stockton@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Treatment of Isolated CM1 Parcels - Mixed Use Zones Proposed Draft Testimony 
 
Dear Members of the PSC, 
  
The purpose of this letter is to provide testimony regarding treatment of small (less than 7500 sq. ft.) 
isolated Commercial Mixed Use 1 (CM1) zoned parcels contemplated under the Mixed Use Zones 
Project. City code section 33.130.100 B 2 c, adds a limitation to the CM1 zone for sites less than 
7,500 sq. ft. that abut properties that are in a single family zone, and are operating as Retail Sales 
and Service, limiting hours of operation to 6AM - 11PM. Additional specific limitations for small 
isolated commercial zoned parcels in primarily residential areas need to be codified to make the 
Mixed Use Zones Project consistent with the intent of the proposed 2035 Comprehensive Plan 
update. 
  
Section II of the Mixed Use Zones Project Proposed Draft (March 2016) describes the relationship of 
this project to the comprehensive plan. Specifically, Goal 10.1 (Land Use Designation) part 13 
expresses the intent of a CM1 land use designation that I believe would be applicable to isolated 
commercially zoned parcels in residential neighborhoods as follows: 
  

13. Mixed Use — Dispersed. This designation allows mixed use, multi-dwelling, or commercial 
development that is small in scale, has little impact, and provides services for the nearby residential areas. 
Development will be similar in scale to nearby residential development to promote compatibility with the 
surrounding area. This designation is intended for areas where urban public services are available or 
planned. Areas within this designation are generally small nodes rather than large areas or corridors. The 
corresponding zones are Commercial Mixed Use 1 (CM1) and Commercial Employment (CE). 

  
I believe the intent of this element of Goal 10.1 is clear: 

• small in scale 
• has little impact 
• provides services for the nearby residential areas 

  
Under current CM1 zoning up to 29 micro housing units could be constructed on a parcel less than 
7500 sq. ft. with no consideration of scale, impact or provision of services that I believe are 
inconsistent with the intent of the goals of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan. 
  
Our residence is located across SE 21st Ave from Peoples Food Co-op (3029 SE 21st, Portland, OR), 
an isolated commercial site, which for 45 years has operated a retail grocery on a non-conforming 
residential parcel which is likely being rezoned as CM1. As a neighbor of this site and under current 
non-conforming use provisions - we currently are afforded protections against noise, redevelopment, 
and increased impacts that they stand to lose under the new rules and which are inconsistent with the 
intent of the planning goal described above. To address this inconsistency, I request consideration 
that code section 33.130.100 B 2 c be expanded to accommodate the following issues consistent with 
Goal 10.1 part 13. 
  

1. Loss of Neighborhood Commercial Resources: With commercial zoning, it would be possible 
to redevelop these sites for high-density residential use with no commercial elements at all. This 
is in contrasted to the stated reason for making these isolated non-conforming use sites 
commercial is to retain commercial use on these sites so they can continue providing services to 
the surrounding residential areas. The zoning rules need to require that, at a minimum, the 
ground floor must remain in commercial use should the site be redeveloped.  An alternative might 
be to specify that should these sites be developed as entirely residential, the permitted density 
would be that of the highest density adjacent residential zone.  Without one of these proposals, 
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we fear development pressure might cause the loss of the commercial function that is critical to 
maintaining a livable community. 

  

2. Change of Use: There are currently restrictions on change-of-use that would trigger review if the 
cumulative impacts of a site increase.  This restriction is important to ensure a change in use 
would remain compatible with a neighborhood setting.  This existing review mechanism should be 
added back to the zoning code.  As an example, nearby residents are concerned that the quiet 
natural food grocery on SE 21st Ave currently in non-conforming use might someday be bought 
and converted into a bar, which would be possible under the proposed rules.  This highlights the 
significant impact that a single isolated commercial property can have on its neighbors. 

  
  

3. Applicability of Use: The proposed rules should apply to all commercial uses, not just Retail 
Sales and Service.  The intent here is to limit nighttime noise and activity and to limit other 
impacts to neighbors from these sites; I believe these rules should apply to all commercial uses. 

  

4. Noise: Existing regulations limit daytime noise emitted from non-conforming residential sites as 
measured on the property line of the nearest residential receiver to 55dBA (nighttime noise limits 
are lower) [City of Portland Charter Chapter 18.10.010], however if these properties are granted 
commercial status, permissible noise levels will increase to 60dBA.  Given that a 10dBA increase 
represents a doubling of perceived volume, 5dBA is a significant increase.  The code should 
specify that isolated commercial sites such as these have the same noise emission limits as 
residential sites, which is the rule today for non-conforming properties. 

  
One other major shortcoming of the proposal as it stands is that it only affects properties adjacent to 
single family zones.  This should be changed to include any residential zone; all residential uses 
should enjoy the protections this rule is intended to convey, especially now that home ownership is 
financially out of reach for many households in Portland.  
  
I am not opposed to commercial uses’ being interspersed throughout residential neighborhoods. I 
appreciate the benefit that commercial properties can provide to our neighborhoods, and the role they 
play in helping to create livable neighborhoods. These isolated commercial properties need to exist 
harmoniously with their residential neighbors, and are proposing these rule changes toward meeting 
that goal. 
  
Proposed zoning code should be updated to include the additional restrictions that are in place today 
for non-conforming residential parcels that will be re-zoned to commercial parcels consistent with 
Goal 10.1 (Land Use Designation) part 13.  The unique relationship between residential areas and the 
isolated commercial parcels embedded within them requires code modification to preserve the fabric 
of our neighborhoods.  
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Mark Leece 
3100 SE 21st Ave 
Portland OR 97202 
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From: Don [mailto:don@wolfpacktrack.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 7:30 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed use Zones Testimpny 

  

I think, The proposed change 1349 should be moved up to CM2 from CM1. This block of 
properties have been working together to be developed all together for the last year, which 
would give more options. The properties that have been working together for the last year 
as follows R217945, R217942, R217943, R217944. This is Almost 2 acres on Burnside. This 
Area is next to R217947 that already is CM2.This block of properties is also close to the 
same size of proposed 103 on SE 148th and Burnside which is proposed CM2. The proposed 
change 1349 has many advantages to go to CM2. 1. Advantage is that The city would be 
able to go forward with plans on putting a street through on the south side of properties 
R217943 and R217945 which will give more flow for the traffic. This would be buy it shelf, a 
big plus for the area. 2. More units with some commercial use which will be used by Light 
Rail. This means less traffic when Light Rail is used. another big Plus. 3. The proposed 
change at 1349 moving to CM2 is also on Burnside and light Rail which is a major corridor. I 
believe there will be some more jobs in this area if this is moved to CM2 which will help the 
local area also. 

Thank you for your consideration 

Don Good 

112 Se 157th ave Portland Oregon  97233 
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From: Julie Cash [mailto:Julie.Cash@oregonmetro.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 1:17 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Stockton, Marty <Marty.Stockton@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Written testimony - Julie Cash 
 
Dear Planning and Sustainability Commissioners, 
 
My name is Julie Cash.  I am the owner and have occupied the property located at 4432 SE 28th 
Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97202, for the last 31+ years. Currently the property has the 
following land use and zoning status:   
 
Current comprehensive plan designation: General Commercial - CG 
Recommended comprehensive plan designation: Mixed Use - Dispersed 
Current zoning: Residential 2,000 - R2 
Requested zone: Commercial Employment - CE 
 
I'm told by staff at the City of Portland’s Bureau of Planning and Sustainability that my property 
falls into one of the mismatched areas on the map, where the zone may not be automatically 
be updated in the new plan.   
 
I am writing today to ask the Planning and Sustainability Commission to rezone my property to 
Commercial Employment - CE. This is the long-range vision for the property and would match 
the adjacent zoning to both the south and the west of my property at the intersection of SE 
28th Avenue and SE Holgate Blvd.  
 
The reasons for my request are primarily quality of life issues that I have experienced as a 
longtime resident of the neighborhood:  

• I no longer feel my single family home belongs in the very busy hub my corner has 
become. 

• Southeast Holgate is a freight route that will only get busier. 

• My intersection has three separate bus lines with frequent schedules. 

• The Shell gas station (kitty corner from me) operates all night, is very noisy and with 
lights that are way too bright. 

• Commercial garbage service to the three businesses I'm surrounded by (next door and 
across the street) happens almost daily early in the morning, the most disruptive times. 

• The Bird and Bear restaurant immediately next door serves alcohol and has very busy 
outside table service late at night - my hedge is the only separator - they may as well be 
in my front yard. 
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• The restaurant has caused street parking nightmares, unnecessary late night noise in 
my front yard and both the restaurant staff and patrons use my property as their 
smoking lounge, leaving butts and garbage and smoke at my front door. 

• There is a lot of street work and upgrades happening in my area and the two streets 
people are redirected to use are SE 28th Avenue and SE Holgate, resulting in an even 
greater increase of traffic on my street. 

• The Orange line was just finished - for two years my street was highly impacted.  
 
Additionally, within the commercial area from SE 26th Avenue to SE Holgate Blvd, there are 
three single-family houses that have commercial zoning already: 
 

• 4443 SE 28TH PL 
• 4442 SE 28TH PL 
• 4452 SE 28TH PL 

 
Yet, there are three remaining properties, including mine, that remain residentially zoned: 
 

• 4434 SE 26TH AVE 
• 4432 SE 28TH AVE (my property) 
• 4435 SE 28TH PL 

 
Please consider this discrepancy in your review of my request. 
 
Thank you so much for your time and attention to my request. I am happy to answer any 
questions or appear in person if needed. 
 
best, 
Julie Cash 
Metro Parks and Nature communications 
www.oregonmetro.gov/parks  
503-797-1644 
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From: Bob Schatz [mailto:bob@allusaarchitecture.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 6:00 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Re: Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
 
Please see attached evidence with my testimony.  This is a graphic example as to why design review should 
not be allowed in our permitting process.  It is unfair, unpredictable and inconsistent.  Please I beg you, stop 
making more design review overlays! 
 
I am an Architect with 26 years of permitting experience in Portland which adds up to over 1,200 projects 
that I have designed and permitted.  Within this experience I have been through a design review process at 
least 50 times.  With every single design review process I have been through, the owner of the property has 
ended up completely upset with how the permit went.  They always felt like the city planners were never 
thinking of their own needs and always were considering the public concerns vs their own.  Several of the 
owners wanted to sue the city of Portland but I point out the difficulty of that and they backed down.  Is this 
how the city should treat their property owners?  I would think not. 
 
Back to the example I have provided.  As you can see in this attachment we have a new commercial building 
that is designed by an Architect (myself) and proposed to be built in an area which has been struggling to get 
a foothold in modern society as it is plagued with dirt roads, vacant lots, homeless and drug users.  I was 
proposing to take a chance in this section of Gateway and build a very nice 4-story office building in hopes of 
it being an icon for better things to come.  This design was denied by the city planning department.  Due to 
that decision, and the 15 months of time in design review, the building was never built. 
 
On the right you see a plan book house, the design probably purchased for $350.  That design was approved 
by the city planning bureau. The only change they made the owners do was to recess the vinyl windows 2" 
into the wall.  These two projects are literally across the street from each other.  The house actually fails 
several planning codes but was still allowed.  It doesn't have the appropriate amount of glazing facing the 
street.  It is also too close to the side property lines but they also ignored those regulations.  It also was 
allowed to be built without new sidewalks and driveway, again a slap in the face to me as I am required to 
provide that on my property. 
 
If the plan book house is what you want then of course approve more design review.  If you want interesting 
and creative structures in the city then you need to not have design review but encourage developers to do 
better and there are many ways for that to happen.  It's your choice. 
 
Bob Schatz 
2118 SE Division Street 
Portland, OR 97202 
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From: Brian [mailto:bhoch@teleport.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 11:22 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Dear City of Portland officials, 
  
As a resident of Portland, I would like to weigh in and add my testimony for the record.  
  
Brian Hochhalter 
2133 SE 32nd Ave, Portland, OR 97214 
  
I support action related to the following: 
  
1. Restore FAR Requirement for Mixed Use Buildings 
  
2. Incorporate the Division Design Guidelines as proposed by the Division Design Initiative 
  
3. Preserve some vintage low-rise commercial zones, some along old trolley lines. 
  
4. Budget for Design Review & More Quadrant Design Commissions. 
  
5. Southeast needs an area plan, a long time in the waiting 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Brian Hochhalter 
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From: hughhenderson@comcast.net [mailto:hughhenderson@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 9:08 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Hales, Mayor <mayorcharliehales@portlandoregon.gov>; Commissioner Fritz 
<amanda@portlandoregon.gov>; Commissioner Fish <nick@portlandoregon.gov>; Commissioner Novick 
<novick@portlandoregon.gov>; Commissioner Saltzman <dan@portlandoregon.gov>; City Auditor 
Griffin-Valade <LaVonne@portlandoregon.gov>; Anderson, Susan 
<Susan.Anderson@portlandoregon.gov>; mnaLandUseCommittee@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Multnomah Village CS Zones 
 
Planning and Sustainability Commission, psc@portlandoregon.gov 
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100, Portland, OR 97201 
Attn: Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
  
Re: Multnomah Village CS Zones  
The Mixed-Use Zoning Project of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan’s proposes to change 
the Commercial Storefront properties to Commercial Mixed Zone 2 (CM2). I request that 
the PSC change this designation to CM1 to limit building height to 35 feet (3 stories) in 
the business district of Multnomah Village with a D overlay. 
With the exception of one 3-story building, Multnomah Village consists of predominantly 
2-story buildings, many of which are historic. The Village has a design district overlay 
under the current Comprehensive Plan and this overlay states that new development 
must be consistent with the scale and character of the existing businesses. The new 
CM1 designation is a better fit for the historic Village, which appears to be the last 
remaining cluster of locally-owned businesses in the City. 
Please add this to the record. 
Thank you, 
 
 
Hugh Henderson 
 
3226 SW Dolph CT, 
 
Portland, OR 97219 
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From: Claire Coleman-Evans [mailto:eclaire27@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 6:50 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Hales, Mayor <mayorcharliehales@portlandoregon.gov>; Commissioner Fritz 
<amanda@portlandoregon.gov>; Commissioner Fish <nick@portlandoregon.gov>; Commissioner Novick 
<novick@portlandoregon.gov>; Commissioner Saltzman <dan@portlandoregon.gov>; City Auditor Griffin-
Valade <LaVonne@portlandoregon.gov>; Anderson, Susan <Susan.Anderson@portlandoregon.gov>; James 
Peterson <mnalanduse@swni.org> 
Subject: Multnomah Village CS Zones 
 
  
Planning and Sustainability Commission, psc@portlandoregon.gov 
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100, Portland, OR 97201 
Attn: Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
  
Re: Multnomah Village CS Zones  

The Mixed-Use Zoning Project of the 2035 Comprehensive Plan’s proposes to change the Commercial 
Storefront properties to Commercial Mixed Zone 2 (CM2).  I request that the PSC change this designation to 
CM1 to limit building height to 35 feet (3 stories) in the business district of Multnomah Village with a D 
overlay. 

With the exception of one 3-story building, Multnomah Village consists of predominantly 2-story buildings, 
many of which are historic.  The Village has a design district overlay under the current Comprehensive Plan 
and this overlay states that new development must be consistent with the scale and character of the existing 
businesses. The new CM1 designation is a better fit for the historic Village, which appears to be the last 
remaining cluster of locally-owned businesses in the City. 

Please add this to the record. 

Thank you, 

Claire Coleman-Evans 

6260 SW Hamilton Way 

Portland Oregon 97221 

 

  

cc: Mayor Charlie Hales, mayorcharliehales@portlandoregon.gov  
Commissioner Amanda Fritz, Amanda@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Nick Fish, nick@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Steve Novick, novick@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Dan Saltzman, dan@portlandoregon.gov 
City Auditor, La Vonne Griffin-Valade, LaVonne@portlandoregon.gov 
Susan Anderson, Susan.Anderson@PortlandOregon.gov 
MNA Land Use Committee, mnaLandUseCommittee@gmail.com 
 
Claire Coleman-Evans 
503-740-7460 cell 
503-452-4149 fax 
eclaire27@comcast.net 
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From: Dr. Bohnstedt [mailto:dr.bohnstedt@comcast.net]  
Sent: Sunday, May 01, 2016 9:10 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Dear PSC, 
  
I am writing to express my strong support for your proposed zone changes that would effect my 
property located at 15012 SE Stark Street. The proposed CM2 medium-scale zone makes a lot 
of sense for a number of reasons. Perhaps one of the most important, is that Stark Street is is a 
transit corridor, and the new zoning will allow for a better and higher use of the 
effected properties along Stark. In addition, it is my hope that the new zoning will promote the 
redevelopment of the area. I would love to see Stark Street start looking like Williams Avenue 
north of Emanuel Hospital. That has been a truly remarkable transformation. I thought that the 
public outreach at the Midland Library was very well done. My wife and I appreciate the time 
Sara Wright took to explain the changes to us. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Stanley W. Bohnstedt, DMD, PC 
15012 SE Stark Street 
Portland, OR 97233 
503-367-2434 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Don Hayner [mailto:dhayner@comcast.net]  
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2016 1:54 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov>; Cunningham, Bill 
<Bill.Cunningham@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
 
Dear Mr. Cunningham: I live in the Irvington district of Portland at 
2515 NE 16th, directly behind the commercial property at the NE corner of 15th and Brazee st.. It has 
been brought to my attention that the city is revising the city zoning and has issued a Mixed Zone 
Project Report that would change the zoning of this property from R5 to CM-1 which means it loses  
non conforming restrictions it has retained for decades, of opening and closing times. As you know this 
is a residential neighborhood and our close proximity means we would not have a quiet residential 
neighborhood if this area becomes commercial with no 
night- time quiet hours. So please do your rezoning, but keep the required residential restrictions 
necessary to preserve our good quiet neighborhood. 
 
I understand you have made this change for areas that are under 7500 square feet. The plot I refer to is 
over 15,000 square feet so I would like you to raise the 7500 limit to include this property or leave it at 
the current R5 zone. 
 
sincerely yours 
Don Hayner 
503 287 8832 
2515 NE 16th ave 
Portland, OR 97212 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: David Hallberg [mailto:captdavey@comcast.net]  
Sent: Friday, April 29, 2016 9:55 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony  
 
Greetings, 
  I am former resident of Lair Hill, and still have property interest in the neighborhood. 
  I oppose the reduction in FAR that is proposed for the conversion of CS to 
CM2 zone.  
  The reduction from 3:1 to 2.5:1 takes both value and potential utility from parcels in the effected 
zone. 
 
David Hallberg 
1800 NE 17th, #2 
Portland, Oregon 97212 
503-358-3098 
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DLCD 
Director Jim Rue, jim.rue@state.or.us 
 
Portland City Council 
Mayor Charlie Hales, mayorcharliehales@portlandoregon.gov  
Commissioner Amanda Fritz, Amanda@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Nick Fish, nick@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Steve Novick, novick@portlandoregon.gov 
Commissioner Dan Saltzman, dan@portlandoregon.gov 
 
Council Clerk , cputestimony@portlandoregon.gov  
1221 SW Fourth Avenue, Room 130  
Portland, Oregon 97204 
 
Chair PSC Katherine Schultz, psc@portlandoregon.gov 
Planning and Sustainability Commission, psc@portlandoregon.gov 
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100, 
Portland, OR 97201 
  
RE: 2035 Comprehensive Plan 
       PSC Hearings Mixed Use Project  
 
The Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission hearings on the 2035 Comprehensive Mixed 
Use Project needs to be postponed at least 45 days until after the City Council adopts the 2035 
Comprehensive Plan Policies and Mixed Use Project staff provides the citizens with the basic 
required information needed to analyze the effect of the project on their neighborhoods. Projections 
made over a year ago by the BPS staff on the changes the Mixed use Project would have on 
Multnomah Neighborhood showed a 28 % increase in capacity. The Mixed Use Project has 
significantly changed since the projections were made and the Multnomah Neighborhood 
Association has not received needed information to determine the effect of the Mixed Use Project 
will have on the neighborhood. Below is an email exchange showing that needed information will 
not be available until after City Council adopts the Comprehensive Plan Policies. The hearings for 
the Comprehensive Plan have been put on a fast track, basic information is not being provided and 
there is not enough time for citizens, neighborhood associations and neighborhood coalitions to 
respond to plan for the long term future growth of the city. The PSC hearing for the Mixed Use 
Project is now scheduled for May 10, 2016 and public testimony on the Comprehensive Plan 
Policies is closing today April 28, 2016. Provisions of Goal 1, Metro’s citizen involvement polices, 
the existing Comprehensive Plan and the city code are not being followed.  
Please add these to the record. 

Thank you, 

James F. Peterson 
Multnomah 
Land Use Chair 
2502 SW Multnomah Blvd. 
Portland, Oregon 97219 
 

cc: City Auditor, La Vonne Griffin-Valade, LaVonne@portlandoregon.gov 
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From: Barry.Manning@portlandoregon.gov 
To: mnalanduse@swni.org 
CC: Joan.Frederiksen@portlandoregon.gov; Eric.Engstrom@portlandoregon.gov 
Subject: RE: Mixed Use Project 
Date: Fri, 8 Apr 2016 19:02:24 +0000 
 

Hi Mr. Peterson: 
  
BPS has not yet finalized capacity modeling on the proposed zoning.  We will be doing that soon, but are 
waiting on final City Council plan amendment outcomes before we do so.  It will probably be May before 
this happens. I will follow up when we have that information and will also look back at my meeting notes 
regarding any additional analysis/information we have for Multnomah Village. 
  
On the topic of the Low-rise Storefront Area proposal that led to CM1 zoning in selected neighborhood 
centers, please refer to the Proposed Draft (https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/70425), specifically 
pages 40, 41 (building scale issues), 43, and implementing code on pages 228-229.  For additional 
background you should also review the slideshow we presented to the Project Advisory Committee in 
January, as well as the notes from that meeting 
  
1/20/16 PAC Meeting Presentation:  https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/562090 
1/20/16 PAC Meeting Notes: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/572097  
  
Please give me a call if you wish to discuss the Mixed Use Zones Proposed Draft 
(https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/70425);  I will follow up with additional information on the 
modeling (or work with Joan on this) as soon as we have that information. 
  
Thanks. 
  
Barry 
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Barry Manning | Senior Planner 
Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
1900 SW 4th Avenue #7100, Portland, OR  97201 
503.823.7965 (p) | 503.823.7800 (f) 
barry.manning@portlandoregon.gov 
From: customwoodworking@msn.com [mailto:customwoodworking@msn.com] On Behalf Of James 
Peterson 
Sent: Thursday, April 07, 2016 1:24 PM 
To: Manning, Barry <Barry.Manning@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: mnachair@gmail.com; martie sucec <martie.sucec@gmail.com>; Claire Coleman-Evan 
<eclaire27@comcast.net>; Michael Miliucci <michaelmcterry@hotmail.com>; Jan Wilson 
<jannett.wilson@gmail.com>; Frederiksen, Joan <Joan.Frederiksen@portlandoregon.gov>; Jim Redden 
<jredden@portlandtribune.com>; anne.debbaut@state.or.us 
Subject: Mixed Use Project 
  
Hi Barry 
  
You were going to forward  the analysis of the increase in capacity that is the outcome of the 
Mixed Use Project. Now that the project is going to the planning commission the numbers should 
have changed from the early analysis that Joan provided us some time ago. 
  
Some members of the MNA were at one of your recent meetings and it was stated that there had 
been some analysis of the Mixed Use Zones in the village. Please forward this is information 
  
Some of the CM2 in the village was change to CM1 please forward the policies and the analysis of 
staff that resulted in these changes. 
  
Thank you of your attention to this matter 
  
James Peterson 
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Please add these to the record. 

Thank you, 

James F. Peterson 
2502 SW Multnomah Blvd. 
Portland, Oregon 97219 
 

 

 

cc: City Auditor, La Vonne Griffin-Valade, LaVonne@portlandoregon.gov 
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2727 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE, 5-N • PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85004 

PHONE: 602.263.6555 • FAX: 602.277.5824 • EMAIL sarah_nowaczyk@uhaul.com 
 

 
April 28, 2016 

 

Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 7100 
Portland, OR 97201 
 

Dear Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission, 
 

AMERCO Real Estate Company (AREC), the parent company of U-Haul International, has 
prepared this testimony in regards to the proposed zoning changes to the properties located at: 
 

8816 WI/SE Foster Road (State ID# 1S2E16CA 13700) 
8816 SE Foster Road (State ID# 1S2E16CA 12800) 
7345 NE Sandy Blvd (State ID# 1N2E20DC 13100) 
6408 N Lombard Street (State ID# 1N1E07AC 7500) 
4831 SE Powell Blvd (State ID# 1S2E07BD 11000) 

 

U-Haul Store Use Parameters by Zoning Designation  

 
 
The proposed rezoning will alter the base zone for these U-Haul Stores from General Commercial 
(GC) to the Commercial Mixed Use 2 (CM2) district. U-Haul has been serving your community 
since 1976 as a one-stop shop for moving and storage. The proposed rezoning would limit our 
ability to serve our community members. The status of being a grandfathered use in CM2 will limit 
the future redevelopment of these properties. In turn, affecting our ability to serve these areas as 
they transform into desired neighborhood centers. 

 EXISTING USE: GC PROPOSED: CM2 DESIRED: CE 
Retail Sales and Service  
(Truck and Trailer Rental) 

Permitted Permitted Permitted 

Exterior Storage Permitted Not Permitted Permitted 
Self-Service Storage Permitted Not Permitted Permitted 
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From: Nora Mullane [mailto:irvingst1@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 8:42 AM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Nora Mullane <irvingst1@comcast.net> 
Subject: PSC MIXED USE ZONES TESTIMONY 
 
Greetings, 
I have received notification of a proposed zone change at 3225 SW 1st. 
 
The notification contains a significant error, in that it states there is no overlay zone at this property.  
Does this mean the Historic District has been abolished? 
Further, we have received no notice regarding another property, 3215 SW 1st. 
Does this mean that the zoning at 3215 will remain unchanged? 
 
According to the notice, the proposed change will take .5 from the existing base FAR for 3225, (and 
possibly 3215) reducing the base from 3 to 2.5. 
 
Under existing zoning (if indeed, 3215 and 3225 SW 1st are both effected) the properties could be 
developed with 27,000 square feet.  The proposed zone would allow only 22,500 square feet. 
This proposal takes both utility and value from the properties. 
 
Because of the decrease in utility and value, I oppose the reduction in FAR. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nora Mullane 
Owner, 3215 and 3225 SW 1st Avenue 
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From: Xiaoli Deng [mailto:homedengs@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Sunday, April 24, 2016 4:26 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony 

 

Hello, my name: Xiao Li Deng. My mailing address: 13727 SE Sierra drive Clackamas OR 97015. The 
house I am testifying about the proposed changes at: 2335 SE 162nd Ave Portland OR 97233.  opposite 
my house, there is a huge commercial center. My house is very close to Divison street. On the south 
side of my house.  they are all businesses. my house was built in 1935,  the house next to mine toward 
north built in 1930. houses are very old. Beside, 162 ne street is a very busy street. It is more suitable 
for commercial than residencial. Sooner or later, I need to tear down my house to build something for 
commercial. For fully utilising the land, I would apply for a CM2 or a CE medium-scale Zone. I thanks 
you all the decision-makers for your help and time.  

Xiao Li Deng 

971-404-5288 
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April 22, 2016 
 
 
Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission  
Mixed Use Zones Testimony 
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite7100 
Portland, OR 97201 
pcs@portlandoregon.gov  
 

Subject Address: 8012 SE 13th Avenue, Portland  

Owners: Kristl Bridge, ttee Albert B. Knudsen Living Trust 

Current Zoning: CS 

Proposed Zoning: CM1 

Subject: Protest of Proposed Zoning Change of CS Properties in Sellwood/Westmoreland to CM1 

Our position: Zoning, if changed, to be CM2 

We are the property owners on record of 8012 SE 13th Ave Portland, OR.  This property is located at on 
13th Avenue between SE Spokane and SE Nehalem. Our immediate neighbor is the new 4 story project 
by Vic Remmers at 8020 SE 13th Avenue. 

On October 13th, 2015 we received a Notice of Proposed Zoning change that indicated that our zoning 
would change from Urban Commercial (CS) to “Mixed use-neighborhood”.  When we looked online at 
Zone Conversion Table, it showed a CS zoned property in a Mixed Use Neighborhood moving to CM2. As 
this was a logical progression we had no cause to dispute this change.   

On Thursday April 6, 2016, however, we received a new Notice indicating a change from CS to CM1. This 
makes no sense. The summary of Proposed Mixed Use Zones provided with the Notice, including a grid 
diagram and zoning code description, show the entire stretch of SE 13th Avenue north of SE Nehalem is 
to be zoned CM2. The only two blocks to the north of SE Tacoma to be zoned CM1 already have a 45’ 
building under construction. 

It is completely unreasonable to limit the size of our property to two stories while allowing a four story 
building currently under construction immediately to the south of our property. Any preservation of 
aesthetic has already been lost on this block. This proposed change does nothing more than devalue our 
property. 

I ask that you please reconsider the decision to zone this area as CM1 and zone it CM2 to correspond to 
the rest of the neighborhood.  

 

Regards,  

Kristl Bridge, Owner 

Portland Homestead Supply Co. 
8012 SE 13th Avenue 
Portland OR 97202 
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From: Carol Gossett [mailto:gossett.carol@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 8:19 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Public Comment: Comprehensive Plan 2035 - MUZ Project 
 
 
 
By way of this email, I present my support of the City of Portland recommendations within the Comprehensive Plan 2035 
MUZ Project.  The Sullivan's Gulch neighborhood will be positively impacted by these recommendations and as a resident 
in this community I understand that if the City of Portland is to accommodate the growth projected and  its lovely 
residential neighborhoods sustained, growth must occur along our commercial corridors, such as NE Broadway/Weidler, 
now designated a Civic Corridor within the plan. 
 
Recently, Sullivan's Gulch was reported to be the "hottest" neighborhood in the city in an Oregonian article.  This 
designation comes from an understanding that our community and our city are changing and the success of our 
neighborhood system relies on understanding change and considering potential options that did not exist in the past. We 
cannot perpetuate old ideas, it is time for fresh, creative planning and community solutions. 
 
I believe our neighborhood makes thoughtful and well informed decisions that are respectful of the small, single family 
sector of the area while addressing the change and excitement of an evolving marketplace and growth potential along our 
corridors. 
 
Thank you for recording my support of the MUZ Project recommendations.  

--  
CAROL GOSSETT 
2533 NE Clackamas Street 97232 
(503) 449-1253 
gossett.carol@gmail.com 
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From: jimchoilaw@hotmail.com 
To: pcs@portlandoregon.gov; mixedsuezones@portlandoregon.gov 
Subject: 16955 SE Division Street, Portland, Oregon (Comprehensive plan) 
Date: Thu, 14 Apr 2016 11:38:09 -0700 
Dear Counsel Clerk, 
 
I am writing on half of the owner of the property located at 16955 SE Division Street, Portland, 
Oregon 97236.  This site has had a business on it for in excess of 40 years via grandfather 
clause.  They were interested in changing the zoning to commercial and wanted to  know how 
they would accomplish this.  Thank you.   
Jim Choi 
Attorney at Law 
 
16323 SE Stark St. Suite 3 
Portland, OR 97233 
503-255-1074 
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April 13, 2016 

Mayor Charlie Hales 
Portland City Council 
1221 SW 4th Avenue, Room 130 
Portland, OR 97214 

Re: 2035 Comprehensive Plan - Mixed Use Zones 
Transportation Analysis 
Project Number 2160034.01 

Dear Mayor Hales and Council Members: 

Mackenzie has prepared this transportation analysis on behalf of the Retail Task Force and the International Council of 
Shopping Centers (ICSC) to address the potential traffic impacts of proposed mixed use zoning changes in the City of 
Portland.  

Specifically, we have considered the impacts of reducing the opportunities for auto accommodating development as it 
pertains to larger grocery and discount stores. These uses are important for lower income residents and typically are 
accessed by automobiles. While some alternate travel occurs for these uses, customers are limited to what they can 
carry when biking or riding transit. Even with current zoning requirements, many of these users have located to the 
fringes of the City of Portland along 82nd Avenue and locations to the east or into the suburbs.  

The analysis prepared by Eric Hovee identifies that many Portland residents travel outside of their local neighborhoods 
to access these types of retail uses – referred to as retail leakage. Not only does this result in retail dollars leaving the 
City, but can result in increased automobile travel distances, which leads to more congestion and greenhouse gas 
emissions. Impacts on congestion are difficult to measure without addressing specific locations, but the travel distances 
are more readily quantifiable. 

We have considered two examples of existing retail uses that are located in or around the City of Portland where 
residents of the City are currently driving outside of the City or out to the fringes.  

One user we considered was Costco. Costco serves the needs of consumers to buy bulk goods and groceries. At one 
point Costco had proposed locating a store in Northwest Portland but was unsuccessful in siting the store. Currently, 
residents of Portland shop at Costco stores located in Beaverton, Tigard, Clackamas, and Northeast Portland on 138th 
Avenue near Airport Way. Costco confirmed a significant number of City residents shop at these stores, and that these 
are all automobile trips. 

In order to assess the potential reduction in travel distances, or vehicle miles traveled (VMT), we made an assessment of 
average travel distances for areas of Portland to each of the stores that residents would likely shop at. We then 
compared that distance to the distance they would have driven to a store in Northwest Portland. See the attached maps 
showing the location of existing Costco stores, the previously planned store location, and travel distances. 
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On average, a trip to Costco for a Portland resident would be 6.2 miles less each way with the proposed Northwest 
Portland store location. Nearly all trips to a Costco are made by private vehicles. With an average of 14,000 daily trips for 
a Costco store, the VMT is estimated to be reduced by up to 86,800 miles per day or approximately 32 million miles 
annually.  

We also looked at a number of other grocery retailers currently located along the 82nd Avenue corridor within 
Southeast Portland and Clackamas. We were able to obtain customer information from one of these retailers to confirm 
the effective service area of a store. The information is not included with this letter, as it is proprietary, but in general, 
the data show a market area extending west to the Willamette River in the area of Southeast Portland.  

For this one store in particular, the percentage of customers traveling from the west or inner Southeast Portland is 
higher than those traveling from the east. This clearly shows customers are driving from inner Southeast Portland out to 
less dense areas of the city for these shopping opportunities. Again, we would note most customers buying groceries or 
large bulk items travel in automobiles. 

For residents living between downtown Portland and the 82nd Avenue corridor, there is not an opportunity for pass-by 
trips during an evening commute. Instead, these customers would need to travel beyond their residence for these 
shopping opportunities, resulting in additional congestion and VMT. 

In summary, by limiting the opportunity for locating auto-accommodating retail uses in close-in areas of the City and 
along high density corridors, City residents will continue to drive to the fringes of the City or to other nearby Cities for 
these shopping opportunities. The result will be increased congestion, increased VMT, increased greenhouse gas 
emissions, and loss of retail dollars for these neighborhoods of Portland. 

 

Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Brent Ahrend, PE 
Traffic Engineer | Senior Associate 
 
Enclosure: Costco Location and Travel Distance Information 
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From: Dean P. Gisvold [mailto:deang@mcewengisvold.com]  
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 3:25 PM 
To: Cunningham, Bill <Bill.Cunningham@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Hodgson, Robert <r_elan@comcast.net>; holberg@comcast.net; Thompson, Courtenay 
<courtenaythompson@comcast.net>; Lucy Shanno <lucyminettshanno@hotmail.com>; Justin 
Hirsch <justin@hirschfamily.com>; Marcos Barnatan <mbarnatan1@gmail.com>; elan, r 
<r_elan@comcast.net>; Leslie Chigbrow <leslie99@mac.com>; Les Christianson 
<leschristianson@mac.com>; Dana Griggs <griggsd@windermere.com>; Gary Griggs 
<griggsg@windermere.com>; Julie Perko <julieperko@yahoo.com>; Mitch Thomas 
<mitch.thomas@gmail.com>; Glen Gilbert <glen@thegilbert4.com>; Tori Gilbert 
<tori@thegilbert4.com>; Kevin Chigbrow <klc55@me.com>; Lynn and Dave Kemper 
<djk@alum.mit.edu>; Anne and JT Thompson <oregon.thompsons@comcast.net>; Kristen and 
Mark Solberg/VanderZanden <kirsten@surroundinc.com>; Alina Alexander 
<alinajg21@yahoo.com>; Richardson, Helen <gsgram@comcast.net>; Timothea Barnatan 
<timotheab@msn.com>; 'Jim Heuer' (jsheuer@easystreet.net) <jsheuer@easystreet.net>; Barb 
Christopher <barbfc@comcast.net>; Nathan Corser <Nathan.Corser@ch2m.com>; Nikki 
Johnston <ndjz@yahoo.com>; Dean P. Gisvold <deang@mcewengisvold.com>; Bob Dobrich 
<bobedh@me.com>; Donald Wood <bendoreg@msn.com>; Ed Abrahamson 
<endanseur@comcast.net>; Jeff Jones <jcjones@pacifier.com>; Jim Barta 
<jim.barta@yahoo.com>; Meryl Logue <meryllogue@comcast.net>; Mickey Bishop 
<mikefbishop@gmail.com>; Peter O'Neil <peteroneil@cbseal.com>; Sean <saetas@me.com>; 
Stephen Doubleday <stephendoubleday@me.com>; Steven Cole <stevencole86@gmail.com>; 
Tiffanie Shakespeare <tshakesp@gmail.com>; William Archer <archerwilliam26@gmail.com> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zoning Report 
 
Bill,  
 
Below please find the comments of the Irvington Community Association regarding the draft 
report (Report) issued by the Mixed Use Zoning Project (Project).  
 
Our comments were first raised during the comment period on the 2035 Comp Plan, but were not 
made part of the amendment package submitted recently by the City Council, its staff, and BPS. 
However, the three issues identified below have been treated in the Project and the Report, and 
are the focus of these comments. We asked that you enter them into the record; if you cannot do 
that, please advise as to the proper method. Thanks for answering my several questions and 
being available to discuss issues. I appreciate it very much.    
 
Corner lot at 15th and NE Brazee 
 
For nearby residents, this is a significant change in zoning. The 2035 comp plan amends the R-5 
zoning that has applied for decades to the 15,000 square foot property at the northeast corner of 
NE 15th and NE Brazee (the Property). All surrounding property retains the R-5 zoning 
designation, which predominates throughout most of the Irvington Historic District. The Comp 
Plan amendment makes this 15,000 sq foot property CM 1, which is a new mixed use zone 
designation. This means that the  Property becomes a commercial zone and the Property loses its 
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nonconforming status. Similar amendments are being made elsewhere in the City as part of the 
Comp Plan process, since the City does not like nonconforming uses.  
 
However, the Report indicates that small commercial properties surrounded by single family 
zoning, will retain the limitation on hours of use that such property enjoyed as a nonconforming 
use, close by 11pm and no morning activity until 6 am. The rub is that this limitation, as 
presently drafted, only applies to sites of 7,500 sq feet or less.  
 
Thus, the ICA proposes that the threshold for this limitation found on page 69 of the 
Report, Section 33.130.100 B 2 (c) be amended to 15,000 sq feet.  
If this amendment is not made, the ICA proposes that the rezoning for the Property be 
eliminated the Comp Plan map such that the zoning remains an R-5 zone.  
 
Broadway Strip from NE 16th to NE 28th 
 
The Comp Plan changed the zoning on this portion of the Broadway strip from its current zoning 
to CM-2, a new mixed use zoning designation that carries with it an allowed height of 45 feet as 
a base height, and possible bonus height up to 55 feet,  and a base FAR of 2.5 to 1, and possible 
bonus FAR up to 4 to 1. The base height and FAR for CM-2 is similar to the current zoning, but 
the bonuses are not. We noted this problem in the ICA comments on the 2035 Comp Plan. 
 
Under the regulations proposed by the Report, the bonuses (including additional height and 
FAR) cannot be used for properties within the Irvington Historic District, which would include 
the north side of Broadway from NE 16th to NE 28th.  Such properties are not eligible for the 
bonus height and bonus FAR. Code section   33.130.212.B.1 (page 93 of the Report), provides in 
part: “Sites located within Historic or Conservation districts are not eligible to use bonus 
options.” 
 
Thus, the base height and base FAR are acceptable, provided that the restriction cited 
above remains in place and part of the Report.  
 
7th and Hancock Area 
 
The 2035 Comp Plan proposed to change this area to CM-3, a new commercial zone designation, 
with a base height of 65 feet and a base FAR of 3 to 1, plus a bonus height of up to 75 feet and a 
bonus FAR of up to 5 to 1.  We objected to this new mixed use zoning designation. 
 
The Report recommends that this property be designated EG 1 rather than CM-3. An EG 1 zone 
has a maximum height of 45 feet and a maximum FAR of 3-to-1. Once again, the Report 
contemplates that no bonuses would be allowed for the EG1 zone.  The primary differences 
between the EG1 zone and the various commercial/mixed use zones are in the uses allowed in 
the zones, including prohibition of new residential uses in the EG zones. The Employment 
Zoning Project draft includes the Primary Use table as Table 140-1. In the current Zoning Code, 
Table 140-3 provides that the existing/continuing height and FAR standards for the EG1 zone: 
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/53298 
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The proposed designation of EG 1 with no bonuses is acceptable provided there are no 
changes during the hearing process.  
 
Please let us know if there are any changes made to the Report as it goes through the review 
process that affect the comments above. Thanks.  
 
Dean Gisvold, 
ICA Land Use Chair and Board member" 
 
 
 
 
Dean P. Gisvold | Attorney at Law | Senior Partner  
MCEWEN GISVOLD LLP - EST. 1886 
1600 Standard Plaza, 1100 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204 
Direct: 503-412-3548 | Office: 503-226-7321 | Fax: 503-243-2687  
Email:  deang@mcewengisvold.com  
Website: http://www.mcewengisvold.com 
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April 10, 2016 

Barry Manning 
Nan Stark 
Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
1900 SW 4th Ave, #7100 
Portland, OR  97201 

Re: Improper Zone Assignment, Mixed Use Zones Project on NE Killingsworth St 

Dear Nan and Barry: 

Hello, I am a commercial property owner in NE Portland at 30th and Killingsworth and I am 
writing to testify against the proposed CM-1 Zoning designation at that intersection.  I feel 
it is demonstrably inappropriate to zone this intersection at CM-1 for reasons that include 
the nature of the corridor, the nature of the surrounding zoning, and the nature of future 
growth.  (For these same reasons, it is also inappropriate to take a portion of the 
development at 33rd and Killingsworth and zone it CM-2 and take another portion and 
assign it CM-1, which we will address herein, as well.) 
  
I am requesting a CM-2 designation for these locations, which more closely translates to 
the old CS zone, which is most appropriate for these commercial nodes. 

Please find my arguments in detail below: 

CS to CM-2.  The majority of Killingsworth’s commercial nodes are zoned CS, a few are 
CG, and a small number are CN-1/CN-2.  The city’s stated intentions were to generally 
take existing CS zoning and convert it to CM-2 zoning.  So let’s examine what happened 
to all CS zoning on all of Killingsworth as a part of the proposed rezone.  As shown in the 
table below, ALL of the CS zoned properties on Killingsworth were either cross-
zoned to CM-2, expanded into residential zoning, or were up-zoned, except for one 
case, the down-zone that happened at 30th and Killingsworth, see the table below.  

LOCATION ON 
KILLINGSWORTH ST

EXISTING 
ZONING

NEW ZONING

Denver to Interstate CS CM-3 Up-Zone

Interstate to Kerby CS CM-2 Cross-Zone

Commercial to Mallory CS
CM-2 Cross Zone Extended Further 
East into Residential Zoning

14th to 17th CS CM-2 Cross-Zone

Page 1
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Let’s compare the commercial infrastructure on Killingsworth at15th and at 30th, as an 
example.  As you can see below, it’s pretty much exactly the same.  In fact, the 
commercial infrastructure at all of the nodes on Killingsworth is pretty much the same, so 
why should one be singled out for a down-zone?   
 

Also, consider the cross-zone just 3 blocks away that occurred at NE 33rd and NE 
Emerson.  The New Season’s site went from CS to CM-2, even though it borders on R5 
zoning.  But the corner at 33rd and Killingsworth that serves as its gateway is zoned 
CM-1, even though it borders on more high density zoning and one corner is technically 
part of the CS-zoned development. 

30th CS CM-1 Down-Zone

Cully CS CM-2 Cross-Zone

LOCATION ON 
KILLINGSWORTH ST

EXISTING 
ZONING

NEW ZONING

Page 2

NE 15th and NE Killingsworth

NE 30th and NE Killingsworth
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The Corridor.  NE Killingsworth St. is one of our longest, continuous, in-city east-west 
corridors.  It is not a neighborhood street, it is not a street zoned with R5, single family 
homes.  It is a busy, cross-Portland serving arterial.  
  
Consider city zoning descriptions for the new zones: 

Language describing CM-1:  “This small-scale commercial mixed use zone is 
intended for…lower density residential areas…”   

Language describing CM-2: “This medium-scale commercial mixed use zone is 
intended for sites in a variety of centers and corridors…or within an area zoned for 
multi-dwelling development…” 

It would seem that CM-2 describes the Killingsworth situation more closely because the 
majority of residential zoning on Killingsworth is listed as multi-dwelling zoning under 
current zoning code at the City of Portland.   

Additionally, all surrounding residential at the intersections of 30th and 33rd have a bonus 
density overlay, which will bring even more people and concentration of activity. In the 
future, it will be a busy corridor with a lot of density. 

Surrounding Scale. 

All of the zoning of the lots that immediately border on the commercial properties at the 
30th and Killingsworth node are either R2.5a or R2a. Let’s look at what building height and 
lot coverage are like on those parcels: 

R2:  Allows for 40 foot height construction and 50% maximum lot coverage. 

R2.5:  Allows for 35 foot height construction and 50% maximum lot coverage. 

Overlay (a):  Allows for“bonus density,” as Portland code puts it, calling for: “Fifty 
percent more dwelling units than allowed by the base zone is granted.” 

Now let’s compare that to the allowances for CM-1, the proposed plan for 30th and 
Killingsworth: 

CM-1:  Allows for a 35 foot height building, and 50% lot coverage at maximum 
height. 

This means that eventually, everything around the commercial node on 30th and 
Killingsworth is going to potentially be 35 to 40 feet covering half the lot.  But under the 

Page 3
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CM-1 zoning, with a base FAR of 1:1.5, if I was to maximize the 35 foot height limit, I 
would only be allowed to have 50% lot coverage.  So new commercial development would 
be at or below the same density as the residential, which makes no sense. Usually, 
commercial nodes are taller and more dense than surrounding residential zoning, which is 
appropriate. 

In fact, in the proposed zoning report issued by the city to describe these zone changes, 
there are four examples of projects that are shown as examples for CM-1 zoning, which 
are pictured below.  All of these buildings appear to have at least between 75%-100% lot 
coverage.  If that is true, then none of these buildings except the single story Umpqua 
Bank building in the upper left corner would be able to be constructed under CM-1 zoning.   

On 33rd and Killingsworth, a similar thing is happening.  That node is surrounded by R2, 
R2.5, and R5, all of which have the (a) overlay allowing for more density.  And, it is the 
gateway for the heavily used CS-zoned commercial development immediately to the 
south, which includes the grocery store anchor.  It makes much more sense for that entire 

Page 4
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node to be a single zone so future commercial development is at an appropriate, and 
consistent scale. 

Historic Preservation. 

It is not uncommon for communities to want to use down-zoning to try to preserve historic 
infrastructure.  However, it is a heavy handed tool that has unintended consequences, and 
besides, it doesn't work.   

The market, and people's desire to live in Portland, are what are driving changes to the 
built environment.  Not owners of properties wanting to tear down historic buildings.  The 
city is going to have to become more dense to accommodate population growth because 
it has an urban growth boundary.  

An increase in density and a replacement of buildings has always been a part of a growing 
city's urban landscape for as long as we have built cities.  For instance, Portland's 
population tripled between 1900 and 1937 — it would be interesting to look at a time 
lapse photograph of the buildings that got replaced to bring more density throughout 
Portland during that time!  

If this down-zone is being used as a means of historic preservation at the corner of NE 
30th & NE Killingsworth, why is just this corner being singled out?  Does that mean that 
the buildings in other commercial nodes along Killingsworth are not worth saving?  Are the 
buildings on the corner of 30th and Killingsworth more special, or more historic than 
elsewhere on Killingsworth?  I would answer "no" to all of these questions. 

The bottom line is that generally, buildings that have good lot coverage, that cash flow well, 
have high value tenants, and exist as a part of a commercial node with a strong brand 
identity — the very buildings the neighborhood likes — probably aren't going to flip to a 
new, denser construction project over the next few years.  Why? Because the amount of 
money that a developer would have to pay for a high-performing property, and then be 
able to build something on it that would achieve a return, is a real estate market that does 
not reflect current realities in NE Portland.   

In the meantime, for the properties that are not well tenanted, or that don’t have good lot 
coverage, don’t we want those to be replaced with denser buildings that have appropriate 
lot coverage for a commercial district that are of a scale in line with where the city is going, 
instead of the scale this neighborhood was designed for one hundred years ago?  For 
example, the Northeast corner of 30th and Killingsworth, or the two auto focused large lot/
small building sites on the northern corners of 33rd and Killingsworth.  These are places 
that feature very auto focused, low density development.  They are exactly the candidates 
we should be looking toward to introduce much needed density, which calls for CM-2 
zoning.   

Page 5
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April 10, 2016 

Barry Manning 
Nan Stark 
Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
1900 SW 4th Ave, #7100 
Portland, OR  97201 

Re: Improper Zone Assignment, Mixed Use Zones Project on NE Killingsworth St 

Dear Nan and Barry: 

Hello, I am a commercial property owner in NE Portland at 30th and Killingsworth and I am 
writing to testify against the proposed CM-1 Zoning designation at that intersection.  I feel 
it is demonstrably inappropriate to zone this intersection at CM-1 for reasons that include 
the nature of the corridor, the nature of the surrounding zoning, and the nature of future 
growth.  (For these same reasons, it is also inappropriate to take a portion of the 
development at 33rd and Killingsworth and zone it CM-2 and take another portion and 
assign it CM-1, which we will address herein, as well.) 
  
I am requesting a CM-2 designation for these locations, which more closely translates to 
the old CS zone, which is most appropriate for these commercial nodes. 

Please find my arguments in detail below: 

CS to CM-2.  The majority of Killingsworth’s commercial nodes are zoned CS, a few are 
CG, and a small number are CN-1/CN-2.  The city’s stated intentions were to generally 
take existing CS zoning and convert it to CM-2 zoning.  So let’s examine what happened 
to all CS zoning on all of Killingsworth as a part of the proposed rezone.  As shown in the 
table below, ALL of the CS zoned properties on Killingsworth were either cross-
zoned to CM-2, expanded into residential zoning, or were up-zoned, except for one 
case, the down-zone that happened at 30th and Killingsworth, see the table below.  

LOCATION ON 
KILLINGSWORTH ST

EXISTING 
ZONING

NEW ZONING

Denver to Interstate CS CM-3 Up-Zone

Interstate to Kerby CS CM-2 Cross-Zone

Commercial to Mallory CS
CM-2 Cross Zone Extended Further 
East into Residential Zoning

14th to 17th CS CM-2 Cross-Zone

Page 1
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Let’s compare the commercial infrastructure on Killingsworth at15th and at 30th, as an 
example.  As you can see below, it’s pretty much exactly the same.  In fact, the 
commercial infrastructure at all of the nodes on Killingsworth is pretty much the same, so 
why should one be singled out for a down-zone?   
 

Also, consider the cross-zone just 3 blocks away that occurred at NE 33rd and NE 
Emerson.  The New Season’s site went from CS to CM-2, even though it borders on R5 
zoning.  But the corner at 33rd and Killingsworth that serves as its gateway is zoned 
CM-1, even though it borders on more high density zoning and one corner is technically 
part of the CS-zoned development. 

30th CS CM-1 Down-Zone

Cully CS CM-2 Cross-Zone

LOCATION ON 
KILLINGSWORTH ST

EXISTING 
ZONING

NEW ZONING

Page 2

NE 15th and NE Killingsworth

NE 30th and NE Killingsworth
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The Corridor.  NE Killingsworth St. is one of our longest, continuous, in-city east-west 
corridors.  It is not a neighborhood street, it is not a street zoned with R5, single family 
homes.  It is a busy, cross-Portland serving arterial.  
  
Consider city zoning descriptions for the new zones: 

Language describing CM-1:  “This small-scale commercial mixed use zone is 
intended for…lower density residential areas…”   

Language describing CM-2: “This medium-scale commercial mixed use zone is 
intended for sites in a variety of centers and corridors…or within an area zoned for 
multi-dwelling development…” 

It would seem that CM-2 describes the Killingsworth situation more closely because the 
majority of residential zoning on Killingsworth is listed as multi-dwelling zoning under 
current zoning code at the City of Portland.   

Additionally, all surrounding residential at the intersections of 30th and 33rd have a bonus 
density overlay, which will bring even more people and concentration of activity. In the 
future, it will be a busy corridor with a lot of density. 

Surrounding Scale. 

All of the zoning of the lots that immediately border on the commercial properties at the 
30th and Killingsworth node are either R2.5a or R2a. Let’s look at what building height and 
lot coverage are like on those parcels: 

R2:  Allows for 40 foot height construction and 50% maximum lot coverage. 

R2.5:  Allows for 35 foot height construction and 50% maximum lot coverage. 

Overlay (a):  Allows for“bonus density,” as Portland code puts it, calling for: “Fifty 
percent more dwelling units than allowed by the base zone is granted.” 

Now let’s compare that to the allowances for CM-1, the proposed plan for 30th and 
Killingsworth: 

CM-1:  Allows for a 35 foot height building, and 50% lot coverage at maximum 
height. 

This means that eventually, everything around the commercial node on 30th and 
Killingsworth is going to potentially be 35 to 40 feet covering half the lot.  But under the 
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CM-1 zoning, with a base FAR of 1:1.5, if I was to maximize the 35 foot height limit, I 
would only be allowed to have 50% lot coverage.  So new commercial development would 
be at or below the same density as the residential, which makes no sense. Usually, 
commercial nodes are taller and more dense than surrounding residential zoning, which is 
appropriate. 

In fact, in the proposed zoning report issued by the city to describe these zone changes, 
there are four examples of projects that are shown as examples for CM-1 zoning, which 
are pictured below.  All of these buildings appear to have at least between 75%-100% lot 
coverage.  If that is true, then none of these buildings except the single story Umpqua 
Bank building in the upper left corner would be able to be constructed under CM-1 zoning.   

On 33rd and Killingsworth, a similar thing is happening.  That node is surrounded by R2, 
R2.5, and R5, all of which have the (a) overlay allowing for more density.  And, it is the 
gateway for the heavily used CS-zoned commercial development immediately to the 
south, which includes the grocery store anchor.  It makes much more sense for that entire 
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node to be a single zone so future commercial development is at an appropriate, and 
consistent scale. 

Historic Preservation. 

It is not uncommon for communities to want to use down-zoning to try to preserve historic 
infrastructure.  However, it is a heavy handed tool that has unintended consequences, and 
besides, it doesn't work.   

The market, and people's desire to live in Portland, are what are driving changes to the 
built environment.  Not owners of properties wanting to tear down historic buildings.  The 
city is going to have to become more dense to accommodate population growth because 
it has an urban growth boundary.  

An increase in density and a replacement of buildings has always been a part of a growing 
city's urban landscape for as long as we have built cities.  For instance, Portland's 
population tripled between 1900 and 1937 — it would be interesting to look at a time 
lapse photograph of the buildings that got replaced to bring more density throughout 
Portland during that time!  

If this down-zone is being used as a means of historic preservation at the corner of NE 
30th & NE Killingsworth, why is just this corner being singled out?  Does that mean that 
the buildings in other commercial nodes along Killingsworth are not worth saving?  Are the 
buildings on the corner of 30th and Killingsworth more special, or more historic than 
elsewhere on Killingsworth?  I would answer "no" to all of these questions. 

The bottom line is that generally, buildings that have good lot coverage, that cash flow well, 
have high value tenants, and exist as a part of a commercial node with a strong brand 
identity — the very buildings the neighborhood likes — probably aren't going to flip to a 
new, denser construction project over the next few years.  Why? Because the amount of 
money that a developer would have to pay for a high-performing property, and then be 
able to build something on it that would achieve a return, is a real estate market that does 
not reflect current realities in NE Portland.   

In the meantime, for the properties that are not well tenanted, or that don’t have good lot 
coverage, don’t we want those to be replaced with denser buildings that have appropriate 
lot coverage for a commercial district that are of a scale in line with where the city is going, 
instead of the scale this neighborhood was designed for one hundred years ago?  For 
example, the Northeast corner of 30th and Killingsworth, or the two auto focused large lot/
small building sites on the northern corners of 33rd and Killingsworth.  These are places 
that feature very auto focused, low density development.  They are exactly the candidates 
we should be looking toward to introduce much needed density, which calls for CM-2 
zoning.   
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April 10, 2016 

Barry Manning 
Nan Stark 
Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
1900 SW 4th Ave, #7100 
Portland, OR  97201 

Re: Improper Zone Assignment, Mixed Use Zones Project on NE Killingsworth St 

Dear Nan and Barry: 

Hello, I am a commercial property owner in NE Portland at 30th and Killingsworth and I am 
writing to testify against the proposed CM-1 Zoning designation at that intersection.  I feel 
it is demonstrably inappropriate to zone this intersection at CM-1 for reasons that include 
the nature of the corridor, the nature of the surrounding zoning, and the nature of future 
growth.  (For these same reasons, it is also inappropriate to take a portion of the 
development at 33rd and Killingsworth and zone it CM-2 and take another portion and 
assign it CM-1, which we will address herein, as well.) 
  
I am requesting a CM-2 designation for these locations, which more closely translates to 
the old CS zone, which is most appropriate for these commercial nodes. 

Please find my arguments in detail below: 

CS to CM-2.  The majority of Killingsworth’s commercial nodes are zoned CS, a few are 
CG, and a small number are CN-1/CN-2.  The city’s stated intentions were to generally 
take existing CS zoning and convert it to CM-2 zoning.  So let’s examine what happened 
to all CS zoning on all of Killingsworth as a part of the proposed rezone.  As shown in the 
table below, ALL of the CS zoned properties on Killingsworth were either cross-
zoned to CM-2, expanded into residential zoning, or were up-zoned, except for one 
case, the down-zone that happened at 30th and Killingsworth, see the table below.  

LOCATION ON 
KILLINGSWORTH ST

EXISTING 
ZONING

NEW ZONING

Denver to Interstate CS CM-3 Up-Zone

Interstate to Kerby CS CM-2 Cross-Zone

Commercial to Mallory CS
CM-2 Cross Zone Extended Further 
East into Residential Zoning

14th to 17th CS CM-2 Cross-Zone
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Let’s compare the commercial infrastructure on Killingsworth at15th and at 30th, as an 
example.  As you can see below, it’s pretty much exactly the same.  In fact, the 
commercial infrastructure at all of the nodes on Killingsworth is pretty much the same, so 
why should one be singled out for a down-zone?   
 

Also, consider the cross-zone just 3 blocks away that occurred at NE 33rd and NE 
Emerson.  The New Season’s site went from CS to CM-2, even though it borders on R5 
zoning.  But the corner at 33rd and Killingsworth that serves as its gateway is zoned 
CM-1, even though it borders on more high density zoning and one corner is technically 
part of the CS-zoned development. 

30th CS CM-1 Down-Zone

Cully CS CM-2 Cross-Zone

LOCATION ON 
KILLINGSWORTH ST

EXISTING 
ZONING

NEW ZONING

Page 2

NE 15th and NE Killingsworth

NE 30th and NE Killingsworth
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The Corridor.  NE Killingsworth St. is one of our longest, continuous, in-city east-west 
corridors.  It is not a neighborhood street, it is not a street zoned with R5, single family 
homes.  It is a busy, cross-Portland serving arterial.  
  
Consider city zoning descriptions for the new zones: 

Language describing CM-1:  “This small-scale commercial mixed use zone is 
intended for…lower density residential areas…”   

Language describing CM-2: “This medium-scale commercial mixed use zone is 
intended for sites in a variety of centers and corridors…or within an area zoned for 
multi-dwelling development…” 

It would seem that CM-2 describes the Killingsworth situation more closely because the 
majority of residential zoning on Killingsworth is listed as multi-dwelling zoning under 
current zoning code at the City of Portland.   

Additionally, all surrounding residential at the intersections of 30th and 33rd have a bonus 
density overlay, which will bring even more people and concentration of activity. In the 
future, it will be a busy corridor with a lot of density. 

Surrounding Scale. 

All of the zoning of the lots that immediately border on the commercial properties at the 
30th and Killingsworth node are either R2.5a or R2a. Let’s look at what building height and 
lot coverage are like on those parcels: 

R2:  Allows for 40 foot height construction and 50% maximum lot coverage. 

R2.5:  Allows for 35 foot height construction and 50% maximum lot coverage. 

Overlay (a):  Allows for“bonus density,” as Portland code puts it, calling for: “Fifty 
percent more dwelling units than allowed by the base zone is granted.” 

Now let’s compare that to the allowances for CM-1, the proposed plan for 30th and 
Killingsworth: 

CM-1:  Allows for a 35 foot height building, and 50% lot coverage at maximum 
height. 

This means that eventually, everything around the commercial node on 30th and 
Killingsworth is going to potentially be 35 to 40 feet covering half the lot.  But under the 
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CM-1 zoning, with a base FAR of 1:1.5, if I was to maximize the 35 foot height limit, I 
would only be allowed to have 50% lot coverage.  So new commercial development would 
be at or below the same density as the residential, which makes no sense. Usually, 
commercial nodes are taller and more dense than surrounding residential zoning, which is 
appropriate. 

In fact, in the proposed zoning report issued by the city to describe these zone changes, 
there are four examples of projects that are shown as examples for CM-1 zoning, which 
are pictured below.  All of these buildings appear to have at least between 75%-100% lot 
coverage.  If that is true, then none of these buildings except the single story Umpqua 
Bank building in the upper left corner would be able to be constructed under CM-1 zoning.   

On 33rd and Killingsworth, a similar thing is happening.  That node is surrounded by R2, 
R2.5, and R5, all of which have the (a) overlay allowing for more density.  And, it is the 
gateway for the heavily used CS-zoned commercial development immediately to the 
south, which includes the grocery store anchor.  It makes much more sense for that entire 
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node to be a single zone so future commercial development is at an appropriate, and 
consistent scale. 

Historic Preservation. 

It is not uncommon for communities to want to use down-zoning to try to preserve historic 
infrastructure.  However, it is a heavy handed tool that has unintended consequences, and 
besides, it doesn't work.   

The market, and people's desire to live in Portland, are what are driving changes to the 
built environment.  Not owners of properties wanting to tear down historic buildings.  The 
city is going to have to become more dense to accommodate population growth because 
it has an urban growth boundary.  

An increase in density and a replacement of buildings has always been a part of a growing 
city's urban landscape for as long as we have built cities.  For instance, Portland's 
population tripled between 1900 and 1937 — it would be interesting to look at a time 
lapse photograph of the buildings that got replaced to bring more density throughout 
Portland during that time!  

If this down-zone is being used as a means of historic preservation at the corner of NE 
30th & NE Killingsworth, why is just this corner being singled out?  Does that mean that 
the buildings in other commercial nodes along Killingsworth are not worth saving?  Are the 
buildings on the corner of 30th and Killingsworth more special, or more historic than 
elsewhere on Killingsworth?  I would answer "no" to all of these questions. 

The bottom line is that generally, buildings that have good lot coverage, that cash flow well, 
have high value tenants, and exist as a part of a commercial node with a strong brand 
identity — the very buildings the neighborhood likes — probably aren't going to flip to a 
new, denser construction project over the next few years.  Why? Because the amount of 
money that a developer would have to pay for a high-performing property, and then be 
able to build something on it that would achieve a return, is a real estate market that does 
not reflect current realities in NE Portland.   

In the meantime, for the properties that are not well tenanted, or that don’t have good lot 
coverage, don’t we want those to be replaced with denser buildings that have appropriate 
lot coverage for a commercial district that are of a scale in line with where the city is going, 
instead of the scale this neighborhood was designed for one hundred years ago?  For 
example, the Northeast corner of 30th and Killingsworth, or the two auto focused large lot/
small building sites on the northern corners of 33rd and Killingsworth.  These are places 
that feature very auto focused, low density development.  They are exactly the candidates 
we should be looking toward to introduce much needed density, which calls for CM-2 
zoning.   
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From: Tate [mailto:robert.h.tate@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2016 7:30 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Zones Testimony - State ID # 1N1E28CC 90028 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
I received today your April 4, 2016 Notice of Proposed Zoning Changes, and want to register my 
disagreement and objection to the proposed ’new’ base zone for our property at 2341 NW 
Quimby Street Unit 28, in the NW 23rd district of Portland. 
 
I do understand the simplification and standardization merits of your proposal, but take issue 
with your proposed CM2 re-classification of the Quimby Street District west of NW 23rd Street, 
and extending to Wallace Park and beyond.  Except for Stepping Stones cafe, and the nearby Kia 
Cafe, this area is consistently residential primarily with single family homes, and the townhouse 
complex in which our property is situated.  There are other higher density multi-family options 
and commercial operations on Raleigh Street, along NW 23rd and east on Quimby Street —  but 
this neighborhood is residential and should remain at the lowest ‘development’ level allowed by 
commercial zoning. 
 
The CM1 designation is much more suitable for this location, as described by your definition of 
Commercial Mixed Use 1:   . . . small scale commercial mixed use zone is intended forsites in 
smaller mixed use nodes within lower density residential areas, as well as on neighborhood 
corridors, and at the edges of neighborhood centers, town centers and regional centers”.  This is 
precisely what this neighborhood has been, is today and should remain. 
 
We will oppose the redesignation of this property to Commercial Mixed Use 2 (CM2) at every 
opportunity. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Robert (Bob) H. Tate for  
 
TATE ROBERT H TR & TATE ANN-MARIE TR (Owners) 
2341 NW Quimby Street 
Portlnd OR 97210 
 
 
(513) 368-2257 
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From: BobbiSue McCollum [mailto:bobbisuemc@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2016 12:05 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: PSC Mixed Use Testimony 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Since I bought my home at 301 SE 83rd Avenue, I have been aware that someday there may be a 
several story building just beyond my back fence line.  In fact, I even believe it is every 
neighborhood's duty to absorb some of the high-density housing.   
 
However, it is also important to maintain the integrity of existing neighborhoods.  This is what 
the buffer zone does.  Do NOT remove the buffer zone.  Now you are asking to build taller 
buildings even closer to existing homes.  NO! 
 
Commercial Mixed Use with a buffer zone is perfect.  It allows for growth and development 
while maintaining the integrity of the existing neighborhood.   
 
Also know that our backyard is not for sale.  I will be just like that old man in UP.  The only way 
I am moving or selling any of my property is if my house floats away attached to a rainbow of 
helium balloons.  Seriously. 
 
Concerned Citizen, 
Bobbi Sue McCollum 
301 SE 83rd Ave., Portland OR 97216  
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From: Tom Gihring [mailto:tagplan@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2016 4:28 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov>; Manning, Barry 
<Barry.Manning@portlandoregon.gov> 
Cc: Bump, Tyler <Tyler.Bump@portlandoregon.gov>; Lum, Leslie <Leslie.Lum@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Proposed Draft Testimony 
 
Barry Manning 
Attn: Mixed Use Zones testimony 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
 
Barry: 
I will be out of town at the time of the Commission public hearing, so I’ll just make a couple of 
comments regarding the Performance Bonus Options. 
 

1. From what I can tell from the proposed draft, not much has changed from the original concept 
report.  It still appears that developers would have the possibility to opt out of the housing 
option by choosing two of the (now) four other public benefit features.  Perhaps there is a rule 
that precludes choosing more than one feature, but I haven’t seen evidence of that.  If housing 
is the top priority, then it seems fair that other benefit features ought not add up to the 
maximum bonused FAR. 

 
2. I see no reference to a regular update of the calculation of cash bonus value per sq. ft. of floor 

space achieved, as we once discussed.  This would seem to be an important step, particularly in 
light of the new Inclusionary Zoning law that passed in the state legislature.  An in lieu fee is also 
included as an option, and I would expect that the finance-based incentives will be structured 
along similar lines as the bonus option under the MUZ ordinance.  Operating two BMR set-aside 
housing programs simultaneously, we surely wouldn’t want to lose track of what the incentives 
given to developers are worth. 
 

These comments are preliminary, as it appears that final rules are still to be added into the 
final.  Nevertheless, please let me know if I have misconstrued the draft language.  We at Common 
Ground-ORWA want to support the City’s efforts to leverage affordable housing by sharing the benefits 
of rising real estate values.   
 
TOM 
 Tom Gihring, Ph.D. Director of Research 

Common Ground - 
Oregon / Washington Portland, Oregon  (503) 360-1147 

www.commongroundorwa.org 
research@commongroundorwa.org 
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From: Ted Grund [mailto:grund@mca-architects.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2016 4:28 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: Mixed Use Zones Proposed Draft Testimony 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
On cursory review, the proposed Mixed Use Zones Project is laudable, though the devil is always in the 
details.  In general, I am highly supportive of fewer, well defined but more flexible zones, so that is a 
definite plus (this thinking should also carry over to commercial zoning, which has far too many sub-
variations).  The concept of incentives for affordable housing and commercial space is also, in general, 
laudable if implemented properly.  I would make the following two points and strongly encourage the 
incorporation of these concepts into the project: 
 

• Condominiumized Commercial Space – With respect to affordability of commercial space (office 
and retail) for small businesses, there can be no better alternative than the potential for 
ownership.  Commercial leases roll over regularly and rates, with rare exception, cycle upward – 
sometimes precipitously – with the market.  This alone, as it is generally a large share if not the 
lion’s share of a small business’ operating cost, can introduce a difficult degree of uncertainty in 
the cost of starting/running a small business.  With little prospect of the lease doing anything but 
go up, space leases can exert great pressure on small businesses and adversely affect failure rates 
– bad for small businesses, bad for the City. 
 
Conversely, the opportunity for a small business to purchase space in a commercially viable part 
of the City generally has the opposite effect, affording the small business owner predictable, fixed 
space costs, with the promise of dramatically curtailed cost upon complete payment of any 
associated financing.  Ownership provides the simultaneous benefits of increased profitability and 
the accrual of real assets for small businesses.  These conditions tend to reduce financial pressure 
on small businesses and thus help to reduce failure rates – good for small businesses and good for 
the City.  Incentive programs for space ownership thus have great potential for enhancing the 
stability and success of small businesses in the City, while increasing the local tax base, 
improving its stability and ensuring a greater sense of “investment” in the City for these 
businesses.  
 
It is difficult to encourage and maintain the small increment of real estate that once existed in the 
City and dis so much to facilitate space ownership for small businesses (although this too should 
be incentivized); the general trend is consolidation of real estate, both in terms of tax lots and 
their ownership.  The next best thing is for the City to give developers meaningful incentives to 
offer modestly sized, affordable, business condominium space (both ground floor retail and office 
space).  This could prove to be an attractive model for those developers wishing to “cash out” 
rather than hold, maintain and manage properties.  Some version of this type of incentive, along 
with other compatible strategies such as enhanced transit service, district parking, small business 
incubation support, etc. would greatly enhance the small business environment. 
 

• With respect to affordable housing, the same holds true; ownership is, in the long term, is the best 
path to affordability and stability (as an aside, the potential for Condominiumized ADUs is a 
worthy consideration in this regard).  But specifically with respect to affordable rental housing, 
apart from better matching supply with demand, qualitative issues are crucial but rarely discussed 
or articulated/codified in the context of City code.  When I first moved into the City in 1988, I 
was able to find a very suitable large one-bedroom apartment at the margin between Irvington 
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and the Lloyd District for $300/month.  It just happened to be in a solid, well designed and built 
brick 3-story that was built in the 20s and was likely paid for 50years prior (this building, 
incidentally, at NE 14th & Schuyler, like many of its kind around the City, is still in service). That 
was a great example of affordable rental housing!   
 
When there is, as we currently have, a great shortage of affordable housing, there is a 
compellingly seductive incentive to build as much purpose-built affordable housing as possible, 
as cheaply as possible.  The City should resist the temptation and focus instead on how to build as 
much really good quality housing as possible.  It is informative to ask how much of the housing 
stock we are building now will be around for 70, 100 or more years, providing all the while good 
affordable places to live for successive new generations moving into the City.  If we are not 
building that kind of housing now (as I do not think we are), then we should be looking at every 
possible way to incentivize that endeavor because, as I found out, some of the best affordable/low 
income housing is actually very good quality middle income housing that has just been around for 
a long time. 
 

Respectfully, 
 
Ted Grund, Associate 
MCA Architects, PC 
812 SW Washington Street, Suite 800 Portland Oregon 97205 
P 503/226-0622  Direct 503-746-9115  C 503-754-5662  
grund@mca-architects.com  
www.mca-architects.com  
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From: vinshel@comcast.net [mailto:vinshel@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2016 1:09 PM 
To: Planning and Sustainability Commission <psc@portlandoregon.gov> 
Subject: comments 
 
Business's all over the city are experiencing customer complaints 
about parking and it is directly related to the .36 parking space per 
unit of these mixed use buildings with multiple rental units or condos 
on top of retail.  They are not providing enough parking so they fill up 
the street parking causing business's to struggle.  The city can't force 
use of the light rail especially where the light rail is many times far 
from these units. 
 
Sincerely, 
Vince Huffstutter, Manager Huffco LLC & Huffco Multnomah LLC 
7741 SW Capitol Hgwy Portland, Or. 97219  
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January 7, 2016 
 
RE: Portland Solar Equity & Innovation Policy  
 
Portland City Council members: 
 
As an urban designer, former comprehensive planner, and sustainability and 
environmental policy professional for over 17 years, I would like to advocate for your 
attention to a critical environmental and urban planning issue that needs attention now 
as part of your policy adoption efforts being considered while undertaking the 
Comprehensive Plan update: Solar equity, energy efficiency, climate protection, 
and community resiliency. 
 
As our populations grow, and our urban sphere expands upwards to maintain our urban 
growth boundary, we are in need of more policy tools in our toolbox to ensure we are 
supporting our goals for both livability and density. From the hundreds of survey 
responses received from the Division Perceptions Survey about the negative impacts of 
recent development, there is a deep and widely held concern that we are moving 
backwards on livability, something we are so famous for that is indeed part of our brand 
and identity here in this great City.  
 
The attached draft ‘‘Solar Equity and Innovation Policy’’ recommendations (while still in 
progress) should be considered for inclusion in the Comprehensive Plan Update and 
the Mixed Use Zoning proposals. As supporting background, I have also including some 
the preliminary solar analysis which demonstrates that: 

 Buildings built too tall on narrow east-west streets create a significant 
solar impact.  

 A significant amount of radial benefit is lost when blocking 20-35 degree 
sun angles on narrow E-W streets with 60’ ROW. 

A solar policy like the attached draft recommendations could help achieve more context-
sensitive development and will go a long way towards engendering more broad support 
of mixed use density by existing communities as well as supporting more energy 
savings and resilience within our residential neighborhoods as well. Given 
Comprehensive Planning goals for increased density, as well as resiliency and livability, 
and existing precedents in other Oregon communities, it is recommended that there be 
further consideration of a solar equity and innovation policy for Portland. 
 
The attached Climate Action Plan letter from NBI also documents the OR state statute 
that allows for solar access policies to be enacted by cities and counties and lists some 
recommendations for next steps.  
 
Thank you for your attention to these draft policy recommendations. I encourage you to 
continue to be bold in your approach to livability and to further advance our national 
legacy of leadership in Portland. 
 
Thank you so much for your community dedication and long-term vision, 
 
Heather Flint Chatto, LEED AP, Urban Planner & Designer 
2121 SE 32nd Avenue Portland, OR 97214 
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Portland Solar Equity & Innovation Policy  
for Consideration in the Comprehensive Plan Update 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1.7.16 
GOALS     

1. Maintain Quality Access to Air & Light (Equity) 
 

2. Encourage Climate and Community Resiliency through Innovative Energy Efficient Building Design 
(Environment)  

a. Provide incentives and bonuses for net zero energy and other ultra-low energy, verified, high 
performance buildings 
 

3. Retain Value for Commercial & Residential (Economy) 
a. Properties 
b. Energy Generation/Solar (Hot water & PV) 
c. Energy Efficient Passive Strategies (e.g. daylighting, thermal heating, and natural ventilation) 
d. Urban Agriculture Production 

 

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS   

1. Equity: Maintain Access to Air & Light  

Recommendation:  
a. Maintain fair and reasonable access to sun, air and light for buildings, residents and the pedestrian right 

way.  
b. Provide windows on all sides of upper stories of residential buildings,  
c. Provide light wells where a building is planned to abut another future building façade 

Why to support this policy:  
 Support passive heating, and cooling and fosters more natural ventilation 
 Minimizes large blank walls. 
 Helps reduce overly concentrating windows on rear of buildings which can result in privacy impacts and 

“overlighting” at night of adjacent properties. Especially key where new development abuts residential 
zoning and existing residential uses. 
 

2. Environment: Foster Innovative Building Design & Climate Resiliency  
a. Provide incentives to encourage compact, energy-efficient infill housing types. Buildings with x% solar 

or verified/certified ultra-low energy buildings (including net zero energy verified, or LEED, 
PassiveHaus, Earth Advantage certified mixed use buildings). 
 

3. Economy: Retain Value for Commercial & Residential Properties:  
Buildings built too tall on narrow east-west streets create a significant solar impact. This includes loss of access 
to the sun in the months Portlanders need it most for thermal comfort, heating, and daylighting, and also 
significantly impacts economic value for energy generation, and long term resiliency goals.  

  
Policy Recommendation:  Require a solar shading analysis as part of permit submittal requirements to identify 
and minimize/mitigate impacts where feasible through design strategies any significant overshading of an 
adjacent building or property. Measure solar shading onto adjacent properties on December 21st. 

 
Why to support this policy:  

 Saves energy and supports climate resiliency from passive heating and cooling, and natural 
daylighting.  

 Excessive solar shading impacts thermal comfort. Access to natural daylight has commonly recognized and 
documented psycho-social impacts to health and well-being. Studies show connection between greater 
productivity and natural daylighting as well. 

 Retain economic value of property owners on (or adjacent to buildings abutting) E-W corridors.  
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PROPOSED EQUITY & INNOVATION SOLAR POLICY 
Comprehensive Plan Policy Implications & Recommendations 

Comprehensive Plan  

1. Maintain fair and reasonable access to sun, air and light for buildings, residents and the pedestrian right way.  
2. Scale Building Heights to Street Widths ->  Build taller buildings on wider streets. 
3. Growth Strategy: Focus taller buildings on North-South Streets where shading impact is the least impactful to 

adjacent existing residential neighborhoods 

Mixed Use Zoning Recommendations: 

1. 8’-12’ step back of main street building façade beginning at 4th floor of street frontage 
a. Specifically on narrow/60’ E-W main street corridors. (e.g. Division, Sellwood) 
b. Areas with a Neighborhood Center designation if desired (Woodstock) 
c. Areas with smaller scale historic main street character (e.g Hawthorne, Mississippi, Belmont) 

2. Provide windows on all sides of upper stories of residential buildings 
3. Provide light wells where a building is planned to abut another future building façade  

 
 

Encouraged and Discouraged Building Form & Shading Conditions on East-West Streets 

PRELIMINARY SOLAR ANALYSIS FOR 60’ RIGHT OF WAY (ROW) 
 
 
 
The Radial charts:  
 
1. The number of hours per year that the sun is at a certain 

elevation, define by bins of 5 degree increments (and 
where each number represents 5 degrees less and up to 
that number), as measured off the horizon facing due 
south. 
 
The sum of radiation is the number of useful BTUs (to 
bring effective temperature for a person outside up to 
75F comfort), with the same southern angle binning. 

 

 

Discouraged to prevent 
overshadowing 

35’ 

Step back encouraged to 
maintain access to solar 
for commercial first floor 
and public sidewalk 

E-W Streets with 60’ ROW (Building edge to building edge) 

Stepback encouraged 
to maintain access to  
solar and maintain 
rooftop  
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Solar Shading Impact Analysis 
60’ Wide Right of Way Street 

 

2. This second radial chart shows the number of hours that 
the sun is at certain angle.  This diagram shows the 
beneficial radiation (which counts radiation when temp is 
< 75F), which shows the preponderance of these hours 
at low angle winter times.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. The chart below shows the average temp (F), average 
radiation (Btu) and average cloud cover (0-10).   

 

Conclusions: 
A significant amount of radial benefit is lost when blocking 20-35 degree sun angles on 
E-W streets. 
Buildings built too tall on narrow east-west streets create a significant solar impact.  
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 (Excerpt from the Climate Action Plan comment letter submitted by New Buildings Institute to the City of Portland 
in April 2015. NBI is a national nonprofit think tank for high performance green buildings, providing policy, 

technical research and design guidance for new and existing buildings.) 
 
Portland has experienced a significant amount of new development recently, with wide 
community concerns expressed about loss of solar access to adjacent properties. To accomplish 
the objectives in 3B Installed Solar and as it relates to desired urban form in item 4Q Better 
Multifamily Buildings, it is necessary to address solar access protection. With the knowledge 
that increased density allows protection of the urban growth boundary and provides great 
efficiencies in land use, transportation and overall sustainability, we support infill development, 
adaptive reuse of existing buildings and higher density development goals. Increases in 
development can help meet these goals, but they may also result in greater impacts to existing 
neighborhoods and adjacent properties that are not fully documented or analyzed. These impacts 
may include loss of solar access, which reduces the capability of adjacent properties to 
independently generate energy through onsite renewables. Other cities in Oregon such as  
Clackamas and Ashland have adopted policies for solar access protection. Ashland’s policy 
ensures that a shadow on the north property line shall not exceed a minimum level as measured 
on December 21st.  
 
Oregon state law states the following: 

 
227.190 Solar access ordinances; purpose; standards 

(1) City councils may adopt and implement solar access ordinances. The ordinances shall 
provide and protect to the extent feasible solar access to the south face of buildings during solar 
heating hours, taking into account latitude, topography, microclimate, existing development, 
existing vegetation and planned uses and densities. The city council shall consider for inclusion 
in any solar access ordinance, but not be limited to, standards for: 

      (a) The orientation of new streets, lots and parcels; 
      (b) The placement, height, bulk and orientation of new buildings; 
      (c) The type and placement of new trees on public street rights of way and other public  
             property; and 
      (d) Planned uses and densities to conserve energy, facilitate the use of solar energy, or  
            both. 

 
Given Comprehensive Planning goals for increased density, as well as resiliency and livability, 
and existing precedents in other Oregon communities, it is recommended that there be further 
consideration of solar access protection policies. We would encourage the Climate Action Plan 
to include the following direction that will help support more zero energy and low-energy 
buildings, protect solar access and help mitigate any significant impacts. 
 
Specific recommendations:  
1) Work with the City of Portland to adopt a solar access protection ordinance consistent with 

state policy 227.190 above and other leading cities and counties in Oregon (e.g. Ashland) 
2) Coordinate with the BPS and BDS to addresses the topics in state  statute 227.190 (a)-(d) 

above by incorporating, zoning code provisions, building design standards, and solar 
setbacks that help mitigate impacts to adjacent development, support livable and resilient 
communities, as well as energy self-sufficiency.  

3) Integrate these policies with current Mixed Use Zoning project efforts to help ensure new zoning 
codes and policies for the placement, and allowed height and bulk of new buildings do not 
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significantly reduce the potential solar access of adjacent development and protects access to 
sunlight for both electricity generation systems and passive solar heating.  

4) Require solar shading analysis as part of permit submittal requirements to assess impacts of new 
development to existing adjacent development. 

5) Require mitigation for any significant impacts to loss of solar access. Below is the suggested 
language NBI provided in our comments on the Comprehensive plan: 
 
 Mitigate impacts from new development that substantively reduces solar access on adjacent 
properties and public rights-of-way. To balance goals for increased density in the 
Comprehensive Plan with the potential impacts from loss of solar access, all new development 
projects over 10,000 s.f. or over 35’ in height should include a solar shading and impact analysis 
as well as a recommendation for mitigation of any substantive impacts on solar access. 
 
Mitigation measures should include at least one of the following:  
a. Transfer of solar development credits 

b. Compensation to impacted individuals 

c. Development of (or contribution towards) shared community solar or other renewable 
projects.  

*If solar access impacts are de minimis, then no mitigation would be required 
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