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Date: October 10, 2018
To: Interested Person
From: Marguerite Feuersanger, Land Use Services

503-823-7619 / mfeuersangerigportlandoregon.gov

NOTICE OF A TYPE II DECISION ON A PROPOSAL IN
YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD

The Bureau of Development Services has approved a proposal in your neighborhood. The
mailed copy of this document is only a summary of the decision.

The reasons for the decision are included in the version located on the BDS website

http: / /www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429. Click on the District Coalition then
scroll to the relevant Neighborhood, and case number. If you disagree with the decision, you
can appeal. Information on how to de so is included at the end of this decision.

CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 17-193030 AD
GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: Duncan Wallace, PM Design Group, Inc.

19401 40th Ave West, Suite 300, Lynwood, WA 98036
Owner: Pac West Energy LLC

3450 Commercial Ct, Meridian, ID 83642
Site Address: 515 NE 82nd Avenue

Legal Description: BLOCK 1 LOT 1 EXC PT I[N STS LOT 2-4 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH VILLA;
BLOCK 1 LOT 5 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH VILLA; BLOCK 1 LOT 6 EXC PT
IN ST, NORTH VILLA; BLOCK 1 S 1/2 OF LOT 7 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH
VILLA; BLOCK 1 N 1/2 OF LOT 7 EXC PT IN ST LOT 8 EXC PT IN ST,
NORTH VILLA; BLOCK 1 LOT 9 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH VILLA

Tax Account No.: R614400010, R614400060, R614400070, R614400080, R614400090,
R614400110
State ID No.: IN2E32AD 21200, IN2E32AD 21100, IN2E32AD 21000, IN2E32AD

20900, IN2E32AD 20800, 1N2E32AD 20700
1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite # 5000, Portland, OR 97201
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Quarter Section: 2938
Neighborhood: Montavilla, contact Land Use Chair at hello@montavillapdx.org
Business District: Eighty-Second Ave of Roses Business Association, contact Frank Harris

at info@82ndave.org
District Coalition: Southeast Uplift, contact Leah Fisher at 503-232-0010.

Zoning: CG, General Commercial Zone

Case Type: AD, Adjustment

Procedure: Type I, an administrative decision with appeal to the Adjustment
Committee.

Proposal: The applicant proposes to redevelop the subject site (40,301 square feet, consisting
of 6 tax accounts), located at the northwest intersection of NE 82nd Avenue and NE Glisan
Street. Existing structures on the site will be demolished, but the underground fuel tanks
located at the south end of the site will remain. A new food sales store (4,477 square feet) will
be located on the north portion of the site and a new fuel island with four fuel pumps and
canopy {2,646 square feet) will be located on the south portion of the site. Ten vehicle parking
spaces are proposed near the food sales store, Two driveways, each 35 feet in width, are
proposed at NE 8274 Avenue. A third driveway, 30 feet in width, is proposed at NE Glisan
Street. Pedestrian amenities are proposed on the site, including a pedestrian path system, a
bus shelter, a pedestrian plaza with covered and uncovered benches, landscaping, trash
receptacle and low-level pedestrian lighting.

The site plan identifies twelve existing trees located on the site (private trees) and three trees
located within the NE 82= Avenue right-of-way (public trees). Five private trees and two public
trees will be preserved with the redevelopment proposal.

Both NE 824 Avenue and NE Glisan Street are designated as transit streets. For this situation,
Zoning Code regulations require buildings to be located within 10 feet of the street lot line, in
part to improve access to transit service and the pedestrian environment. The location of the
new food sales store meets the maximum building setback along NE 8214 Avenue but does not
meet the maximum building setback along NE Glisan Street. Additionally, the Zoning Code
limits the amount of vehicle area adjacent to a transit street. For this site, vehicle area may be
located along no more than 50 percent of the frontage along NE 820 Avenue and no more than
50 percent of the frontage along NE Glisan Street. Because the proposal does not meet the
above regulations, the applicant is requesting the following Adjustments:

1. To increase the maximum building setback along NE Glisan Street from 10 feet to 183
feet (Section 33.130.215.C.2) for the new food sales building; and

2. To increase the maximum vehicle area frontage from 50 percent (175 feet of vehicle area
frontage) to 66 percent (230 feet of vehicle area frontage) along NE 82nd Avenue and
from 50 percent {55 feet of vehicle area frontage) to 85 percent (93.5 feet of vehicle area
frontage) along NE Glisan Street {Section 33.266.130.C.3); and to allow retention of the
existing vehicle area between NE Glisan Street and the new food sales building.

Relevant Approval Criteria:

To be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Title 33. Adjustment
requests will be approved if the review body finds that the applicant has shown that approval
criteria A. through F. of Section 33.805.040, Adjustment Approval Criteria, have been met.

CONCLUSIONS

The review of the proposal to redevelop the site into a new fuel facility and food sales building
has been a complex and lengthy review process. A central issue is the best location for the food
sales building — at the intersection or at the proposed location, close to close to one transit
street but far away from another. This decision is influenced by the existing underground fuel
tanks at the south portion of the site, which results in the proposed location of the fueling
station. How can a vehicle-oriented development be designed so that it is a safe and attractive
place for pedestrians and transit-users? While voicing concern over the continued vehicle-
intensive fueling station, public comment centered on a need to improve pedestrian safety and
pedestrian amenities at the busy intersection of NE Glisan Street and NE 82nd Avenue.
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Certain aspects of the site and proposed buildings were revised during the review process, in
response to issues raised by city staff, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) staff,
nearby neighbors, and the neighborhood association. The applicant met with city staff on
March 8, 2018, and with the neighborhood association on June 27, 2018. Options to relocate
the building close to the intersection were discussed, but due to the existing location of the
fueling station and underground tanks, the applicant’s direction shifted to exploring
improvements to the site’s edges for pedestrians and became committed to preserving the site’s
mature trees.

To fully satisfy the Adjustment approval criteria the following changes were made, or conditions
of approval were added:

* Preservation of the site’s existing mature and healthy trees, including Trees #1,2,4,5,6,8
and 11;

* Reconfiguration of site’s driveways, reducing the number of driveways from 6 to 3;
Pedestrian plaza at the southeast corner of the site, including covered seating, low wall
faced with mosaic tile art, trash receptacles, low-level lighting, landscaping, and
decorative pavers;

» Relocation of the bus shelter and bus stop to a position near the intersection, adjacent
to the pedestrian plaza, to improve transit access;

*» Removal of the free-standing sign, to another position on the site that is outside the
pedestrian plaza;

¢+ Adding a new protective furnishing zone with trees and landscaping along the NE 82nd
frontage, and providing a 10-foot-wide perimeter landscape area along NE Glisani

¢ Locating the food sales building near NE 82nd Avenue, incorporating a large window
area along the street-facing facade, and providing additional pedestrian area south of
the building for tables and chairs for customers; and

* Reduction of the number of on-site vehicles spaces (from 11 spaces to 9 spaces) for
improved conditions for existing trees and additional landscape areas; and

*  Written Implementation Program in compliance with Chapter 33.219, requiring
coordination with the Neighborhood Association; applicant is required to install mosaic
tile on the face of the low wall within the pedestrian plaza.

In sum, the proposal must be approved as these changes result in an improved and inviting
pedestrian environment, a key purpose of the regulations subject to the Adjustment review.

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

Approval of the following Adjustments for a new fueling station and food sales building:

1. To increase the maximum building setback along NE Glisan Street from 10 feet to 183
feet (Section 33.130.215.C.2) for the new food sales building; and

2. To increase the maximum vehicle area frontage {rom 50 percent {175 feet of vehicle area
frontage) to 66 percent {230 feet of vehicle area frontage) along NE 82nd Avenue and
from 50 percent (55 feet of vehicle area frontage) 85 percent (93.5 feet of vehicle area
frontage) along NE Glisan Street (Section 33.266.130.C.3); and to allow retention of the
existing vehicle area between NE Glisan Street and the food sales building
(33.266.130.C.1).

Approvals are per the approved site plans, Exhibits C-1 through C-5 signed and dated October
8, 2018, subject to the following conditions:

A. As part of the building permit application submittal, the following development-related
conditions (B through G) must be noted on each of the 4 required site plans or included as
a sheet in the numbered set of plans. The sheet on which this information appears must be
labeled "ZONING COMPLIANCE PAGE - Case File LU 17-193030 AD." All requirements must
be graphically represented on the site plan, landscape, or other required plan and must be
labeled "REQUIRED."

B. The applicant must implement the Tree Preservation Plan, Exhibit C-1. A certified
arborist’s report must be submitted with the site disturbance, demolition and building
permit plans. The certified arborist report must detail methods to preserve Trees #1, 2, 4,
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5,6, 8 and 11, shown on Exhibit C-1 prieor to, during and after site disturbance activities.
The arborist’s recommendations must be identified as “required” on the site plans.
Proposed removal of Trees #1, 2,4, 5, 6,8 or 11 must be requested through a Type II Tree
Review (land use review).

C. The portion of the driveway that is directly behind of the food sales building will be a
maximum of 20 feet in width. The remaining site area will be incorporated into the
landscape area adjacent to the building’s west wall, containing Tree #6, an Atlas Cedar.

DD. The applicant is required to construct the pedestrian plaza and its elements on the
southeast corer of the site at the same time as site redevelopment. The pedestrian plaza
required elements are shown on Exhibits C-1 and C-2.

E. Prior to submittal of building permits for the food sales building and fueling station, the
applicant will meet the requirements of Chapter 33.219 and will develop an Implementation
Program for the food sales building, the pedestrian plaza and its elements, and ongoing
maintenance for the plaza. The Implementation Program will include:

+ requirements of Sections 33.219.025, 33.219.030, and 33.219.060;

+« a plan for the applicant to coordinate the design, and required installation of the
mosaic tile art within the pedestrian plaza with the Montavilla neighborhood
association;

e ongoing maintenance of other required elements on the site, including the pedestrian
plaza benches, trash receptacles, lighting, mosaic tile art, and existing and proposed
trees and other landscaping; and

+ addition of wayfinding signs directing food sales store customers who are walking to
Montavilla Park or Community Center to use the crosswalk at NE 82nd and NE Glisan.

F. At least three tables with chairs must be provided within 30 feet of the building's east and
south entrances for customer use during hours of operation of the food sales building. A
minimum 6-foot-wide path must be maintained to the east, north, and south building
entrances.

G. Clear glazing is required for all storefront windows and doors shown on approved east,
north, and south building elevations, Exhibits C-3 and C-4. Specifications for the
storefront window and door glazing st pe added to all building elevation plans that are
part of the building permit application: I‘ﬁt‘d s
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City of Portland, Oregon Ted Wheeler, Mayor

. Rebecca Esau, Director

T Bureau of Development Services Phone: (503) 823-7300

& Lo UseSerys Fax: (503) 823-5630

anad use >ervices TTY: (503) 823-6868

FROM CONCEPT TO CONSTRUCTION www.portlandoregon.gov/bds
Date: October 10, 2018
To: Interested Person

From: Marguerite Feuersanger, Land Use Services

503-823-7619 / mfeuersanger@portlandoregon.gov

NOTICE OF A TYPE II DECISION ON A PROPOSAL IN
YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD

The Bureau of Development Services has approved a proposal in your neighborhood. The
mailed copy of this document is only a summary of the decision.

The reasons for the decision are included in the version located on the BDS website

http:/ /www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429. Click on the District Coalition then
scroll to the relevant Neighborhood, and case number. If you disagree with the decision, you
can appeal. Information on how to do so is included at the end of this decision.

CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 17-193030 AD
GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: Duncan Wallace, PM Design Group, Inc.

19401 40th Ave West, Suite 300, Lynwood, WA 98036
Owner: Pac West Energy LLC

3450 Commercial Ct, Meridian, ID 83642
Site Address: 515 NE 82nd Avenue

Legal Description: BLOCK 1 LOT 1 EXC PT IN STS LOT 2-4 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH VILLA,;
BLOCK 1 LOT 5 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH VILLA; BLOCK 1 LOT 6 EXC PT
IN ST, NORTH VILLA; BLOCK 1 S 1/2 OF LOT 7 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH
VILLA; BLOCK 1 N 1/2 OF LOT 7 EXC PT IN ST LOT 8 EXC PT IN ST,
NORTH VILLA; BLOCK 1 LOT 9 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH VILLA

Tax Account No.: R614400010, R614400060, R614400070, R614400080, R614400090,
R614400110

State ID No.: 1IN2E32AD 21200, 1IN2E32AD 21100, 1IN2E32AD 21000, IN2E32AD
20900, IN2E32AD 20800, 1IN2E32AD 20700

Quarter Section: 2938

Neighborhood: Montavilla, contact Land Use Chair at hello@montavillapdx.org

Business District: Eighty-Second Ave of Roses Business Association, contact Frank Harris
at info@82ndave.org

District Coalition: Southeast Uplift, contact Leah Fisher at 503-232-0010.

Zoning: CG, General Commercial Zone

Case Type: AD, Adjustment

Procedure: Type II, an administrative decision with appeal to the Adjustment
Committee.

Proposal: The applicant proposes to redevelop the subject site (40,301 square feet, consisting
of 6 tax accounts), located at the northwest intersection of NE 82nd Avenue and NE Glisan
Street. Existing structures on the site will be demolished, but the underground fuel tanks
located at the south end of the site will remain. A new food sales store (4,477 square feet) will
be located on the north portion of the site and a new fuel island with four fuel pumps and
canopy (2,646 square feet) will be located on the south portion of the site. Ten vehicle parking
spaces are proposed near the food sales store. Two driveways, each 35 feet in width, are
proposed at NE 82rd Avenue. A third driveway, 30 feet in width, is proposed at NE Glisan

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite # 5000, Portland, OR 97201
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Street. Pedestrian amenities are proposed on the site, including a pedestrian path system, a
bus shelter, a pedestrian plaza with covered and uncovered benches, landscaping, trash
receptacle and low-level pedestrian lighting.

The site plan identifies twelve existing trees located on the site (private trees) and three trees
located within the NE 82nd Avenue right-of-way (public trees). Five private trees and two public
trees will be preserved with the redevelopment proposal.

Both NE 82nd Avenue and NE Glisan Street are designated as transit streets. For this situation,
Zoning Code regulations require buildings to be located within 10 feet of the street lot line, in
part to improve access to transit service and the pedestrian environment. The location of the
new food sales store meets the maximum building setback along NE 82rd Avenue but does not
meet the maximum building setback along NE Glisan Street. Additionally, the Zoning Code
limits the amount of vehicle area adjacent to a transit street. For this site, vehicle area may be
located along no more than 50 percent of the frontage along NE 82nd Avenue and no more than
50 percent of the frontage along NE Glisan Street. Because the proposal does not meet the
above regulations, the applicant is requesting the following Adjustments:

1. To increase the maximum building setback along NE Glisan Street from 10 feet to 183
feet (Section 33.130.215.C.2) for the new food sales building; and

2. To increase the maximum vehicle area frontage from 50 percent (175 feet of vehicle area
frontage) to 66 percent (230 feet of vehicle area frontage) along NE 82rd Avenue and
from 50 percent (55 feet of vehicle area frontage) to 85 percent (93.5 feet of vehicle area
frontage) along NE Glisan Street (Section 33.266.130.C.3); and to allow retention of the
existing vehicle area between NE Glisan Street and the new food sales building.

Relevant Approval Criteria:

To be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Title 33. Adjustment
requests will be approved if the review body finds that the applicant has shown that approval
criteria A. through F. of Section 33.805.040, Adjustment Approval Criteria, have been met.

ANALYSIS

Site and Vicinity: The site is located at the northwest corner of NE Glisan Street and NE 82nd
Avenue. A fueling station, small convenience store and commercial building (currently vacant)
are located on the site. Currently the site has six driveways: two driveways along the NE
Glisan frontage and four driveways along the NE 82nd Avenue frontage. Mature trees, mainly
evergreen and oak species, are located on the site and while much of the site paved, the trees
appear to be in good health.

Other development at the intersection corners include:

e Car wash at southwest corner;
e Montavilla Community Center and Park at northeast corner; and
e Restaurant with drive-through at southeast corner.

Directly west of the site is a residential area, primarily containing single-dwelling houses.
While both sides of this street are in residential uses, the east side properties (within the block
of the subject site) are zoned for commercial uses.

Both NE 82nd Avenue and NE Glisan Street accommodate frequent bus service lines and are
designated as Transit streets. Vehicle activity is high and uses are primarily auto-
accommodating as they contain drive-through facilities, wide driveways, and surface parking
areas. Adjacent to the site, both streets contain four vehicle lanes and a center turn lane.
There is no on-street parking along either street, and no furnishing zone or landscape area
between the curb and sidewalk. Sidewalks along 7 feet in width along NE 82nd Avenue and 15
feet in width along NE Glisan Street. Pedestrian and transit rider activity is high at the
intersection, as the buses along each street provide frequent service, and it is a transfer point
from one bus line to another.

Zoning: As of June 26, 2017, the day the application was submitted, the site was within the
General Commercial (CG) Zone. The zone on the site was changed on May 24, 2018, to Mixed
Use Commercial (CE) zone. However, the applicant is vested in the CG zoning that was in effect
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on the day the land use review application was submitted. This decision reviews the proposal
for compliance with the CG Zone, which is intended to:

“ .. allow auto-accommodating commercial development in areas already predominantly built in this
manner and in most newer commercial areas. The zone allows a full range of retail and service
businesses with a local or regional market. Industrial uses are allowed but are limited in size to avoid
adverse effects different in kind or amount than commercial uses and to ensure that they do not
dominate the character of the commercial area. Development is expected to be generally auto-
accommodating, except where the site is adjacent to a transit street or in a Pedestrian District. The
zone's development standards promote attractive development, an open and pleasant street
appearance, and compatibility with adjacent residential areas. Development is intended to be
aesthetically pleasing for motorists, transit users, pedestrians, and the businesses themselves.”

Special Street Setback along NE 8274 Avenue: The site is not within a Plan District or Overlay
Zone, but special setbacks for buildings, structures, signs, and off-street parking are applied to
the site’s NE 82nd Avenue frontage. Zoning Code Chapter 33.288 contains requirements for
sites within “special street setback” areas. Note that the special setback along NE 82nd Avenue
is a minimum of 10 feet from the centerline of the NE 82nd Avenue right-of-way. Because a 5-
foot-wide dedication of public right-of-way is required for the site’s NE 82nd Avenue frontage, a
minimum 5-foot setback is required.

Land Use History: City records indicate the following prior land use review for the site:
VZ 212-83 Variance to the minimum setback for a sign, with conditions:

1. Screening along the west side may be placed along the property line. The screening
along the north side must consist of vegetative materials and should be planted to be
compatible with the landscaping on the lot immediately north.

2. All planting areas shown on exhibit a must be landscaped before the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy, or a bond equal to 110% of the estimated cost shall be filed
with the city to ensure that the landscaping is installed within 6 months of occupancy.

3. All landscaping must be maintained by watering, weeding and replacement as
necessary.

4. Except for 2 support poles, the sign within the setback must maintain a vertical vision-
clearance area between 42" above grade and 10' above grade.

5. The owner of the sign structure within the setback must sign a written agreement to
remove the sign at no cost to the city if, in the future, additional right-of-way is needed
for widening 82nd Avenue or Glisan Street.

Staff note: The existing free-standing sign will be relocated due to the required dedication of
right-of-way along NE 82nd and to accommodate the proposed pedestrian plaza at the
southeast corner of the site. The relocated sign must meet the Zoning Code and Sign Code
regulations.

Agency Review: A “Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood” was mailed January 12, 2018.
The following Bureaus have responded with no issues or concerns regarding the proposed
Adjustments:

* Fire Bureau
» Site Development Section of BDS

Other city bureaus provided comments or conditions regarding the building permit application:

e The Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) states that requirements of the City’s
Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM) will be triggered with the review of the building
permit application (Exhibit E-1).

e The Water Bureau requires consolidation of the site’s existing tax accounts into one tax
account. Tax account consolidation must occur prior to approval of the building permit
plans (Exhibit E-3).

e The Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development states that the Adjustments
are consistent with the street classifications and will not impact the transportation system
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in the area. A five-foot dedication of public right-of-way is required along the site’s NE 82nd
Avenue frontage. Improvements to both NE 82rd and NE Glisan Street are required,
consisting of a 0.5-foot curb, a 4-foot furnishing zone with street trees in tree wells, a 6-foot
sidewalk, and a 1.5-foot frontage zone (Exhibit E-2).

e The Life Safety Plans Examiner of BDS provide additional comments about building code
requirements including construction of exterior walls, accessible parking and consolidation
of existing tax accounts. Consolidation of tax account will be required (Exhibit E-6).

e Staff from the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Parks and Recreation (UF) visited
the site in January 2018 and provided an assessment of the tree species, diameter size and
condition. UF staff believes that the most significant trees on the site are the large pin oaks
and the Atlas cedar in the center of the property. These trees are identified on the site plan
(Exhibit C-1) as Tree #1, #2, #4, #5 and #6. The proposal calls for the preservation of these
important trees as well as Tree #8 and #11 at the northern portion of the site. Note that
Trees #1 and #11 will become public right-of-way trees due to the required 5 feet of right-of-
way dedication along NE 82rd Avenue. To preserve these trees, the applicant must apply for
an alternative design request (Portland Bureau of Transportation, PBOT) (Exhibit E-7).

Neighborhood Review: Ten written responses were received in response from the Notice of
Proposal, from nearby neighbors and the Neighborhood Association. All letters cited concerns
about or voiced opposition to the proposed development and requested Adjustments. Following
are the main issues raised in the letters:

e  Proposal doesn’t qualify for an Adjustment because the site is neither difficult to develop
nor an unusual situation.

Staff response: The purpose of Adjustment review (Section 33.805.010) is shown below.
It is broadly stated and is an option for sites or proposals that may not have an unusual
situation or may not be difficult to develop. The underlined statements speak to the
potential for flexibility of site design, if the purpose of the regulation is met:

The regulations of the zoning code are designed to implement the goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan. These regulations apply city-wide, but because of the city's diversity, some sites are difficult to
develop in compliance with the regulations. The adjustment review process provides a mechanism by
which the requlations in the zoning code may be modified if the proposed development continues to meet
the intended purpose of those requlations. Adjustments may also be used when strict application of the
zoning code's reqgulations would preclude all use of a site. Adjustment reviews provide flexibility for
unusual situations. They also allow for alternative ways to meet the purposes of the code, while allowing
the zoning code to continue to provide certainty and rapid processing for land use applications.

e Intersection of NE 824 and NE Glisan is high-use but lacks pedestrians improvements.
Currently it is unsafe for pedestrians, transit-users and cyclists.

e Traffic mitigation needed if development will increase traffic flow. Auto accidents and
violations (running through red lights) are frequent at this intersection.

Staff response: Written comment letters (Exhibits F-1 and F-8) provide information
about the city’s high crash network intersections from the Portland Bureau of
Transportation website. The intersection at NE 82rd Avenue and NE Glisan Street ranks
15th overall (total number of crashes) and is ranked first on the list for pedestrian
crashes. Both streets do not have on-street parking or furnishing zones. Only the curb
separates the roadway and sidewalks. Transit use is high at this intersection, which is
a transfer point between Bus Line #72 on NE 82nd and Bus Line#19 on NE Glisan. The
proposal includes a number changes that will increase safety for all users:

e Reduction in the number of driveways currently at the site: from two driveways to
one driveway at NE Glisan and from four driveways to two driveways at NE 82nd
Avenue.

e Addition of a furnishing zone with street trees, between the curb and sidewalk,
along NE 82rd Avenue
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e Relocation of the existing bus stop and shelter close to the NE 82rd/NE Glisan
intersection to improve convenience and bus transfer for transit users and
encourage use of the existing crosswalk at the intersection.

o The Montavilla community center and park (east of the site) and Vestal Elementary School
(1 block south of the site) are key sites in the neighborhood. The convenience store
location across the street from the community center and park but away from the
intersection increases the potential for pedestrians to cross NE 82nd Avenue outside the
intersection crosswalk, an unsafe situation. The neighborhood would like to see a marked
crosswalk in front of the food sales building connecting to the community center and park.
This requires ODOT participation.

Staff response: Martin Jensvold, an engineer with the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT), reviewed the site’s proposed driveways and truck circulation.
He states the roughly 350 feet of site frontage along NE 82nd Avenue is not ideal for a
marked crosswalk as it is within the influence of the intersection - it is within the range
of vehicles turning left onto NE Glisan. Because of this, ODOT would not recommend a
marked crosswalk as it would conflict with the vehicle traffic lane. He suggests that
pedestrians be directed to the intersection with wayfinding signs. This can be done
along the site’s frontage and the Montavilla community center frontage. Mr. Jensvold
said that ODOT has plans to update/rebuild the signal at NE 82nd/Glisan, between
2022 to 2024.

e Currently drivers cut through the site from NE 824 to NE Glisan Street to avoid the
signaled intersection. This is an unsafe situation for pedestrian which is created in part
by the openness of the site, lack of buildings and the vehicle-accommodating nature of the
business.

Staff response: The proposal will eliminate two existing driveways along NE 82nd
Avenue and one existing driveway along NE Glisan Street. A furnishing zone will be
added between the sidewalk and roadway. These updates to the site will limit the
potential for cut-through traffic and will provide pedestrians with a buffer from vehicle
traffic.

e Preservation of trees and planting of new trees is needed, both on the site and within the
street right-of-way. The site and surround properties suffer from the heat island effect,
posing health risks to the community.

Tree preservation and planting of new trees are required to satisfy the approval criteria.
Seven existing trees will be preserved during and after construction, and additional trees
will be planted, both on the site and within the furnishing zones of the NE 82nd and NE
Glisan rights-of-way.

e Litter control is needed.

Staff response: The applicant proposes to install a trash receptacle, attached to a low
wall within the pedestrian plaza area at the southeast corner of the site. This decision
requires that the trash receptacle, along with other pedestrian amenities, be part of the
building permit plans and be installed at the time of site development. Litter control
along with other potential impacts and ongoing maintenance issues will be addressed
with a written Implementation Program. The applicant will be required to prepare such
a program in concert with the Montavilla neighborhood association.

e Relocating the bus shelter and a new pedestrian plaza at north portion of the site does not
provide value to pedestrians but instead increases potential crime problems by creating
concealed areas.

Based on this neighborhood feedback and discussions with TriMet staff, the applicant
has relocated the bus shelter and pedestrian plaza from the north portion of the site to
the southeast corner of the site near the intersection, thereby increasing visibility and
convenience for pedestrians and transit users (Exhibit F-10).



Decision Notice for LU 17-193030 AD Page 6

e The neighborhood doesn’t need another gas station and market. Existing gas
stations/ markets are located along NE 824 at E Burnside Street and SE Washington.

Staff response: The Adjustment review approval criteria do not specifically limit the
type of business proposed at the site. Vehicle services and fueling stations are
considered retail sales and service uses and are allowed by right in the CG zone.
However, the proposal does not meet two of the development standards, which has
prompted the Adjustment review request.

e The food sales building should be relocated to the southeast corner of the site, in
compliance with the 10-foot maximum transit street setbacks. This will increase
pedestrian safety and convenience. Houses located adjacent to the west boundary of the
site would be less impacted as the accessory activity that causes noise, odor, glare
impacts, such as trash/recycling area, would be relocated closer to the building and away
from existing homes.

Staff response: The proposal combines two sites into one development. The existing
fueling station near the intersection will be replaced with a modern facility and a former
restaurant at the north portion of the site will be replaced with a food sales building.
Proposed vehicle area and buildings on the site are relatively unchanged from the
existing condition.

As mitigation for the proposed Adjustments, preservation of mature trees and a
pedestrian plaza with amenities are required conditions of approval. These required
features improve the pedestrian environment. Relocating the food sales building to the
southeast corner would meet the setback requirements. The fuel station would then be
located on the north portion of the site, adjacent to existing house lots. For this option,
an Adjustment to the maximum transit street setback would not be needed (as the food
sales building would be located within 10 feet of both NE Glisan and NE 82»d). While an
Adjustment to the maximum vehicle area requirement would still be needed for this
option, it is unlikely that tree preservation or the pedestrian plaza would be part of the
redevelopment proposal.

e The existing homes adjacent to the site’s west property line will be negatively impacted by
the development. Light, noise and air pollution will detract from the neighborhood’s
livability. Also, the location of the trash/recycling area is near the backyards of existing
homes and has the potential to be a noise and sanitation nuisance.

Staff response: The proposal will satisfy all minimum required setbacks and landscape
buffer standards along the west property line adjacent to existing homes. The
commercial zoning of NE 82nd extends west of the site to include properties that are
currently in residential use, mostly single dwelling houses. The trash/recycling area is
located approximately 18 feet from the west property line and is within an enclosed
structure. Trees and shrubs will be planted along the west property line to buffer the
adjacent residential properties. As a condition of approval, a Good Neighbor agreement
is required, which will address impacts on adjacent development.

e The proposal doesn’t meet the Adjustment approval criteria A, B, C and E.
Staff response: Analysis of the proposal with respect to the approval criteria is provided
below under the findings for each criterion.

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA

33.805.010 Purpose (Adjustments)

The regulations of the zoning code are designed to implement the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan. These regulations apply city-wide, but because of the city's diversity,
some sites are difficult to develop in compliance with the regulations. The adjustment review
process provides a mechanism by which the regulations in the zoning code may be modified if
the proposed development continues to meet the intended purpose of those regulations.
Adjustments may also be used when strict application of the zoning code's regulations would
preclude all use of a site. Adjustment reviews provide flexibility for unusual situations and



Decision Notice for LU 17-193030 AD Page 7

allow for alternative ways to meet the purposes of the code, while allowing the zoning code to
continue providing certainty and rapid processing for land use applications.

33.805.040 Approval Criteria
Adjustment requests will be approved if the applicant has demonstrated that approval criteria A
through F, below, have been met.

A. Granting the Adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to be
modified; and

Findings: The applicant is requesting two Adjustments:

3. To increase the maximum building setback along NE Glisan Street from 10 feet to 183
feet (Section 33.130.215.C.2) for the new food sales building; and

4. To increase the maximum vehicle area frontage from 50 percent (175 feet of vehicle area
frontage) to 66 percent (230 feet of vehicle area frontage) along NE 82rd Avenue and
from 50 percent (55 feet of vehicle area frontage) to 85 percent (93.5 feet of vehicle area
frontage) along NE Glisan Street (Section 33.266.130.C.3); and to allow retention of the
existing vehicle area between NE Glisan Street and the new food sales building.

Adjustment #1: The purpose of the maximum building setback is stated below (Section
33.130.215.A). Statements relevant to the CG zone site and proposal are underlined:

Purpose. The required building setbacks promote streetscapes that are consistent with the desired
character of the different commercial zones. The CN1, CM, CS, and CX setbacks promote buildings close to
the sidewalk to reinforce a pedestrian orientation and built-up streetscape. The setback requirements for
areas that abut residential zones promote commercial development that will maintain light, air, and the
potential for privacy for adjacent residential zone. The setback requirements along transit streets and in
Pedestrian Districts create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.

Only the first and last sentences apply to the proposal. (The second and third sentences of
the above purpose statement do not apply to the proposal because the site is within the CG
Zone and the site does not abut a residential zone (Exhibit B, Zoning Map)).

The desired character of the CG zone is stated in Zoning Code Section 33.130.030.G:

General Commercial Zone. The General Commercial (CG) zone is intended to allow auto-accommodating
commercial development in areas already predominantly built in this manner and in most newer
commercial areas. The zone allows a full range of retail and service businesses with a local or regional
market. Industrial uses are allowed but are limited in size to avoid adverse effects different in kind or
amount than commercial uses and to ensure that they do not dominate the character of the commercial
area. Development is expected to be generally auto-accommodating, except where the site is adjacent to
a transit street or in a Pedestrian District. The zone’s development standards promote attractive
development, an open and pleasant street appearance, and compatibility with adjacent residential areas.
Development is intended to be aesthetically pleasing for motorists, transit users, pedestrians, and the
businesses themselves.

Development in the CG zone is expected to be generally auto-accommodating, except where
the site is adjacent to a transit street or in a Pedestrian District. While the desired character
statement does not directly state that auto-accommodating development should not be
allowed on sites adjacent to transit streets, this notion is implied. Furthermore auto-related
uses, such as drive-through facilities, are allowed in the CG Zone. This is the dilemma of the
review, whether development on the site can be both auto-accommodating and inviting and
safe for pedestrians.

Both NE Glisan and NE 82rd Avenue adjacent to the site are transit streets, but the site is not
within a Pedestrian District. Because of the following features of the proposal, staff finds that
the environment for pedestrians and transit users will be inviting, aesthetically pleasing and
safer than the current condition:

e Preservation of most of the site’s existing mature and healthy trees;
e Reconfiguration of the site’s driveways, reducing the number of driveways from 6 to 3;
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e Creation of a pedestrian plaza at the southeast corner of the site, including covered
seating, low wall with mosaic tile, trash receptacle, low-level lighting, landscaping, and
decorative pavers;

o Relocation of bus shelter to a position near the intersection to improve transit access;

o Relocation of free-standing sign, from pedestrian plaza area to behind the bus shelter;

e Widening of the site’s perimeter landscape areas along NE Glisan Street and addition of
a furnishing zone between the roadway and sidewalk along NE 82rd Avenue:

o Location of the food sales building near the site’s frontage with NE 82nd Avenue, with a
main entrance and large window area oriented to this frontage; and providing additional
pedestrian area south of the building for tables and chairs for customers; and

e Reduced number of on-site vehicles spaces (from 11 spaces to 9 spaces) for improved
conditions for existing trees and additional landscape areas.

These features work together to result in an inviting pedestrian environment. While the
proposal is in part for a vehicle fueling station, and at a prominent location near the
intersection, the vehicle presence and role is reduced because of the strength of the above
proposal elements. Remove any one of these elements and it may be difficult to reach the
same conclusion. The above elements are proposed and are required elements of the
proposal.

Other conditions are needed to ensure that this criterion is met in full:

Tree preservation/careful site preparation and construction Preservation of mature trees is
crucial to the success of the development, from a pedestrian and neighborhood perspective.
The existing trees to be preserved are close to proposed buildings and paved areas. To
ensure that the trees and root systems are not damaged during site demolition and
construction, a detailed arborist report indicating how tree preservation will be achieved
must be submitted with the building permit application.

Incorporate art work for a rich and diverse pedestrian environment The applicant proposes
mosaic tile on the street-facing side of the low wall within the pedestrian plaza plan (Exhibit
C-2). This further enhances the pedestrian environment along the street frontages. The
Montavilla neighborhood association details the importance of a public art installation and
requests the mosaic tile as it is used on the Montavilla Community Center, located near the
site (Exhibit F-11). To ensure that the mosaic art wall is implemented, a condition is needed
that requires the applicant to coordinate with the neighborhood association.

Ensure use of clear glazing for a visually permeable building A significant percentage of
east, north and south building elevations are dedicated to storefront doors and windows.
Provision of windows and doors with clear glass supports this criterion by creating
connection between the sidewalk and the activity within the building, leading to a pleasant
and interesting pedestrian view. To meet zoning code standards, clear glazing is required,
but only along the east elevation facing NE 82nd Avenue. To better meet this criterion, a
condition is needed that requires clear glazing on the east, north and south facades. These
facades are visible from the sidewalk due to the openness of the development.

With these conditions and the above elements noted as required elements of the proposal,
this criterion is met for Adjustment #1.

Adjustment #2: The purpose of the vehicle area frontage and location limitations are stated
below (Section 33.266.130.A):

Purpose. The development standards promote vehicle areas which are safe and attractive
for motorists and pedestrians. Vehicle area locations are restricted in some zones to
promote the desired character of those zones. Together with the transit street building
setback standards in the base zone chapters, the vehicle area restrictions for sites on
transit streets and in Pedestrian Districts:

e  Provide a pedestrian access that is protected from auto traffic; and

e Create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.
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Note that the purpose statements for the “parking area layout standards” do not apply to
the proposal because the proposal satisfies these standards in full and the applicant is not
requesting an Adjustment to these standards.

The purpose statements for this Adjustment are aligned with those of Adjustment #1. This
dual directive magnifies the importance of an inviting and safe pedestrian experience both
adjacent to and on the site. When the application was submitted in June of 2017, staff
asked how could a vehicle-oriented development be designed so that it is safe and inviting
for pedestrians? Due to staff concerns and neighborhood requests, the proposal has
evolved significantly since the application was submitted in June of 2017. From the
neighborhood perspective, this intersection is an important one within their neighborhood.
It has a high level of use for pedestrians, transit users and drivers, but is shown to be
significantly hazardous for pedestrians (Exhibit F-1).

Many pedestrian-oriented features are now part of the proposal. Tree preservation, a
reduced number of vehicle driveways, a retail building close to and oriented to the public
sidewalk, and a new pedestrian plaza with specified amenities are most essential to
ensuring that the proposal will create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and
transit users. Lastly, it is important to note that Transportation staff is requiring additional
public right-of-way along NE 82nd to make room for a new furnishing zone containing street
trees, to be installed with the redevelopment, that separates the new sidewalk from the auto
traffic lane (Exhibit E-2). Generally, on-street parking provides a buffer for pedestrians
from moving vehicles. Because on-street parking is not provided on NE 8nd or NE Glisan,
the requirement for dedication and a new furnishing zone is essential for pedestrian
protection and comfort. While a furnishing zone is not required for the NE Glisan frontage,
the proposal includes a 10-foot deep on-site landscape area (twice the minimum required
depth) adjacent to the sidewalk. This landscape area will be planted with groundcover,
shrubs and trees and will help shade and cool the sidewalk, among other benefits of trees
and new pervious surface areas on the site.

Neighbors expressed concern about the potential for pedestrians, especially children, who
may try to cross NE 82nd mid-block from Montavilla Park/Community Center to the new
food sales building, or vice versa. Currently there is no marked crosswalk or pedestrian
island to facilitate this crossing. ODOT staff does not recommend a marked crosswalk at
this location because it is too close to the NE 82rd/Glisan intersection. Addition of
wayfinding signs that direct pedestrians to the existing crosswalk at the intersection for
customers heading to the park or community center from the food sales store will help
address this situation. The content and placement of the signs must be coordinated with
the Montavilla neighborhood association as part of the applicant’s written Implementation
Program, which is a requirement of Criterion B below. With the condition that the
applicant provide such signage, this condition is met.

For the reasons stated above and with the above conditions of approval, the proposed
Adjustments equally meets the purpose of the regulations. This criterion is met.

B. If in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or
appearance of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, E, or I zone, the proposal will be
consistent with the classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of
the area; and

Findings: Because the subject site is in the CG zone, a commercial zone, the applicant
must demonstrate that the proposal is consistent with the classifications of the adjacent
streets and the desired character of the area. Zoning Code Section 33.910 defines desired
character as the “preferred and envisioned character (usually of an area) based on the
purpose statement or character statement of the base zone, overlay zone, or plan district”
and “it also includes the preferred and envisioned character based on any adopted plans or
design guidelines for an area.”

Street classifications: The Portland Transportation System Plan classifies the site’s frontage
streets as follows:
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e NE 82nd Avenue: Major Transit Priority Street, Major City Traffic Street, Regional
Main Street, City Bikeway, and City Walkway

e NE Glisan Street: Transit Access Street, Major City Traffic Street, Community Main
Street, City Bikeway, and City Walkway

The proposed Adjustments to increase the maximum setback from NE Glisan and the
maximum vehicle area frontage will still allow for a full range of retail, service, and business
uses with a local market area. The food sales building is located close to NE 82nd and
provides a main entrance and large window area facing the street. A pedestrian plaza with
covered seating and a bus stop/shelter are located near the intersecting transit streets.
These improvements make it easier for transit users to transfer from one bus line to
another and provide extra space for pedestrians waiting to cross the street. For these
reasons, the proposed Adjustment will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacent
streets.

CG zone character statement: Consistency with the desired character of the CG zone is
reviewed in the findings for Approval Criterion A, above. Those findings determine that the
proposal, with required conditions of approval, results in a development that is consistent
with the desired character of this zone.

Outer Southeast Community Plan, adopted by City Council on January 31, 1996. Staff
reviewed the policies and objective of the plan and found the following to be relevant to the
site and proposal:

Subarea Policy II for 82nd Ave/I-205 Corridor, Economic development: 82nd Avenue is
designed in the plan as a Contemporary Main Street. The focus on transit ridership,
pedestrian comfort and safety. These streets are different from the traditional model
because:

e Buildings are spaced further apart with parking lots which may separate the

sidewalk from some building entrances.

e Four to five lanes are common to these main streets.
The design goal is to move buildings closer to the street with entrances opening directly
onto the sidewalk while still providing convenient parking.

Urban Design Policy Objective 4: Promote “main street” development on portions of Foster
Road, Glisan Street, and Woodstock Boulevard, on Division and Start Streets, and 82nd
and 1227 Avenues. Locate buildings with entrances off the sidewalk. Encourage
sidewalk cafes display windows, benches, street trees, awnings, small scale signs that
are directed to the pedestrians, and on-street parking.

Findings: Transit ridership is supported through the relocation of the bus stop and
shelter to a location close to the intersection of NE 82nd and NE Glisan, which is closer
to the cross walks at the intersection. The stop is a transfer point for the NE 82nd and
NE Glisan bus lines. The relocation shortens the distance between stops.

Pedestrian comfort and safety is supported through preserving the mature trees on the
site. Trees contribute to pedestrian comfort by shading and cooling paved areas and
decreasing airborne and waterborne pollution.

The food sales building is located 5.5 feet from NE 82rd Avenue, which is the higher
classification for transit. Building entrances are located facing NE 82nd Avenue (east)
and south, onto a wide paved area that is equipped with tables and chairs.

To address the absence of a building at the intersection, a pedestrian plaza will be
incorporated into the development. It elevates the interest and comfort of the
pedestrian area by including the following important details: covered benches facing the
streets, trees, low level lighting, trash receptacles, and low walls with mosaic tile
artwork. The pedestrian plaza is intended to provide interest, and to give space for
pedestrians waiting to cross the street or waiting for a bus to arrive. This space is
welcomed as the intersection is busy, and there is no on-street parking to provide
separation from traffic lanes. The pedestrian plaza also provides a place for rest and to
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observe the urban and active intersection. It provides pedestrians protection from the
rain or hot afternoon sun.

Each street contains 5 vehicle travel lanes, with no on-street parking. Currently there
are six driveways at the site. To improve the pedestrian environment, a landscaped
furnishing zone will be added between the NE 82rd roadway and sidewalk, and three
existing driveways will be closed. The site will retain three driveways, one at NE Glisan
and two at NE 82nd Avenue.

Because of the reasons above, and with the proposed tree preservation and pedestrian
plaza elements approved as required elements, this policy and objective are met.

Montavilla Neighborhood Plan, adopted by City Council on January 31, 1996. Staff
reviewed the policies and objective of the plan and found the following to be relevant to the
site and proposal:

Policy 2 Historic Preservation and Urban Design

Objective 1: Encourage business owners to provide street furniture in front of their
businesses to enhance the appearance and friendliness of their property and the
neighborhood.

The proposal includes three tables near the entrances of the food sales building and two
covered benches, each 8 feet in length, within the pedestrian plaza. With the condition
that the tables, chairs, and benches be permanent features of the site, this policy is
met.

Policy 3, Transportation

e Objective 1. Improve access and mobility for pedestrians, public transit and
automobiles traveling in and through the neighborhood.

e Objective 11. Improve the appearance and safety of bus shelters and bus stops in
the neighborhood.

e Objective 13. Encourage “Main Street” type developments along portions of NE
Glisan, SE Division, 82" and SE Stark as a means of accommodating more people
and businesses along transit streets.

Objectives 1 and 11 are met through the required sidewalk and furnishing zone
improvements along NE 82rd Avenue, a reduction in driveways leading to the site, and a
relocated bus stop and shelter closer to the intersection. The required pedestrian plaza
is adjacent to the bus shelter and provide additional covered seating for transit users.

Objective 13 calls for main street-type development along NE Glisan and 82rd, to
accommodate more people and businesses along transit streets. The proposal is not a
model for a main street type development, as it has limited building coverage and
locates a fueling station at the intersection. A small 4,400 square-foot food sales store
is located close to NE 82nd with a main entrance door, large window area, and outdoor
tables for customers. It is in the spirit of main street development but falls short as it is
located 183 feet from NE Glisan Street and does not extend along a high percentage of
the site’s street frontage. The proposal reflects existing and prior conditions on the site.
Currently, the site is two separate developments: a fueling station and small
convenience store on the south portion near the intersection, and a restaurant on the
north portion. As described in this report, the proposal includes significant upgrades to
the pedestrian environment over existing conditions, both on the site and within the
public right-of-way adjacent to the site. The intersection currently handles a high
volume of vehicles and pedestrians, as documented by neighborhood comment letters
and the city’s data. Arguably, what is needed here is a higher level and higher quality of
pedestrian amenities for the current level of people travelling by or to the site. The
proposal does this through the addition of the pedestrian plaza at the site’s corner, a
larger space adjacent to the sidewalk for pedestrians and transit users to take refuge
while waiting for a bus or to cross the street. Preservation of the site’s mature
evergreen trees and oak trees and planting of new trees provide shading, cooling and
mitigation from air pollution. Low level screening walls provide pedestrians with
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C.

separation from the fueling station activity and act as a canvas for community art work,
in the form of mosaic tile. This objective is met by the proposal and conditions cited
above.

Policy 5 Economic Development

e Objective 3. Buffer residential areas from businesses to help reduce visual and
noise impacts.

e Objective 5. Enhance commercial nodes at major intersections throughout the
neighborhood.

e Objective 6. Enhance 824 Avenue to make it more attractive and viable arterial for
shoppers, pedestrians, residents and visitors.

e Objective 8. Encourage businesses to implement “Good Neighbor Plans” similar to
those required by convenience store owners to reduce negative impacts on nearby
residents and businesses to ensures a good working relationship with the
neighborhood at all times.

Objectives 3, 5 and 6 are satisfied by the proposal. A 5-foot-wide landscape buffer will
be provided along the site’s west property line to screen adjacent properties. These
adjacent properties are within the CG zone but are currently in residential use. The
intersection will be enhanced through additional landscape areas adjacent to the
sidewalks and a new pedestrian plaza with amenities. A new furnishing zone with trees
will be provided along the NE 82nd site frontage, separating the public sidewalk from the
adjacent roadway travel lanes. The food sales building will have a main entrance facing
NE 82nd and will have an approximate 13-foot-wide pedestrian area south of the
building and near the street with chairs and tables for customers.

For Objective 8, a “Good Neighbor Plan” is essential for maintenance and long-term
viability of the proposed and required pedestrian plaza and outdoor tables for the food
sales business. A condition requiring such a plan will satisfy this objective. Zoning
Code Chapter 33.219 includes requirements for a “written Implementation Program,”
similar to a “Good Neighbor Plan.” Convenience stores are, by Zoning Code definition,
less than 4,000 square feet in area, and are required to meet these requirements. The
proposed food sales building is approximately 4,400 square feet in area, and while it
doesn’t fit the Zoning Code definition, it follows the “convenience store” model. The
written Implementation Program must be developed by the applicant, with input and
ongoing communication with the neighborhood association being essential. The
program must address crime prevention, alcohol awareness, litter control, loitering
control, landscape maintenance, glare from lighting, and communication with the
neighborhood association. Neighborhood comment letters raised concerns about litter
control, and graffiti and crime prevention, and all these issues are relevant to the site
and proposal. In addition to the above issues, the Implementation program must
address
e maintenance of other required elements on the site, including the pedestrian
plaza benches, trash receptacles, mosaic tile art, and existing and proposed
trees and other landscaping; and
e wayfinding signs directing customers of the food sales store to use the crosswalk
at NE 82nd and NE Glisan if they are headed to the Montavilla Park or
Community Center.

For these reasons and with above condition of approval regarding a written Implementation
Program, the proposal will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacent streets and
the desired character of the area. This criterion is met.

If more than one Adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of the
Adjustments results in a project which is still consistent with the overall purpose of
the zone; and

Findings: Two Adjustments are requested. The overall purpose of the CG Zone is to:

“... allow auto-accommodating commercial development in areas already predominantly built in
this manner and in most newer commercial areas. The zone allows a full range of retail and
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service businesses with a local or regional market. Industrial uses are allowed but are limited in
size to avoid adverse effects different in kind or amount than commercial uses and to ensure that
they do not dominate the character of the commercial area. Development is expected to be
generally auto-accommodating, except where the site is adjacent to a transit street or in a
Pedestrian District. The zone's development standards promote attractive development, an open
and pleasant street appearance, and compatibility with adjacent residential areas. Development
is intended to be aesthetically pleasing for motorists, transit users, pedestrians, and the
businesses themselves.”

As identified in the findings for Criteria A and B above, the proposal meets the overall
purpose of the CG zone, as it provides a retail building close to NE 82nd with a street-facing
main entrance. It will activate the sidewalk environment by providing tables and chairs for
customers. Mature trees on the site that currently offer benefits of aesthetics, shading,
cooling and mitigation of air pollution, will be preserved with an arborist’s direction, and
are incorporated into new landscape planters with the site’s redevelopment. To mitigate for
the lack of a building presence at the southeast corner, a pedestrian plaza will be created
and maintained by the applicant. The number of existing driveways will be reduced,
restoring portions of the public sidewalk and limiting the number of vehicle paths through
the site. Newly planted trees, public art, covered benches and extra space for standing,
siting, or waiting, will provide pedestrians with a pleasant environment. This criterion is
met.

D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; and

Findings: City-designated scenic resources are identified on the Official Zoning Maps with a
lower case “s” and historic resources are identified either with a dot or as being within the
boundaries of a Historic or Conservation district. Because no scenic or historic resource
designations are mapped on the subject site, this criterion does not apply.

E. Any impacts resulting from the Adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical; and

Findings: As discussed in the findings for Criteria A and B, with the proposed pedestrian
features, pedestrian plaza improvements, tree preservation, additional landscaping and the
requirement for a written Implementation Program, the proposal will equally meet the
purposes of the regulations and will not have adverse impacts on the classifications of the
adjacent streets or the desired character of the area. Therefore, this criterion is met.

F. If in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental
environmental impacts on the resource and resource values as is practicable;

Findings: Environmental overlay zones are designated on the Official Zoning Maps with
either a lowercase “p” (Environmental Protection overlay zone) or a “c” (Environmental
Conservation overlay zone). Because no environmental overlay zone is mapped on the
subject site, this criterion does not apply.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Unless specifically required in the approval criteria listed above, this proposal does not have to
meet the development standards to be approved during this review process. The plans
submitted for a building or zoning permit must demonstrate that all requirements of Title 11
can be met, and that all development standards of Title 33 can be met or have received an
Adjustment or Modification via a land use review, prior to the approval of a building or zoning
permit.

NOTE The applicant’s site plan does not show all details required by the Zoning Code. Of note:
e On-site pedestrian system requirements of Section 33.130.240 not met in full. Curbs, at
least 4 inches in height, are required to separate onsite pedestrian paths where parallel
to drive-aisles. Other options, such as use of a different paving material, are required
where paths cross driveways. Six-inch curbs are also required to protect landscape
areas where they are adjacent to vehicle areas. Low level lighting is required for on-site
paths.
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e Special Street Setbacks apply along NE 82nd Avenue that establish minimum setbacks
for buildings, structures, signs, and off-street parking. The regulations of Chapter
33.288 must be met at time of building permit review. For this site, the special setback
applied to the site is 45 feet from the roadway centerline. Currently the property line is
35 feet from the centerline of NE 82rd. A five-foot public right-of-way dedication is
required and shown on the site plan. Thus, the applicant proposes a 5-foot building
setback for the food sales building, providing the full 45-foot required special setback.
The special street setback area must be landscaped to at least the L1 standard (Section
33.288.020.C), except where a higher landscape standard is required, such as L2
landscaping between parking areas and the street property line.

e Bicycle parking spaces are required. At least 2 long-term and 2 short term bicycle
parking spaces are required for the food sales building, per Section 33.266.210 and 220.

e The applicant provided a landscape plan, which satisfies the requirements for the
number of trees for perimeter parking area landscaping. Additional shrubs and
groundcover may be required to meet the standards in full.

CONCLUSIONS

The review of the proposal to redevelop the site into a new fuel facility and food sales building
has been a complex and lengthy review process. A central issue is the best location for the food
sales building — at the intersection or at the proposed location, close to close to one transit
street but far away from another. This decision is influenced by the existing underground fuel
tanks at the south portion of the site, which results in the proposed location of the fueling
station. How can a vehicle-oriented development be designed so that it is a safe and attractive
place for pedestrians and transit-users? While voicing concern over the continued vehicle-
intensive fueling station, public comment centered on a need to improve pedestrian safety and
pedestrian amenities at the busy intersection of NE Glisan Street and NE 82nd Avenue.

Certain aspects of the site and proposed buildings were revised during the review process, in
response to issues raised by city staff, Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) staff,
nearby neighbors, and the neighborhood association. The applicant met with city staff on
March 8, 2018, and with the neighborhood association on June 27, 2018. Options to relocate
the building close to the intersection were discussed, but due to the existing location of the
fueling station and underground tanks, the applicant’s direction shifted to exploring
improvements to the site’s edges for pedestrians and became committed to preserving the site’s
mature trees.

To fully satisfy the Adjustment approval criteria the following changes were made, or conditions
of approval were added:

e Preservation of the site’s existing mature and healthy trees, including Trees #1,2,4,5,6,8
and 11;

e Reconfiguration of site’s driveways, reducing the number of driveways from 6 to 3;

e Pedestrian plaza at the southeast corner of the site, including covered seating, low wall
faced with mosaic tile art, trash receptacles, low-level lighting, landscaping, and
decorative pavers;

e Relocation of the bus shelter and bus stop to a position near the intersection, adjacent
to the pedestrian plaza, to improve transit access;

e Removal of the free-standing sign, to another position on the site that is outside the
pedestrian plaza;

e Adding a new protective furnishing zone with trees and landscaping along the NE 82nd
frontage, and providing a 10-foot-wide perimeter landscape area along NE Glisan;

e Locating the food sales building near NE 82nd Avenue, incorporating a large window
area along the street-facing facade, and providing additional pedestrian area south of
the building for tables and chairs for customers; and

e Reduction of the number of on-site vehicles spaces (from 11 spaces to 9 spaces) for
improved conditions for existing trees and additional landscape areas; and

e Written Implementation Program in compliance with Chapter 33.219, requiring
coordination with the Neighborhood Association; applicant is required to install mosaic
tile on the face of the low wall within the pedestrian plaza.



Decision Notice for LU 17-193030 AD Page 15

In sum, the proposal must be approved as these changes result in an improved and inviting
pedestrian environment, a key purpose of the regulations subject to the Adjustment review.

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

Approval of the following Adjustments for a new fueling station and food sales building:

1. To increase the maximum building setback along NE Glisan Street from 10 feet to 183
feet (Section 33.130.215.C.2) for the new food sales building; and

2. To increase the maximum vehicle area frontage from 50 percent (175 feet of vehicle area
frontage) to 66 percent (230 feet of vehicle area frontage) along NE 82rd Avenue and
from 50 percent (55 feet of vehicle area frontage) 85 percent (93.5 feet of vehicle area
frontage) along NE Glisan Street (Section 33.266.130.C.3); and to allow retention of the
existing vehicle area between NE Glisan Street and the food sales building
(33.266.130.C.1).

Approvals are per the approved site plans, Exhibits C-1 through C-5 signed and dated October
8, 2018, subject to the following conditions:

A. As part of the building permit application submittal, the following development-related
conditions (B through G) must be noted on each of the 4 required site plans or included as
a sheet in the numbered set of plans. The sheet on which this information appears must be
labeled "ZONING COMPLIANCE PAGE - Case File LU 17-193030 AD." All requirements must
be graphically represented on the site plan, landscape, or other required plan and must be
labeled "REQUIRED."

B. The applicant must implement the Tree Preservation Plan, Exhibit C-1. A certified
arborist’s report must be submitted with the site disturbance, demolition and building
permit plans. The certified arborist report must detail methods to preserve Trees #1, 2, 4,
5, 6, 8 and 11, shown on Exhibit C-1 prior to, during and after site disturbance activities.
The arborist’s recommendations must be identified as “required” on the site plans.
Proposed removal of Trees #1, 2,4, 5, 6,8 or 11 must be requested through a Type II Tree
Review (land use review).

C. The portion of the driveway that is directly behind of the food sales building will be a
maximum of 20 feet in width. The remaining site area will be incorporated into the
landscape area adjacent to the building’s west wall, containing Tree #6, an Atlas Cedar.

D. The applicant is required to construct the pedestrian plaza and its elements on the
southeast corner of the site at the same time as site redevelopment. The pedestrian plaza
required elements are shown on Exhibits C-1 and C-2.

E. Prior to submittal of building permits for the food sales building and fueling station, the
applicant will meet the requirements of Chapter 33.219 and will develop an Implementation
Program for the food sales building, the pedestrian plaza and its elements, and ongoing
maintenance for the plaza. The Implementation Program will include:

e requirements of Sections 33.219.025, 33.219.030, and 33.219.060;

e a plan for the applicant to coordinate the design, and required installation of the
mosaic tile art within the pedestrian plaza with the Montavilla neighborhood
association;

e ongoing maintenance of other required elements on the site, including the pedestrian
plaza benches, trash receptacles, lighting, mosaic tile art, and existing and proposed
trees and other landscaping; and

e addition of wayfinding signs directing food sales store customers who are walking to
Montavilla Park or Community Center to use the crosswalk at NE 82rd and NE Glisan.

F. At least three tables with chairs must be provided within 50 feet of the building’s east and
south entrances for customer use during hours of operation of the food sales building. A
minimum 6-foot-wide path must be maintained to the east, north, and south building
entrances.

G. Clear glazing is required for all storefront windows and doors shown on approved east,
north, and south building elevations, Exhibits C-3 and C-4. Specifications for the
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storefront window and door glazing must be added to all building elevation plans that are
part of the building permit application.

Staff Planner: Marguerite Feuersanger

Decision rendered by: L_/\/\/\M oww%—\/—/ on October 8, 2018
By authority of the Didector ofwureau of \l%velopment Services

Decision mailed: October 10, 2018

About this Decision. This land use decision is not a permit for development. Permits may be
required prior to any work. Contact the Development Services Center at 503-823-7310 for
information about permits.

Procedural Information. The application for this land use review was submitted on June 26,
2017 and was determined to be complete on December 20, 2017.

Zoning Code Section 33.700.080 states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under
the regulations in effect at the time the application was submitted, provided that the
application is complete at the time of submittal, or complete within 180 days. Therefore, this
application was reviewed against the Zoning Code in effect on June 26, 2017.

ORS 227.178 states the City must issue a final decision on Land Use Review applications
within 120-days of the application being deemed complete. The 120-day review period may be
waived or extended at the request of the applicant. In this case, the applicant extended 120-
day review period to the maximum 245 days, as stated in Exhibit G-5. The review period will
expire on: December 20, 2018.

Some of the information contained in this report was provided by the applicant.

As required by Section 33.800.060 of the Portland Zoning Code, the burden of proof is on the
applicant to show that the approval criteria are met. The Bureau of Development Services has
independently reviewed the information submitted by the applicant and has included this
information only where the Bureau of Development Services has determined the information
satisfactorily demonstrates compliance with the applicable approval criteria. This report is the
decision of the Bureau of Development Services with input from other City and public agencies.

Conditions of Approval. If approved, this project may be subject to a number of specific
conditions, listed above. Compliance with the applicable conditions of approval must be
documented in all related permit applications. Plans and drawings submitted during the
permitting process must illustrate how applicable conditions of approval are met. Any project
elements that are specifically required by conditions of approval must be shown on the plans
and labeled as such.

These conditions of approval run with the land, unless modified by future land use reviews.
As used in the conditions, the term “applicant” includes the applicant for this land use review,
any person undertaking development pursuant to this land use review, the proprietor of the
use or development approved by this land use review, and the current owner and future
owners of the property subject to this land use review.

Appealing this decision. This decision may be appealed to the Adjustment Committee, which
will hold a public hearing. Appeals must be filed by 4:30 PM on October 24, 2018, at 1900
SW Fourth Ave. Appeals can be filed at the 5t floor reception desk of 1900 SW 4th Avenue
Monday through Friday between 8:00 am and 4:30 pm. An appeal fee of $250 will be
charged. The appeal fee will be refunded if the appellant prevails. There is no fee for ONI
recognized organizations appealing a land use decision for property within the organization’s
boundaries. The vote to appeal must be in accordance with the organization’s bylaws.
Assistance in filing the appeal and information on fee waivers is available from BDS in the
Development Services Center. Please see the appeal form for additional information.

The file and all evidence on this case are available for your review by appointment only. Please
call the Request Line at our office, 1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 5000, phone 503-823-7617,
to schedule an appointment. I can provide some information over the phone. Copies of all
information in the file can be obtained for a fee equal to the cost of services. Additional
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information about the City of Portland, city bureaus, and a digital copy of the Portland Zoning
Code is available on the internet at www.portlandonline.com.

Attending the hearing. If this decision is appealed, a hearing will be scheduled, and you will
be notified of the date and time of the hearing. The decision of the Adjustment Committee is
final; any further appeal must be made to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) within
21 days of the date of mailing the decision, pursuant to ORS 197.620 and 197.830. Contact
LUBA at 775 Summer St NE, Suite 330, Salem, Oregon 97301-1283, or phone 1-503-373-1265
for further information.

Failure to raise an issue by the close of the record at or following the final hearing on this case, in
person or by letter, may preclude an appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on that
issue. Also, if you do not raise an issue with enough specificity to give the Adjustment Committee
an opportunity to respond to it, that also may preclude an appeal to LUBA on that issue.

Recording the final decision.

If this Land Use Review is approved the final decision will be recorded with the Multnomah

County Recorder.

e Unless appealed, the final decision will be recorded after October 24, 2018, by the Bureau
of Development Services.

The applicant, builder, or a representative does not need to record the final decision with the
Multnomah County Recorder.

For further information on your recording documents please call the Bureau of Development
Services Land Use Services Division at 503-823-0625.

Expiration of this approval. An approval expires three years from the date the final decision
is rendered unless a building permit has been issued, or the approved activity has begun.

Where a site has received approval for multiple developments, and a building permit is not
issued for all the approved development within three years of the date of the final decision, a
new land use review will be required before a permit will be issued for the remaining
development, subject to the Zoning Code in effect at that time.

Applying for your permits. A building permit, occupancy permit, or development permit may
be required before carrying out an approved project. At the time they apply for a permit,
permittees must demonstrate compliance with:

e All conditions imposed herein;

e All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as part of this land use
review;

e All requirements of the building code; and

e All provisions of the Municipal Code of the City of Portland, and all other applicable
ordinances, provisions and regulations of the City.

EXHIBITS
NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INDICATED

A. Applicant’s Statement

1. Original Submittal, June 26, 2017

2. Updated Submittal, December 21, 2017

3. Updated Submittal, September 8, 2017

4. Updated Submittal, October 12, 2017

S. Arborist Report/Tree Protection Plan, September 9, 2018
B. Zoning Map (attached)
C. Plans/Drawings:
Site Plan (attached)
Pedestrian Plaza Plan (attached)
East and North Building Elevations (attached)
South and West Building Elevations (attached)
Landscape Planting Plan (attached)

nRALN-
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D. Notification information:
1. Mailing list
2. Mailed notice
E. Agency Responses:
1. Bureau of Environmental Services
2. Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review
3. Water Bureau
4. Fire Bureau
5. Site Development Review Section of BDS
6. Life Safety Plans Examiner of BDS
7. Urban Forestry Division, Bureau of Parks
C

F. Correspondence:

Krystal Eldridge, raising concerns about the proposal, January 17, 2018 and February
1,2018

2. Benjamin Kerensa, raising issue regarding neighborhood association meeting rules,
January 28, 2018

3. Nicole Winschel, raising concerns about the proposal, February 2, 2018

4. Kyle Copeland, in opposition to the proposal, January 21, 2018

S. A. Stern, in opposition to the proposal, January 23, 2018

6. Cory Eldridge, in opposition to the proposal, February 1, 2018

7. Sarah Richardson Green, in opposition to the proposal, February 1, 2018

8. Amanda Rhoads, Montavilla Neighborhood Association, in opposition to the proposal

and responding to B. Kerensa email, February 1, 2018

9. Kathryn Hartinger, in opposition to the proposal, February 2, 2018

10. Michelle Wyffels, TriMet, email regarding bus stop location, February 21, 2018

11. Amanda Rhoads responding to the applicant, providing suggestions about improving the
site’s pedestrian amenities, June 29, 2018

G. Other:

1. Original LU Application

2. Letter listing information needed to complete the application, July 6, 2017

3. Applicant’s signed extension of the 120-day review period (120 additional days), March
22,2018

4. Applicant’s signed extension of the 120-day review period (60 additional days), August
2,2018

5. Applicant’s signed extension of the 12-day review period (maximum 245 additional
days), September 17, 2018

The Bureau of Development Services is committed to providing equal access to
information and hearings. Please notify us no less than five business days prior to the
event if you need special accommodations. Call 503-823-7300 (TTY 503-823-6868).
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ADDRESS/LOCATION: 515 NE 82nd ST.

TILE AND 20"W CAP ON PORTLAND, OR 97220

PROPERTY I0§: R227392

TAX LOT: IN2E32AD-21200
MUNCPALTTY: CITY OF PORTUAN
EXSTING STE AREA: 17,280 SF (0.397 ACRES)
PROPOSED STTE AREA: 40,301 SF (0.925 ACRES)

EXISTING ZONING:  CG GENERAL COMMERCIAL

NOTES

1. SEE ALSO SITE RESEARCH REPORT PREPARED BY PMDG, DATED JULY 18, 2016.

EIIIRE A VNS )
4. TRANSIT STREET MAIN ENTRANCE MUST BE WITHIN 25' OF NE 82nd.

REVISION

PROPOSED SITE DESIGN INFORMATION

MINIMUM PARKING REQUIRED: 6 STALLS (1/500 SF NET BUILDING AREA)

MAXIMUM PARKING REQUIRED: 15 STALLS (1/196 SF NET BUILDING AREA)
PARKING PROVIDED: 9 STALLS

INTERIOR PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING REQUIRED = 405 S.F. (9 STALLS X 45 SF.)
INTERIOR PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING PROVIDED = 552 S.F.

2

1/8"=1'-0"

PLANNING DEPT. SUBMITTAL

LANDSCAPE AREA REQUIRED: 15% OF 40,301 = 6,045 SF.
PLUS 1| TREE PER 5,000 SF OF PARKING AREA

6,045 SF. OF LANDSCAPING REQUIRED '
LANDSCAPE AREA PROPOSED: 7,968 SF (19.8%).

DATE

MARK
A

BICYCLE PARKING REQUIRED: 2 SPACES
BICYCLE PARKING PROPOSED: (3) BIKE RACK WITH 2 SPACES EACH = 6 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES

LEGEND

PROPERTY LINE

CONCRETE OR OTHER PAVING

LANDSCAPE AREA — PERIMETER

LANDSCAPE AREA — INTERIOR

PERVIOUS PAVERS
IP INC.

NCH, 25’

, OR.

4" TUBE T.0.
STEEL PAVERS LANDSCAPING AT

GRADE BEYOND
sRaoNG 3| [ 167 x 207 CMU”SEAT
2l | 16" X 20°H

Jacksons
STORE #523
515 NE 82nd AVE.

WALL /SEAT
J il
10'-8" v
PROTECTIVE I = S Psgg% Profect Number
BOLLARD WITH ] il ; JAC16003.0
LIGHT [ 8" CMU WALL STEPS

UP TO 48" HIGH AT
5§ i CORNER. WALL TO BE i

ch FACED WITH MOSAIC i
Btn S \\\ \\ TILE ON STREET SIDE.
ya

I A [T I [
L‘_L‘v L
L -

| sl | B g €
3o ENLARGED PEDESTRIAN PLAZA ELEVATIONS — KEQ . [jr‘ MSOSO A:D

T PULAA ca
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June 22, 2017
Applicant: PM Design Group Inc.
Attn: Duncan Wallace
Property: lacksons
515 NE 82" Street
Portiand, OR 97202
Application for Adjustment to Transit Street Setback {Setbacks 33.130.215.C.2 and Table 130-3 & 130-4)
Application for Adjustment to Pedestrian Standards 33.130.240.8.1.a.2
Application for Adjustment to On-site locations of vehicle areas-33.266.130.C.3.b
Proposal

We propose to demolish existing convenience store, car wash and canopy and to construct a new 4,477
square foot food sales store and 2,646 square foot fuel island canopy. We will expand the current site
from 17,250 square foot site to a 40,301 square foot site. The existing underground fuel storage tanks
will remain in place. The new food sales store will be located within 10 feet of NE 82" and within 178
feet of NE Glisan street.

Adjustment #1. Due to the streets being Transit streets the development is subject to Transit street
setback requirements. We are requesting an adjustment to the 10 foot maximum setback on NE Glisan
Street. We have identified this as adjustment #1 in the body of this letter.

Adjustment #2. Because of the location of the food sales store relative to fueling area the Pedestrian
standards of 33.130.240.8.1.a.2, providing an additional connection to the other street, is not met. We
are requesting an adjustment to the requirement for a pedestrian connection to NE Glisan street. We
have identified this as adjustment #2 in the body of this letter.

Adjustment #3. Due to the nature of the development which serves the purpose of selling fuel to
automotive customers in addition to food sales we exceed the 50% requirements of on-site locations of
vehicle area. We are requesting an adjustment to the 50% maximum vehicle area requirement. We have
identified this as adjustment #3 in the body of this letter.

Approval Criteria A. Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to
be modified; and

Adjustment #1. The first regulation to be modified is the 10-foot maximum setback for enclosed
buildings located adjacent to Transit Streets in the CG zone. The purposes of the regulation to be
modified as stated in Section 33.130.215.C.2 of the Zoning Code are:

» They create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.

The reguested adjustment is consistent with the stated purposes of the regulation because:

CxHia v A- |
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Granting the adjustment will result in a much-improved development over what currently exists
for transit, pedestrian and automotive customers. The proposed development is very inviting to
both pedestrian and transit users with an emphasis on providing pedestrian scale design and
direct access from the building entrance to the highest classification transit street and the
longest property frontage which is NE 82" Street. Glisan street is a lower classification transit
street than 82" street.

Locating the building adjacent to NE Glisan Street would require removing the existing
underground storage tanks. It is far more favorable to keep the existing tanks where they
remain. Removing tanks is an environmental risk that is closely monitored by the State
Department of Environmental Quality. The benefit of locating the building closer to the lower
classification of the two transit streets (NE Glisan Street) in our opinion does not outweigh the
inherent risks involved with tank removal. Fiberglass underground storage tanks cannot be
recycled and the remaining product within the tanks are subject to the requirements of
Hazardous Waste regulations and will need to be disposed of accordingly.

The tanker truck is presently filling the underground storage tanks in their existing location
without a problem or concern to the existing neighbors which are largely automotive based.
Locating the food store at the south end of the lot would force the |location of the fueling area to
the north which would locate the tanker truck path, noise, vapors and any potential spills closer
to the existing residential properties to the northeast.

In order to meet the maximum setback on both streets the canopy would be behind (north) of
the food store. This would create an unsafe condition as local police would not have direct line
of sight to fueling area while patrolling Glisan street. Customers would not feel safe when using
the fueling area. The lack of frontage on Glisan street creates a very narrow lot and a unique
situation where the convenience store building if located on the corner would not allow enough
space for parking on the side of the building. See attached sketch. This scenario would only
allow for six parking stalls along the north apron. Additional parking would be over 120’ feet
away on the north side of the fuel area and not inviting nor practical.

Previous variance, VZ 212-83, allowed for existing condition of vehicle maneuvering between a
building and a transit street.

Adjustment #2. The second regulation ta be modified is the pedestrian standards for connection to a
street in addition to the main street. The purposes of the regulation to be modified as stated in Section
33.130.240.B.1.a.2 of the Zoning Code are:

>

»

»

The pedestrian standards encourage a safe, attractive, and usable pedestrian circulation system
in all developments.

They ensure a direct pedestrian connection between abutting streets and buildings on the site,
and between buildings and other activities within the site.

In addition, they provide for connections between adjacent sites, where feasible.

The requested adjustment is consistent with the stated purposes of the regulation because:

1. Access to the site for transit and pedestrians from Glisan street is better served by utilizing the
sidewalk along 82™ rather than routing across a vehicle area for a minimal reduction of path of
travel. Since the frontage on Glisan street is only 115’ the benefit to a path running diagonal to the
SW corner would only result in a minimal reduction in travel. That is assuming that a path could run



diagonal through the lot which it cannot. It is far safer for the pedestrian and the automotive
patrons for the pedestrians and transit user to use the public sidewatk.

2. Pedestrian access to 82™ street exceeds requirements, It provides a very appealing connection to
store entrances on south, east and north sides. Development is offering mitigation in the form of a
public space along southeast edge of building with tables and chairs.

Adjustment #3. The third regulation to be modified is On-site locations of vehicle areas which are not to
exceed 50% adjacent to a transit street. The purposes of the regulation to be modified as stated in
Section 33.266.130.C.3.b of the Zoning Code are:

A 7

v

¥V VYV VYV v

Y

Provide a pedestrian access that is protected from auto traffic; and

Create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.

The parking area layout standards are intended to promote safe circulation within the parking
area, provide for the effective management of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas, and
provide for convenient entry and exit of vehicles. The setback and landscaping standards:
Improve and soften the appearance of parking areas;

Reduce the visual impact of parking areas from sidewalks, streets, and especially from adjacent
residential zones;

Provide flexibility to reduce the visual impacts of small residential parking lots;

Direct traffic in parking areas;

Shade and cool parking areas;

Reduce the amount and rate of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas;

Reduce pollution and temperature of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas; and

Decrease airborne and waterborne pollution

1. A pedestrian path is provided from 82"street. The proposed store and pedestrian access is very
inviting.

2. Development is 39% Vehicle Are Frontage which is less than the 50% vehicle area frontage limitation
along the northern parcels (R22793, R227394, R227395, R227396, R227397)

3. Parking area meets all standards with regard to appearance, safety, shade, runoff and pollution.

4. Vehicle Areas. The existing lot width of 115’ precludes the development from meeting the Vehicle
Area restriction of 50% maximum for both frontages and was previously approved through a
variance,

5. As described in the Adjustment #1, street setback portion, there are many valid reasons for locating
the fuel canopy at the frontage on Glisan street. The existing fuel tanks are located at the south end
of the property and we propose to reuse them. The tanker path is already established and has been
proven to work in this area. It is prohibitive for a 50% vehicle area restriction at a fuel station unless
that fuel station was part of a larger development such as a Safeway or Costco.

6. The intent of the GC zane is to allow auto based businesses to also serve the transit customers. Our
convenience store serves the transit and pedestrian customers extremely well and is also capable of
serving automotive customers in a safe and convenient manner.

B. If in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or the appearance
of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, E or | zone, the proposal will be consistent with the classifications
of the adjacent streets and the desired character of the area; and

This does not apply due to our zone being commercial



C. If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of the adjustments results in a
project which is stilf consistent with the overall purpose of the zone; and

The three adjustments are based on increasing the maximum sethack standard, pedestrian
access and increasing the vehicle areas frontage standard. They are very much inter-related and
based on a desire for an attractive, safe and functional site design. The GC zone is intended to
allow a full range of retail and service businesses with development standards that promote
attractive development with an open and pleasant street appearance. The proposed food sales
store with fuel will support the commercial purpose of this zone. The cumulative impact of the
three adjustments will allow the building to be sited further from one of the streets than would
be allowed otherwise, but this will not prevent an open and pleasant street appearance or
create an unattractive development. Additional mitigating timprovements are included, that are
beyond the code requirements such as additional glazing on east and south elevations, cultured
stone wainscot, metal awnings with tie backs on all facades with glazing, stepped parapets and
cornice.

D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; and

No scenic or historic resources are impacted so this does not apply

E. Any impacts resulfting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical;, and

Mitigating improvements are included, that are beyond the code requirements such as
additional glazing on east elevations, cultured stone wainscot, metal awnings with tie backs on
all facades with glazing, stepped parapets and cornice.

Pedestrian connection exceeds minimum width of &' by proving a 13’ wide hard-surface
connection to NE 82™ along south fagade and 7’ along west fagade not counting public sidewalk.
Ground floor windows are not required beyond 20 feet from street lot line. However Jacksons
recognizes the importance of ground floor windows for the transit, pedestrian and automotive
customers and has exceeded the intent of the ground floor windows code by providing ground
floor windows on south facade that equal 62% of length and 44% of area vs the requirement of
25% of length and 12.5% of the area. The code only counts requires the glazing up to 9’ above
finish floor and the building has proposed glazing at 11’ above finish floor.

Significant trees will be maintained to the maximum extent possible. Reference landscaping
plan.

F. If in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental environmental impacts on
the resource and resource values as is practicable;

Devetopment is not in an environmental zone. However the proposed re-use of the
underground storage tanks system will minimize the environmental impacts and not result in
large quantities for fiberglass reinforced plastic at local landfill.
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December 15, 2017
Applicant: PM Design Group Inc.
Attn: Duncan Wallace
Property: lacksons
515 NE 82" Street
Portland, OR 97202
Application for Adjustment to Transit Street Setback (Setbacks 33.130.215.C.2 and Table 130-3 & 130-4)
Application for Adjustment to On-site locations of vehicle areas-33.266.130.C.3.b

Proposal

We propose to demolish existing convenience store, car wash and canopy and to construct a new 4,477
square foot food sales store and 2,646 square foot fuel island canopy. We will expand the current site
from 17,250 square foot site to a 40,301 square foot site. The existing underground fuel storage tanks
will remain in place. The new food sales store will be located within 10 feet of NE 82" Street and within
178 feet of NE Glisan Street.

Adjustment #1. Due to the streets being Transit streets the development is subject to Transit street
setback requirements. We are requesting an adjustment to the 10 foot maximum setback on NE Glisan
Street. We have identified this as adjustment #1 in the body of this letter,

Adjustment #2. Due to the nature of the development which serves the purpose of maintaining the sale
of fuel to automotive customers in addition to food sales we exceed the 50% requirements of on-site
locations of vehicle area. We are requesting an adjustment to the 50% maximum vehicle area
requirement. We have identified this as adjustment #2 in the body of this letter.

Approval Criteria A. Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to
be modified; and

Adjustment #1. The first regulation to be modified is the 10-foot maximum setback for enclosed
buildings located adjacent to Transit Streets in the CG zone. The purposes of the regulation to be
maodified as stated in Section 33.130.215.C.2 of the Zaning Code are:

# They create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.
The requested adjustment is consistent with the stated purposes of the regulation because:

1. City staff recommended during EA 17-142606 that the fuel station portion of the project remain
at the south end of the lot due to environmental concerns as well as the detrimental relocation
of fuel services closer to residential to the north. Staff recommended we provide mitigation to
create an environment that is inviting to pedestrian and transit users.

2. City staff recommended during EA 17-142606 that increasing landscape beyond what was
required is a recommended way of providing mitigation. We have provided more landscaping

than is required and also saved as many existing trees as possible. ;
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3. Granting the adjustment will result in a much-improved development over what currently exists
for transit, pedestrian and automotive customers. The proposed development is very inviting to
both pedestrian and transit users with an emphasis on providing pedestrian scale design and
direct access from the building entrance to the highest classification transit street and the
longest property frontage which is NE 82™ Street. Glisan street is a lower classification transit
street than 82" street, this fact combined with the intent to maintain existing underground
storage tanks in use, leads us to focus the design towards the maximum setback on 82nd.

4. Locating the building adjacent to NE Glisan Street would require removing the existing
underground fuel storage tanks. It is far more favorable to keep the existing fuel tanks where
they remain. City staff stated during EA-17-142606 that they would prefer fuel tanks remain
where they are currently located due to environmental reasons. Removing fuel tanks is an
environmental risk that is closely monitored by the State Department of Environmental Quality.
The benefit of locating the building closer to the lower classification of the two transit streets
{NE Glisan Street) does not outweigh the inherent risks involved with fuel tank removal.
Fiberglass underground storage tanks cannot be recycled and the remaining product within the
tanks are subject to the requirements of Hazardous Waste regulations and will need to be
disposed of accordingly.

5. The tanker truck is presently filling the underground fuel storage tanks in their existing location
at the south end of the development without a problem or concern to the existing neighbors
which are largely automotive based. Locating the food store at the south end of the lot would
force the location of the fueling area to the north which would locate the tanker truck path,
noise, vapors and any potential spills closer to the existing residential properties to the
northeast.

6. Inorder to meet the maximurmn setback on both streets the canopy would be behind (north) of
the food store. This would create an unsafe condition as local police would not have direct line
of sight to fueling area while patrolling Glisan street. Customers would not feel safe when using
the fueling area. The lack of frontage on Glisan street creates a very narrow lot and a unique
situation where the convenience store building if located on the corner would not allow enough
space for parking on the side of the building. This scenario would only allow for six parking stalls
along the north apron. Additional parking would be over 120’ feet away on the north side of the
fuel area and not inviting nor practical.

7. Previous variance, VZ 212-83, allowed for existing condition of vehicle maneuvering between a
building and a transit street.

Adjustment #2. The third regulation to be modified is On-site locations of vehicle areas which are not to
exceed 50% adjacent to a transit street. The purposes of the regulation to be modified as stated in
Section 33.266.130.C.3.b of the Zoning Code are:

» Provide a pedestrian access that is protected from auto traffic; and

» Create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.

» The parking area layout standards are intended to promote safe circulation within the parking
area, provide for the effective management of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas, and
provide for convenient entry and exit of vehicles. The setback and landscaping standards:

» Improve and soften the appearance of parking areas;



# Reduce the visual impact of parking areas from sidewalks, streets, and especially from adjacent
residential zones;

Provide flexibility to reduce the visual impacts of small residential parking lots;

Direct traffic in parking areas;

Shade and cool parking areas;

Reduce the amount and rate of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas;

Reduce pollution and temperature of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas; and

Decrease airborne and waterborne pollution

City staff stated during EA 17-142606 that “the amount of vehicle area at the fuel station is difficult
to reduce substantially” and “overall, an adjustment will likely need to be requested for this
standard (33.266.130 C.b)” as well as “the request is more likely to be able to meet the approval
criteria if mitigation is provided in the form of landscaping or pedestrian amenities”. We have
strived to provide as much additional landscaping and pedestrian amenities as possible and still
maintain a safe development. See below for additional detail.

A pedestrian path is provided from 82™street. The proposed store and pedestrian access is very
inviting with a wide concrete walkway, canopy for weather protection, outdoor seating and lighting.
A second raised pedestrian connection is provided to NE Glisan per the city staff recommendation
during EA 17-142606, which is adjacent to perimeter landscaping and utilizes stamped concrete and
has lighting for safety.

To reduce the visual impact from the sidewalk we have improved the perimeter landscape buffer
along the fuel station portion of the lot. Required landscaping is L2, low screen. In addition to the
low screening requirements of L2 which is 36” high we have also provided a decorative masonry wall
that is 36” high and will provide additional noise reduction and visual screening similar to a L4
standard. At the corner we have created a pedestrian plaza, with stamped concrete, additional
landscape area beyond the required 5’, a trellis along the top of the landscape wall and low level
pedestrian scale accent lighting. Plazas do not exceed one-third of landscaped area.

Development of the northern parcels which encompasses the convenience store is 39% Vehicle Area
Frontage (77" of 200°) which is less than the 50% vehicle area frontage limitation along those parcels
(R22793, R227394, R227395, R227396, R227397). In correspondence with the original planner we
were asked to concentrate on the northern parcels as the southern parcels were an existing fuel
station that was to remain and would no

Mitigation is provided for the additional vehicle area by retaining more than 1/3 of non-exempt
trees. Ten non-exempt trees are located on site and the proposed development will retain four of
those existing trees. Some of these trees will be on public property after the 5 foot street
dedication. However even after the street dedication we will meet the required number of non-
exempt trees. In addition developer is proposing to make a mitigation payment for non-exempt
tress that cannot be saved per 11,50.040.C1.a.3 and Table 50-1.

Parking area meets all standards with regard to appearance, safety, shade, runoff and pollution.
Vehicle Areas. The existing lot width of 115’ along Glisan precludes the development from meeting
the Vehicle Area restriction of 50% maximum for both frontages. This vehicle area was previously
approved through a variance and this frontage has not changed with regard to use but has been
significantly been improved with additional landscaping, pedestrian plaza and trellis.

As described in the Adjustment #1, street setback portion, there are many valid reasons for locating
the fuel canopy at the frontage on Glisan street. The existing fuel tanks are located at the south end
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of the property and we propose to reuse them, The tanker path is already established and has been
proven to work in this area. It is prohibitive for a 50% vehicle area restriction at a fuel station unless
that fuel station was a small portion of a larger development such as a Safeway or Costco.

The intent of the GC zone is to allow auto based businesses to also serve the transit customers, Our
convenience store serves the transit and pedestrian customers extremely well and is also capable of
serving automotive customers in a safe and convenient manner. The square footage of area
dedicated the fuel canopy is much less than the area dedicated to the store which serves pedestrian,
transit and bicycle customers

The existing easternmost driveway will be closed on NE Glisan per PBOT request on October 25,
2016. ODOT supports this required closure. This closure requires a rerouting of the existing fuel
truck path which we have accounted for in our design.

ODOT “discussed the possibility” of consolidating the two northern driveways on NE 82" to one.
We have reviewed this possibility and do not think a single access would be feasible and would
actually cause a negative impact to safety with fuel trucks, delivery trucks, trash collection trucks,
employees and customers all relying on one driveway along NE 82nd. The site is too long and narrow
for just one access and we feel it is safer to separate the northerly service access from the more
public used southerly access. We cannot utilize the southern driveway for our delivery vehicles as
the clearance does not work. Even if we could route the truck in that direction it would be very
unsafe with a pedestrians crossing from the canopy over to the store. The area south of the store
would be much too congested with a combination of pedestrians, employees, transit users,
bicyclists, vehicle customers and delivery vehicles for both fuel and goods.

In cur proposed design non-fueling customers can utilize the north access and avoid the busier
fueling access to the south. Removal of northerly access would require trash and recycling to be
moved to the south and cause additional traffic congestion south of store.

We have submitted our site plan to ODOT and they are currently reviewing. PBOT has indicated they
generally follow ODOT's recommendation.

Existing significant trees have been preserved that soften the vehicle areas as well as provide
additional shade for parking, pedestrians, transit users, bicyclists and all customers using provided
seating

B. If in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or the appearance
of the residential areg, or if in an 08, C, E or | zone, the proposal will be consistent with the classifications
of the adjacent streets and the desired character of the area; and

s Qur proposed development is consistent with the desired character of the zone. it is an auto
accommodating commercial development but it is limited in size to a relatively modest
Convenience Store and only 4 pump islands for fuel. Most typical new fuel stations have at least
6 pump islands and 8 or more is not uncommon. It has also provided mitigation adjacent to the
transit streets by keeping the existing tanks and fuel islands where they were originally placed
and providing a pedestrian/transit friendly building within the maximum setback of the 82", As
discussed in adjustment 1, tem 3, the development is very inviting to pedestrian/transit users.
The development meets or exceeds many of the developments standards and is very
aesthetically pleasing to all users with existing significant trees, more glazing than required (see



item E, page 5), two separate outdoor seating areas, extra wide walkways, two plazas with
seating, high end building materials and extensive building awnings.
Development is consistent with the classification of the adjacent streets as described below:

o Major City Traffic Street (82", Glisan} — the development will orient to auto
development as well as pedestrians to 82" and Glisan.

o Major Transit Priority Streets {82") — the development is outside the any plan district so
auto-oriented development is not discouraged. Safe and convenient access is provided
for pedestrians and bicyclists along Major Transit Priority Street streets and includes
direct access to store with bicycle parking. Bus Shelter exists along 82™.

o Transit Access Street (Glisan) — the development provides pedestrian and transit-
oriented development with safe and convenient access to the store via a pedestrian
access path.

o City Bikeway (Glisan) — the development serves bicyclists with wide sidewalks and
pedestrian path. Development is not discouraged from auto-oriented land use as Glisan
is a Major City Traffic Street. Covered Bicycle Parking is provided on store apron near
both the north and south entrances.

o Local Service Bikeway (82™) — the development serves local bicyclists with direct access
to 82™ along with bicycle parking on store sidewalk near entrances.

o City Walkways {82™, Glisan) — the development provides safe and attractive pedestrian
access to store through use of dedicated building access to 82™ and raised pedestrian
connection to Glisan. Pedestrian access is adjacent to landscaping in route to Glisan and
has significant trees and seating in route to 82",

o Regional Main Street (82™) - the development provides service for transit, bicycles and
pedestrians.

o Community Main Street (Glisan) - the development provides services for motor vehicles
and special features such as pedestrian access for public transportation, bicycles and
pedestrians.

C. If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of the adjustments results in a
project which is still consistent with the overall purpose of the zone; and

The two adjustments are based on increasing the maximum setback standard and increasing the
vehicle areas frontage standard. They are very much inter-related and based on a desire for an
attractive, safe and functional site design. The GC zone is intended to allow a full range of retail
and service businesses with development standards that promote attractive development with
an open and pleasant street appearance. The proposed food sales store with fuel will support
the commercial purpose of this zone. The cumulative impact of the two adjustments will allow
the building to be sited further from one of the streets than would be allowed otherwise, but
this will not prevent an open and pleasant street appearance or create an unattractive
development. Additional mitigating improvements are included, that are beyond the code
requirements such as additional glazing on east and south elevations, cultured stone wainscot,
metal awnings with tie backs on all facades with glazing, stepped parapets and cornice.

D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; and

No scenic or historic resources are impacted so this does not apply



E. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical; and

Mitigating improvements are included, that are beyond the code requirements such as
additional glazing on east elevations, cultured stone wainscot, metal awnings with tie backs on
all facades with glazing, stepped parapets and cornice.

Pedestrian connection exceeds minimum width of 6° by proving a 13’ wide hard-surface
connection to NE 82" along south fagade and 7’ along west facade not counting public sidewalk.
Pedestrian connection also includes weather protection for a portion of the area as well as
outdoor seating and tables.

Ground floor windows are not required beyond 20 feet from street lot line. However Jacksons
recognizes the importance of ground floor windows for the transit, pedestrian and automotive
customers and has exceeded the intent of the ground floor windows code by providing ground
floor windows on south fagade that equal 62% of length and 44% of area vs the requirement of
25% of length and 12.5% of the area. The code only counts requires the glazing up to 9" above
finish floor and the building has proposed glazing at 11’ above finish floor,

More significant trees will be maintained than required. Reference Existing Tree Plan and Site
Plan. See adjustment #2, item 5 for additional information.

F. if in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental environmental impacts on
the resource and resource values as is practicable;

Development is not in an environmental zone. However the proposed re-use of the
underground fuel storage tanks system will minimize the environmental impacts and not result
in large quantities for fiberglass reinforced plastic at local landfill.
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Applicant: PM Design Group inc.
Attn: Duncan Wallace
Property: Jacksons
515 NE 82" Street
Portland, OR 97202
Application for Adjustment to Transit Street Setback (Setbacks 33.130.215.C.2 and Table 130-3 & 130-4)
Application for Adjustment to On-site locations of vehicle areas-33.266.130.C.3.b
Proposal

We propose to demolish existing convenience store, car wash and canopy and to construct a new 4,477
square foot food sales store and 2,646 square foot fuel island canopy. We will expand the current site
from 17,250 square foot site to a 40,301 square foot site. The existing underground fuel storage tanks
will remain in place. The new food sales store will be located within 10 feet of NE 82" and within 178
feet of NE Glisan street.

Adjustment #1. Due to the streets being Transit streets the development is subject to Transit street
setback requirements. We are reguesting an adjustment to the 10 foot maximum setback on NE Glisan
Street. We have identified this as adjustment #1 in the body of this letter.

Adjustment #2. Due to the nature of the development which serves the purpose of maintaining the sale
of fuel to automotive customers in addition to food sales we exceed the 50% requirements of on-site
locations of vehicle area. We are requesting an adjustment to the 50% maximum vehicle area
requirement. We have identified this as adjustment #3 in the body of this letter.

Approval Criteria A. Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to
be modified; and

Adjustment #1. The first regulation to be modified is the 10-foot maximum sethack for enclosed
buildings located adjacent to Transit Streets in the CG zone. The purposes of the regulation to be
modified as stated in Section 33.130.215.C.2 of the Zoning Code are:

» They create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.
The requested adjustment is consistent with the stated purposes of the regutation because:

1. Granting the adjustment will result in a much-improved development over what currently exists
for transit, pedestrian and automotive customers. The proposed development is very inviting to
both pedestrian and transit users with an emphasis on providing pedestrian scale design and
direct access from the building entrance to the highest classification transit street and the
longest property frontage which is NE 82" Street. Glisan street is a lower classification transit
street than 82" street, therefore design to meet the maximum setback is focused on 82nd.

1 EYHIB (T A.3
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2.

Locating the building adjacent to NE Glisan Street would require removing the existing
underground fuel storage tanks. It is far more favorable to keep the existing fuel tanks where
they remain. Removing fuel tanks is an environmental risk that is closely monitored by the State
Department of Environmental Quality. The benefit of locating the building closer to the lower
classification of the two transit streets {NE Glisan Street) in our opinion does not outweigh the
inherent risks involved with fuel tank removal. Fiberglass underground storage tanks cannot be
recycled and the remaining product within the tanks are subject to the requirements of
Hazardous Waste regulations and will need to be disposed of accordingly.

The tanker truck is presently filling the underground fuel storage tanks in their existing location
without a problem or concern to the existing neighbors which are largely automotive based.
Locating the food store at the south end of the lot would force the location of the fueling area to
the north which would locate the tanker truck path, noise, vapors and any potential spills closer
to the existing residential properties to the northeast.

In order to meet the maximum setback on both streets the canopy would be behind (north) of
the food store. This would create an unsafe condition as local police would not have direct line
of sight to fueling area while patrolling Glisan street. Customers would not feel safe when using
the fueling area. The lack of frantage on Glisan street creates a very narrow lot and a unique
situation where the convenience store building if located on the corner would not allow enough
space for parking on the side of the building. This scenario would only allow for six parking stalls
along the north apron. Additional parking would be over 120’ feet away on the north side of the
fuel area and not inviting nor practical.

Previous variance, VZ 212-83, allowed for existing condition of vehicle maneuvering between a
building and a transit street.

Adjustment #2. The third regulation to be modified is On-site locations of vehicle areas which are not to
exceed 50% adjacent to a transit street. The purposes of the regulation to be modified as stated in
Section 33.266.130.C.3.b of the Zoning Code are:

1.

»
>
>
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Provide a pedestrian access that is protected from auto traffic; and

Create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.

The parking area layout standards are intended to promote safe circulation within the parking
area, provide for the effective management of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas, and
provide for convenient entry and exit of vehicles. The setback and landscaping standards:
Improve and soften the appearance of parking areas;

Reduce the visual impact of parking areas from sidewalks, streets, and especially from adjacent
residential zones;

Provide flexibility to reduce the visual impacts of small residential parking lots;

Direct traffic in parking areas;

Shade and cool parking areas;

Reduce the amount and rate of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas;

Reduce pollution and temperature of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas; and

Decrease airborne and waterborme pollution

A pedestrian path is provided from 82"street. The proposed store and pedestrian access is very
inviting. A second raised pedestrian connection is provided to NE Glisan and is protected by a curb
on the automotive side.



2. Development is 39% Vehicle Area Frontage which is less than the 50% vehicle area frontage
limitation along the northern parcels (R22793, R227394, R227395, R227396, R227397)

3. Parking area meets all standards with regard to appearance, safety, shade, runoff and pollution.

4, Mitigation is provided for the additional vehicle area by retaining more than 1/3 of non-exempt
trees. Ten non-exempt trees are located on site and the proposed development will retain five of
those existing trees. In addition deveioper is proposing to make a mitigation payment for non-
exempt tress that cannot be saved per 11.50.040.C1.2.3 and Table 50-1.

5. Vehicle Areas. The existing lot width of 115’ precludes the development from meeting the Vehicle
Area restriction of 50% maximum for both frontages and was previously approved through a
variance.

6. As described in the Adjustment #1, street setback portion, there are many valid reasons for locating
the fuel canopy at the frontage on Glisan street. The existing fuel tanks are located at the south end
of the property and we propose to reuse them. The tanker path is already established and has been
proven to work in this area. It is prohibitive for a 50% vehicle area restriction at a fuel station unless
that fuel station was a small portion of a larger development such as a Safeway or Costco.

7. The intent of the GC zone is to allow auto based businesses to also serve the transit customers. Qur
convenience store serves the transit and pedestrian customers extremely well and is also capable of
serving automotive customers in a safe and convenient manner. The square footage of area
dedicated the fuel canopy is much less than the area dedicated to the store which serves pedestrian,
transit and bicycle customers

8. The existing number of fuel pumps is 6 and the proposed development will have 4, The
development is reducing the automotive focused portion of the business and is increasing the
commercial portion that serves all customers with additional amenities provided for pedestrian,
transit and bicycle riding customers.

9. Existing significant trees have been preserved that soften the vehicle areas as well as provide
additional shade for parking, pedestrians, transit users, bicyclists and all customers using provided
seating

B. if in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or the appearance
of the residential area, or if in an 08, C, E or { zone, the proposal will be consistent with the classifications
of the adjacent streets and the desired character of the area; and

s Our proposed development is consistent with the desired character of the zone. It is an auto
accommodating commercial development but it is limited in size to a relatively modest
Convenience Store and only 4 pump islands for fuel. Most typical new fuel stations have at least
6 pump islands and 8 or more is not uncommon. It has also provided mitigation adjacent to the
transit streets by keeping the existing tanks and fuel islands where they were originally placed
and providing a pedestrian/transit friendly building within the maximum setback of the 82™. As
discussed in page 1 Item1 the development is very inviting to pedestrian/transit users. The
development meets or exceeds many of the developments standards and is very aesthetically
pleasing to all users with existing significant trees, more glazing than required (see item E, page
5}, two separate outdoor seating areas, extra wide walkways, high end building materials and
extensive building awnings.

* Development is consistent with the classification of the adjacent streets as described below:



o Major City Traffic Street (82", Glisan) — the development will orient to auto
development as well as pedestrians to 82" and Glisan.

o Major Transit Priority Streets (82") — the development is outside the any plan district so
auto-oriented development is not discouraged. Safe and convenient access is provided
for pedestrians and hicyclists along Major Transit Priority Street streets and includes
direct access to store with bicycle parking. Bus Shelter exists along 82",

o Transit Access Street (Glisan) — the development provides pedestrian and transit-
oriented development with safe and convenient access to the store via a pedestrian
access path.

o City Bikeway (Glisan) — the development serves bicyclists with wide sidewalks and
pedestrian path. Development is not discouraged from auto-oriented land use as Glisan
is a Major City Traffic Street. Bicycle Parking is provided on store sidewalk near
entrances.

o Local Service Bikeway (82") — the development serves local bicyclists with direct access
to 82" along with bicycle parking on store sidewalk near entrances.

o City Walkways (82", Glisan) — the development provides safe and attractive pedestrian
access to store through use of dedicated building access to 82™ and raised pedestrian
connection to Glisan. Pedestrian access is adjacent to landscaping in route to Glisan and
has significant trees and seating in route to 82%.

o Regional Main Street (82") - the development provides service for transit, bicycles and
pedestrians.

o Community Main Street (Glisan) - the development provides services for motor vehicles
and special features such as pedestrian access for public transportation, bicycles and
pedestrians.

C. If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of the adjustments results in a
project which is still consistent with the overail purpose of the zone; and

The two adjustments are based on increasing the maximum setback standard, pedestrian access
and increasing the vehicle areas frontage standard. They are very much inter-related and based
on a desire for an attractive, safe and functional site design. The GC zone is intended to allow a
full range of retait and service businesses with development standards that promote attractive
development with an open and pleasant street appearance. The proposed food sales store with
fuel will support the commercial purpose of this zone. The cumulative impact of the three
adjustments will allow the building to be sited further from one of the streets than would be
allowed otherwise, but this will not prevent an open and pleasant street appearance or create
an unattractive development. Additional mitigating improvements are included, that are beyond
the code requirements such as additional glazing on east and south elevations, cultured stone
wainscot, metal awnings with tie backs on all facades with glazing, stepped parapets and
cornice.

D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; and

No scenic or historic resources are impacted so this does not apply

E. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical; and



e Mitigating improvements are included, that are beyond the code requirements such as
additional glazing on east elevations, cultured stone wainscot, metal awnings with tie backs on
all facades with glazing, stepped parapets and cornice.

e Pedestrian connection exceeds minimum width of 6’ by proving a 13’ wide hard-surface
connection to NE 82™ along south fagade and 7' along west fagade not counting public sidewalk.

* Ground floor windows are not required beyond 20 feet from street lot line. However Jacksons
recognizes the importance of ground fioor windows for the transit, pedestrian and automotive
customers and has exceeded the intent of the ground floor windows code by providing ground
floor windows on south facade that equal 62% of length and 44% of area vs the requirement of
25% of length and 12.5% of the area. The code only counts requires the glazing up to 9’ above
finish floor and the building has proposed glazing at 11’ above finish floor.

*  More significant trees will be maintained than required.. Reference Existing Tree Plan and Site
Plan. See item 4, page 3 for additional information.

F. If in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental environmental impacts on
the resource and resource values as is practicable;

¢ Development is not in an environmental zone. However the proposed re-use of the
underground fuel storage tanks system will minimize the environmental impacts and not result
in large quantities for fiberglass reinforced plastic at local landfill.
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October 9, 2017
Applicant: PM Design Group Inc.
Attn: Duncan Wallace
Property: Jacksons
515 NE 82™ Street
Portland, OR 97202
Application for Adjustment to Transit Street Setback (Setbacks 33.130.215.C.2 and Table 130-3 8 130-4)
Application for Adjustment to On-site locations of vehicle areas-33.266.130.C.3.b
Proposal

We propose to demolish existing convenience store, car wash and canopy and to construct a new 4,477
square foot food sales store and 2,646 square foot fuel island canopy. We will expand the current site
from 17,250 square foot site to a 40,301 square foot site. The existing underground fuel storage tanks
will remain in place. The new food sales store will be located within 10 feet of NE 82" and within 178
feet of NE Glisan street.

Adjustment #1. Due to the streets being Transit streets the development is subject to Transit street
setback requirements. We are requesting an adjustment to the 10 foot maximum setback on NE Glisan
Street. We have identified this as adjustment #1 in the body of this letter.

Adjustment #2. Due to the nature of the development which serves the purpose of maintaining the sale
of fuel to automotive customers in addition to food sales we exceed the 50% requirements of on-site
locations of vehicle area. We are requesting an adjustment to the 50% maximum vehicle area
requirement. We have identified this as adjustment #2 in the body of this letter.

Approval Criteria A. Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to
be modified; and

Adjustment #1. The first regulation to be modified is the 10-foot maximum setback for enclosed
buildings located adjacent to Transit Streets in the CG zone. The purposes of the regulation to be
modified as stated in Section 33.130.215.C.2 of the Zoning Code are:

> They create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.
The requested adjustment is consistent with the stated purposes of the regulation because:

1. Granting the adjustment will result in a much-improved development over what cu rrently exists
for transit, pedestrian and automotive customers. The proposed development is very inviting to
both pedestrian and transit users with an emphasis on providing pedestrian scale design and
direct access from the building entrance to the highest classification transit street and the
longest property frontage which is NE 82" Street. Glisan street is a lower classification transit
street than 82" street, this fact combined with the intent to maintain existing underground
storage tanks in use, leads us to focus the design towards the maximum setback on 82nd.
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2.

Locating the building adjacent to NE Glisan Street would require removing the existing
underground fuel storage tanks. It is far more favorable to keep the existing fuel tanks where
they remain. Removing fuel tanks is an environmental risk that is closely monitored by the State
Department of Environmental Quatity. The benefit of locating the building closer to the lower
classification of the two transit streets (NE Glisan Street) in our opinion does not outweigh the
inherent risks involved with fuel tank removal. Fiberglass underground storage tanks cannot be
recycled and the remaining product within the tanks are subject to the requirements of
Hazardous Waste regulations and will need to be disposed of accordingly.

The tanker truck is presently filling the underground fuel storage tanks in their existing location
without a problem or concern to the existing neighbors which are largely automotive based.
Locating the food store at the south end of the lot would force the location of the fueling area to
the north which would locate the tanker truck path, noise, vapors and any potential spills closer
to the existing residential properties to the northeast.

In order to meet the maximum setback on both streets the canopy would be behind (north) of
the food store. This would create an unsafe condition as local police would not have direct line
of sight to fueling area while patrolling Glisan street. Customers would not feel safe when using
the fueling area. The lack of frontage on Glisan street creates a very narrow lot and a unique
situation where the convenience store building if located on the corner would not allow enough
space for parking on the side of the building. This scenaric would only allow for six parking stalls
along the north apron. Additional parking would be over 120’ feet away on the north side of the
fuel area and not inviting nor practical.

Previous variance, VZ 212-83, allowed for existing condition of vehicle maneuvering between a
building and a transit street.

Adjustment #2. The third regulation to be modified is On-site locations of vehicle areas which are not to
exceed 50% adjacent to a transit street. The purposes of the regulation to be modified as stated in
Section 33.266.130.C.3.b of the Zoning Code are:

>
>
>

vV v
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Provide a pedestrian access that is protected from auto traffic; and

Create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit users.

The parking area layout standards are intended to promote safe circulation within the parking
area, provide for the effective management of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas, and
provide for convenient entry and exit of vehicles. The setback and landscaping standards:
Improve and soften the appearance of parking areas;

Reduce the visual impact of parking areas from sidewalks, streets, and especially from adjacent
residential zones;

Provide flexibility to reduce the visual impacts of small residential parking lots;

Direct traffic in parking areas;

Shade and cool parking areas;

Reduce the amount and rate of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas;

Reduce pollution and temperature of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas; and

Decrease airborne and waterborne pollution

1. A pedestrian path is provided from 82™treet. The proposed store and pedestrian access is very
inviting. A second raised pedestrian connection is provided to NE Glisan.



Development of the northern parcels which encompasses the convenience store is 39% Vehicle Area
Frontage (77" of 200’) which is less than the 50% vehicle area frontage limitation along those parcels
(R22793, R227394, R227395, R227396, R227397)

Parking area meets all standards with regard to appearance, safety, shade, runoff and pollution.
Mitigation is provided for the additional vehicle area by retaining more than 1/3 of non-exempt
trees. Ten non-exempt trees are located on site and the proposed development will retain four of
those existing trees. In addition developer is proposing to make a mitigation payment for non-
exempt tress that cannot be saved per 11.50.040.C1.a.3 and Table 50-1.

Vehicle Areas. The existing lot width of 115’ along Glisan precludes the development from meeting
the Vehicle Area restriction of 50% maximum for both frontages and was previously approved
through a variance.

As described in the Adjustment #1, street setback portion, there are many valid reasons for locating
the fuel canopy at the frontage on Glisan street. The existing fuel tanks are located at the south end
of the property and we propose to reuse them. The tanker path is already established and has been
proven to work in this area. It is prohibitive for a 50% vehicle area restriction at a fuel station unless
that fuel station was a small portion of a larger development such as a Safeway or Costco.

The intent of the GC zone is to allow auto based businesses to also serve the transit customers. Qur
convenience store serves the transit and pedestrian customers extremely well and is also capable of
serving automotive customers in a safe and convenient manner. The square footage of area
dedicated the fuel canopy is much less than the area dedicated to the store which serves pedestrian,
transit and bicycle customers

The existing number of fuel pumps is 6 and the proposed development will have 4. The
development is reducing the automotive focused portion of the business and is increasing the
commercial portion that serves all customers with additional amenities provided for pedestrian,
transit and bicycle riding customers.

Existing significant trees have been preserved that soften the vehicle areas as well as provide
additional shade for parking, pedestrians, transit users, bicyclists and all customers using provided
seating

B. If in a residential zone, the propasal will not significantly detract from the livability or the appearance
of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, E or | zone, the proposal will be consistent with the classifications
of the adjocent streets and the desired character of the area; and

s Our proposed development is consistent with the desired character of the zone. It is an auto
accommodating commercial development but it is limited in size to a relatively modest
Convenience Store and only 4 pump islands for fuel. Most typical new fuel stations have at least
& pump islands and 8 or more is not uncommon. It has also provided mitigation adjacent to the
transit streets by keeping the existing tanks and fuel islands where they were originally placed
and providing a pedestrian/transit friendly building within the maximum setback of the 82™. As
discussed in page 1, Item1, the development is very inviting to pedestrian/transit users. The
development meets or exceeds many of the developments standards and is very aesthetically
pleasing to all users with existing significant trees, more glazing than required (see item E, page
5), two separate outdoor seating areas, extra wide walkways, high end building materials and
extensive building awnings.

« Development is consistent with the classification of the adjacent streets as described below:



© Major City Traffic Street (82", Glisan) — the development will orient to auto
development as well as pedestrians to 82™ and Glisan.

o Major Transit Priority Streets (82™) — the development is outside the any plan district so
auto-oriented development is not discouraged. Safe and convenient access is provided
for pedestrians and bicyclists along Major Transit Priority Street streets and includes
direct access to store with bicycle parking. Bus Shelter exists along 82",

o Transit Access Street (Glisan) — the development provides pedestrian and transit-
oriented development with safe and convenient access to the store via a pedestrian
access path.

o (ity Bikeway (Glisan) - the development serves bicyclists with wide sidewalks and
pedestrian path. Development is not discouraged from auto-oriented land use as Glisan
is a Major City Traffic Street. Bicycle Parking is provided on store sidewalk near
entrances.

o Local Service Bikeway (82") — the development serves local bicyclists with direct access
to 82" along with bicycle parking on store sidewalk near entrances.

o City Walkways (82", Glisan) — the development provides safe and attractive pedestrian
access to store through use of dedicated building access to 82™ and raised pedestrian
connection to Glisan. Pedestrian access is adjacent to landscaping in route to Glisan and
has significant trees and seating in route to 82",

o Regional Main Street (82™) - the development provides service for transit, bicycles and
pedestrians.

o Community Main Street (Glisan) - the development provides services for motor vehicles
and special features such as pedestrian access for public transportation, bicycles and
pedestrians.

C. If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of the adjustments results in a
project which is still consistent with the overall purpose of the zone; and

* The two adjustments are based on increasing the maximum setback standard, pedestrian access
and increasing the vehicle areas frontage standard. They are very much inter-related and based
on a desire for an attractive, safe and functional site design. The GC zone is intended to ailow a
full range of retail and service businesses with development standards that promote attractive
development with an open and pleasant street appearance, The proposed food sales store with
fuel will support the commercial purpose of this zone. The cumulative impact of the three
adjustments will allow the building to be sited further from one of the streets than would be
allowed otherwise, but this will not prevent an open and pleasant street appearance or create
an unattractive development. Additional mitigating improvements are included, that are beyond
the code requirements such as additional glazing on east and south elevations, cultured stone
wainscot, metal awnings with tie backs on ali facades with glazing, stepped parapets and
cornice.

D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; and
» No scenic or historic resources are impacted so this does not apply

E. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigoted to the extent practical: and



Mitigating improvements are included, that are beyond the code requirements such as
additional glazing on east elevations, cultured stone wainscot, metal awnings with tie backs on
all facades with glazing, stepped parapets and cornice.

Pedestrian connection exceeds minimum width of 6 by proving a 13’ wide hard-surface
connection to NE 82" along south fagade and 7’ along west fagade not counting public sidewalk.
Ground floor windows are not required beyond 20 feet from street lot line. However Jacksons
recognizes the importance of ground floor windows for the transit, pedestrian and automotive
customers and has exceeded the intent of the ground floor windows code by providing ground
floor windows on south fagade that equal 62% of length and 44% of area vs the requirement of
25% of length and 12.5% of the area. The code only counts requires the glazing up to 9’ above
finish floor and the building has proposed glazing at 11’ above finish floor.

More significant trees will be maintained than required. Reference Existing Tree Plan and Site
Plan. See item 4, page 3 for additional information.

F. if in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental environmental impacts on
the resource and resource values as is practicable;

Development is not in an environmental zone. However the proposed re-use of the
underground fuel storage tanks system will minimize the environmental impacts and not result
in large quantities for fiberglass reinforced plastic at local landfill.
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Attn:

PM Design Group, Inc. HARRITY
19401 40t Ave. W, #200 TREE SPECIALISTS, INC.

Lynnwood, WA 98036 PO Box 123953

PORTLAND, OR 97212
50:3-331-0452

harmryrreci come st nt

RE: Tree Protection for Jacksons #523

Site Address:

515 NE §2nd Ave, MATTHEW SANCHEZ

Portland, OR, OR CERTIFIED ARBORIST
PNW/ ISA #7830A

Hello CCB #84426

Harrity Tree Specialists, INC. have been requested to provide a
tree protection plan for the construction of the Jacksons store PROVIDING

#523. There are thirteen trees that fall under Portland’s Title 11  gnowLEDGEARLD
jurisdiction, eight of the trees will be protected while the

. ; CARE FOR TREES
remainder will be removed.

IN THE URBAN

All of the trees on this site will require a performance tree ENVIRONMENT
protection plan. The purpose of a performance tree plan is due

to the space restrictions for the proposed construction activity.

It is the goal of Harrity Tree Specialists to maximize on the

space available to protect the preservation trees while still

allowing for construction to take place on site.

There are four species of trees on site, each of the trees are described below in
regards to health, tolerance to construction, and any prior impacts that have
occurred to each trees root zone, Please refer to the map and attached photographs
to better understand the specific protection requirements for each tree.

It should be noted that the current conditions of the trees is not ideal, the majority
of the site is asphait which adds a significant amount of heat to the trees and
restricts root growth. In addition, all of the trees have been generally neglected from
pruning maintenance; with proper measures, the trees can be properly pruned and
brought to a higher standard of viability.

Assuming that the tree protection measures listed in this report are followed, it is

likely that the trees on this site will continue to thrive in their given space, Pervious
surfaces will be used heavily around trees to be preserved.

M

Matt Sanchez 7/31/2018
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18" Cedrus deodara, deodar cedar

This tree is in fair condition, there are no signs of storm damage, previous
mechanical impacts, or disease. The understory is fairly compacted and there is a
clear presence of surface roots on the East side of the tree. Generally, deodar cedar
responds well to construction activity. In this scenario, the construction activity is
going to be close to the tree. Harrity Tree Specialists recommend that an arborist be
on site to monitor the removal of concrete and asphalt around the tree. [deally, the
asphalt within the dripline would be removed with a jackhammer or other light
excavation tools; as opposed to a larger vehicle. This technique would help prevent
tearing of surface roots that are likely to be exposed. We also recommend that if the
excavated areas are exposed for a long period of time that a protective layer be
placed to protect roots. Materials such as steel plates, wood chips, or large gravel
are acceptable. In addition, this tree requires lifting to allow for construction
vehicles to pass through without tearing branches.



13" Pinus contorta, shore pine

This tree is in fair condition, there are clear signs of previous storm damaged limbs,
otherwise the tree is viable; there is no sign of previous mechanical impacts. The
understory is considerably dry with a mature juniper groundcover. Generally, the
coast pine has a shallow root system and it can be easy to encounter larger surface
roots during excavation practices. In this scenario, the construction activity is going
to be close to the tree. Harrity Tree Specialists recommend that an arborist be on
site to monitor the removal of concrete and asphalt around the tree. Ideally, the
asphalt within the dripline would be removed with a jackhammer or other light
excavation tools; as opposed to a larger vehicle. This technique would help prevent
tearing of surface roots that are likely to be exposed. We also recommend that if the
excavated areas are exposed for a long period of time that a protective layer be
placed to protect roots. Materials such as steel plates, wood chips, or large gravel
are acceptable, In addition, this tree requires lifting to allow for construction
vehicles to pass through without tearing branches.



22" Quercus palustris, pin oak

This tree is in fair condition, there is a general lean but the canopy appears to self-
correct the issue; there are no signs of previous mechanical impact. The understory
is considerably dry with a mature juniper groundcover. Generally, pin cak is a
heavily rooted tree with a medium amount of the roots at the surface, but most seek
deeper ground water. In this scenario, the construction activity is going to be close
to the tree. Harrity Tree Specialists recommend that an arborist be on site to
monitor the removal of concrete and asphalt around the tree. Ideally, the asphalt
within the dripline would be removed with a jackhammer or other light excavation
tools; as opposed to a larger vehicle. This technique would help prevent tearing of
surface roots that are likely to be exposed. We also recommend that if the excavated
areas are exposed for a long period of time that a protective layer be placed to
protect roots. Materials such as steel plates, wood chips, or large gravel are
acceptable. In addition, this tree requires lifting to allow for construction vehicles to
pass through without tearing branches. Dead branch pruning is needed for this tree.



23" Quercus palustris, pin cak

This tree is in fair condition, there are no signs of previous mechanical impact. The
understory is considerably dry with a mature juniper groundcover. Generally, pin
oak is a heavily rooted tree with a medium amount of the roots at the surface, but
most seek deeper ground water. In this scenario, the construction activity is going to
be close to the tree. Harrity Tree Specialists recommend that an arborist be on site
to monitor the removal of concrete and asphalt around the tree. Ideally, the asphalt
within the dripline would be removed with a jackhammer or other light excavation
tools; as opposed to a larger vehicle. This technique would help prevent tearing of
surface roots that are likely to be exposed. We also recommend that if the excavated
areas are exposed for a long period of time that a protective layer be placed to
protect roots. Materials such as steel plates, wood chips, or large gravel are
acceptable. In addition, this tree requires lifting to allow for construction vehicles to
pass through without tearing branches. Dead branch pruning is needed for this tree.



17" Cedrus atlantica, blue Atlas cedar

This tree is in good condition, it has the potential to become a specimen tree if
properly maintained. Typically, atlas cedar responds well in construction scenarios
and is very similar to decdar cedar. There is one larger surface root growing North
that would require an arborist to monitor during the removal of the sidewalk, In
addition, there is a light pole growing a few feet from the trunk, assuming this will
be removed, Harrity Tree Specialists recommend that the pole be cut at the soil level
versus pulled out. Pulling this pole could result in serious root damage that could
seriously impact the tree. We recommend that an arborist be on site to monitor the
removal of concrete and asphalt around the tree. [deally, the asphalt within the
dripline would be removed with a jackhammer or other light excavation tools; as
opposed to a larger vehicle. This technique would help prevent tearing of surface
roots that are likely to be exposed. We also recommend that if the excavated areas
are exposed for a long period of time that a protective layer be placed to protect
roots. Materials such as steel plates, wood chips, or large gravel are acceptable. In
addition, this tree requires lifting to allow for construction vehicles to pass through
without tearing branches.



18" pin oak

This tree is in good condition, there are no signs of previous mechanical impact.
Generally, pin oak is a heavily rooted tree with a medium amount of the roots at the
surface, but most seek deeper ground water. In this scenario, the construction
activity is going to be close to the tree. Harrity Tree Specialists recommend that an
arborist be on site to monitor the removal of concrete and asphalt around the tree.
Ideally, the asphalt within the dripline would be removed with a jackhammer or
other light excavation tools; as opposed to a larger vehicle. This technique would
help prevent tearing of surface roots that are likely to be exposed. We also
recommend that if the excavated areas are exposed for a long period of time that a
protective layer be placed to protect roots. Materials such as steel plates, wood
chips, or large gravel are acceptable. In addition, this tree requires lifting to allow
for construction vehicles to pass through without tearing branches. Dead branch
pruning is needed for this tree.



17" deodar cedar

This tree is in fair condition, there are no signs of storm damage, previous
mechanical impacts, or disease, The understory is fairly compacted and there is a
clear presence of surface roots on the East side of the tree. Generally, deodar cedar
responds well to construction activity. In this scenario, the construction activity is
going to be close to the tree. Harrity Tree Specialists recommend that an arborist be
on site to monitor the removal of concrete and asphalt around the tree. Ideally, the
asphalt within the dripline would be removed with a jackhammer or other light
excavation tools; as opposed to a larger vehicle. This technique would help prevent
tearing of surface roots that are likely to be exposed. We also recommend that if the
excavated areas are exposed for a long period of time that a protective layer be
placed to protect roots. Materials such as steel plates, wood chips, or large gravel
are acceptable. In addition, this tree requires lifting to allow for construction
vehicles to pass through without tearing branches.



19" deodar cedar

This tree is in fair condition, there are no signs of storm damage, previous
mechanical impacts, or disease. The understory is fairly compacted and there is a
clear presence of surface roots on the East side of the tree. Generally, deodar cedar
responds well to construction activity. In this scenario, the construction activity is
going to be close to the tree. Harrity Tree Specialists recommend that an arborist be
on site to monitor the removal of concrete and asphalt around the tree. Ideally, the
asphalt within the dripline would be removed with a jackhammer or other light
excavation tools; as opposed to a larger vehicle. This technique would help prevent
tearing of surface roots that are likely to be exposed. We also recommend that if the
excavated areas are exposed for a long period of time that a protective layer be
placed to protect roots. Materials such as steel plates, wood chips, or large gravel
are acceptable. In addition, this tree requires lifting to allow for construction
vehicles to pass through without tearing branches.
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: CITY OF PORTLAND

@\ Bureau of Development Services

1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 5000

)| Portland, OR 97201 P524
Land Use Notice Enclosed

Case # LU 17-193030 AD

RETURN SERVICE REQUESTED

17-193030 PROP 01-12-18
CASE FILE FEUERSANGER

1900 SW 4TH AVE #5000
PORTLAND OR 97201
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City of Portland, Oregon

Chloe Eudaly, Commissianer
Rebecca Esau, Director

Phone: (503} 823-7300

Fax: {503) 823-5630

TTY:(503) 823-6868
www.portiandoregon.gov/bds

i Bureau of Development Services
L Land Use Services
FROM CONCEPT TO CONSTRUCTION
Date: January 12, 2018
To: Interested Person
From: Marguerite Feuersanger, Land Use Services

503-823-7619/mfeuersanger@portlandoregon.gov

NOTICE OF A TYPE I1 PROPOSAL IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD

Development has been proposed in your neighborhood. The proposed development requires a
land use review. The proposal, review process, and information on how to respond to this
notice are described below. A copy of the site plan and zoning map is attached. [ am the staff
person handling the case. Please call me if you have questions regarding this proposal. Please
contact the applicant if you have questions regarding any future development on the site.

Because we must publish our decision within 28 days, we need to receive your written
comments by 5 p.m. on February 2, 2018. Please mail or deliver your comments to the
address at the bottom of the page, and include the Case File Number, LU 17-193030 AD, in
your letter. It also is helpful to address your letter to me, Marguerite Feuersanger. You can

also send comments to me at my e-mail address identified above.

CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 17-193030 AD

Applicant: Duncan Wallace, PM Design Group, Inc.
19401 40th Ave West, Suite 300
Lynwood, WA 98036

Owner: Pac West Energy LLC
3450 Commercial Ct
Meridian, ID 83642

Site Address: 515 NE 82nd Avenue

Legal Description: BLOCK 1 LOT 1 EXC PT IN STS LOT 2-4 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH VILLA;
BLOCK 1 LOT 5 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH VILLA; BLOCK 1 LOT 6 EXC PT
IN ST, NORTH VILLA; BLOCK 1 8 1/2 OF LOT 7 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH
VILLA; BLOCK 1 N 1/2 OF LOT 7 EXC PT IN ST LOT 8 EXC PT IN ST,
NORTH VILLA; BLOCK 1 LOT 9 EXC PT IN ST, NORTH VILLA

Tax Account No.: R614400010, R614400060, R614400070, R614400080, R614400090,
R614400110

State ID No.: 1N2E32AD 21200, 1IN2E32AD 21100, IN2E32AD 21000, 1N2E32AD
20900, 1IN2E32AD 20800, IN2ZE32AD 20700

Quarter Section: 2938

Neighborhood: Montavilla, contact Land Use Chair at hello@montavillapdx.org

Business District: Eighty-Second Ave of Roses Business Association, contact Frank Harris

at info@82ndave.org

District Coalition: Southeast Uplift, contact Leah Fisher at 503-232-0010.

Zoning: CG, General Commercial Zone

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite # 5000, Portland, OR 97201




Proposal Notice for LU 17-193030 AD Page 2

Case Type: AD, Adjustment
Procedure: Type 11, an administrative decision with appeal to the Adjustment
Committee.

Proposal: The applicant proposes to redevelop the subject site (40,301 square feet), located at
the northwest intersection of NE 827 Avenue and NE Glisan Street. Existing structures on the
site will be demolished. A new food sales store (4,477 square feet} will be located on the north
portion of the site and a new fuel island with four fuel pumps and canopy (2,646 square feet)
will be located on the south portion of the site. Twelve vehicle parking spaces are proposed
near the food sales store. Two driveways are proposed at NE 8214 Avenue: a north driveway is
43 feet in width and a south driveway is 30 feet in width. A third driveway is proposed at NE
Glisan Street, which is 30 feet in width. Pedestrian amenities are proposed on the site,
including a pedestrian path system, a bus shelter, two pedestrian plazas with benches,
landscaping, and lighting.

The site plan identifies twelve existing trees located on the site (private trees) and three trees
located within the NE 82nd Avenue right-of-way (public trees). Five private trees and two public
trees will be preserved with the redevelopment proposal.

Both NE 8214 Avenue and NE Glisan Street are designated as transit streets. For this situation,
Zoning Code regulations require buildings to be located within 10 feet of the street lot line, in
part to improve access to transit service and the pedestrian environment. The location of the
new food sales store meets the maximum building setback along NE 82nd Avenue, but does not
meet the maximum building setback along NE Glisan Street. Additionally, the Zoning Code
limits the amount of vehicle area adjacent to a transit street. For this site, vehicle area may be
located along no more than 50 percent of the frontage along NE 82nd Avenue and no more than
50 percent of the frontage along NE Glisan Street. Because the proposal does not meet the
above regulations, the applicant is requesting the following Adjustments:

1. To increase the maximum building setback along NE Glisan Street from 10 {eet to 183
feet (Section 33.130.215.C.2) for the new food sales building; and

2. To increase the maximum vehicle area frontage from 50 percent to 69 percent along NE
82nd Avenue and 87 percent along NE Glisan Street (Section 33.266.130.C.3).

Relevant Approval Criteria:

In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Title 33.
Adjustment requests will be approved if the review body finds that the applicant has shown
that approval criteria A. through F. of Section 33.805.040, Adjustment Approval Criteria, have
been met.

33.805.040 Approval Criteria

A.  Granting the adjustment will equally or better meer the purpose of the regulation to be modified, and

B, Ifin a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or appearance of the residential
area, or ifin an 08, C, £, or | zone, the proposal will be consistent with the classifications of the adfacent streets and
the desired character of the area; and

€. Kfmore than one adjustment is being requested, the cumuiative effect of the adjustments results in a project which is

Still consistent with the overall purpose of the zone; and

City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; {not applicable)

Any impacts resufting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical; and

Ifin an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental environmental impacts on the resource

and resource values as is practicable; (not applicable)

nmy

Zoning Code Section 33.700.080 states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under
the regulations in effect at the time the application was submitted, provided that the
application is complete at the time of submittal, or complete within 180 days. This application
was submitted on June 26, 2017 and determined to be complete on date December 20, 2017.



Proposal Notice for LU 17-193030 AD Page 3

DECISION MAKING PROCESS
The Bureau of Development Services will make a decision on this proposal.
We will consider your comments, and

s Approve the proposal.
s Approve the proposal with conditions.
s Deny the proposal.

The neighborhood association listed on the first page of this notice may take a position on this
application. They may also schedule an open meeting prior to making their recommendation to
the Bureau of Development Services. Please contact the person listed as the neighborhood
contact to determine the time and date of this meeting.

ORS 227.178 states the City must issue a final decision on Land Use Review applications
within 120-days of the application being deemed complete. The 120-day review period may be
extended at the request of the applicant.

The file and all evidence on this case are available for your review by appointment only. Please
call the Request Line at our office, 1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 5000, phone 503-823-7617,
to schedule an appointment. I can provide some information over the phone. Copies of all
information in the file can be obtained for a fee equal to the cost of services. Additional
information about the City of Portland, city bureaus, and a digital copy of the Portland Zoning
Code is available on the internet at www.portlandonline.com.

APPEAL PROCESS

If you disagree with the Bureau of Development Services administrative decision, you can
appeal the decision to the Adjustment Committee. This review body will hold a public hearing
for the appeal. When the decision is mailed, the criteria used to make the decision and
.information on how to file an appeal will be included. If you do not send any comments, you
can still appeal the decision. There is a 14-day deadline to file an appeal beginning on the day
the decision is mailed. The reason for the appeal must be specifically defined in order for the
review body to respond to the appeal. If an appeal is filed, you will be notified of the time and
location of the appeal hearing,.

There is a fee charged for appeals. Recognized neighborhood associations may qualify for an
appeal fee waiver.

APPEAL OF THE FINAL CITY DECISION

After an appeal hearing, the review body decision may be appealed to the Oregon Land Use
Board of Appeals (LUBA} at 775 Summer St NE, Suite 330, Salem, Oregon 97301-1283. The
phone number for LUBA is 1-503-373-1265. Issues that may provide the basis for an appeal to
LUBA must be raised prior to the comment deadline or prior to the conclusion of the hearing if
a local appeal is requested. If you do not raise an issue with enough specificity to give the
Bureau of Development Services an opportunity to respond to it, that may also preclude an
appeal to LUBA on that issue.

The Bureau of Development Services is committed to providing equal access to
information and hearings. Please notify us no less than five business days prior to the
event if you need special accommodations. Call 503-823-7300 {(TTY 503-823-6868).

Enclosures:
Zoning Map

Site Plan

Building Elevations
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PBOT

PORTLAND BUREAU OF TRANSPORTATION

1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 5000, Perdand, OR 97201 503.823.5185
Fax 503.823.7576 TTY 503.823.6868 www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation

Dan Saltzman Commissioner Leah Treat Director

RESPONSE TO THE BUREAU OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
LAND USE REVIEW REQUEST

Portland Transportation
Development Review
Bureau of Transportation Engineering & Development

LU: 17-193030-000-00-LU Date: October 4, 2018
To: Marguerite Feuersanger, Bureau of Development Services, B299/R5000
From: Teresa Montalvo, B106/800, 503-823-4810

Applicant: Pm Design Group *Duncan Wallace*
PM DESIGN GROUP
18401 40TH AVE W # 300
LYNWOOD WA 98036

Location: 515 NE 82ND AVE
TYPE OF REQUEST: Type 2 procedure AD - Adjustment

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT
Adjustment to street setback, 33.130.215.C.2, 2. and to frontage limitation of vehicle areas
33.266.130.C.3.b for Jackson gas station and convenience store redevelopment.

RESPONSE

Portland Transportation/Development Review has reviewed the application for its potential impacts
regarding the public right-of-way, traffic impacts and conformance with adopted policies, street
designations, Title 33, Title 17, and for potential impacts upon transporiation services.

Adjustment Approval Criteria

The applicable approval criterion related to the requested adjustment that needs to be addressed by PBOT
is noted in Code Section 33.805.040.A and B and are as follows:

“Granting the Adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to be modified”
The applicant has requested Adjustments to street setback requirements as well as to the maximum vehicle
area frontage. Neither of these Adjustments will impact the construction of a sidewalk corridor or

driveways that meet PBOT standards nor will they impact the transportation system in the area.
Accordingly, PBOT has no opposition to the requested Adjustments.

ExHip/.g e 2
|4 - K3 030 AP



“if in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or appearance
of the residential area, or If in an OS, C, E, or | zone, the proposal will be consistent with the
classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of the area;”

The City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) classifies NE Glisan as follows:
s Major City Traffic Street
» Transit Access Street
» City Bikeway
s City Walkway
e Truck Access Street
« Major Emergency Response Route
¢ Community Main Street

The TSP Classified NE 82™ as follows:
+ Major City Traffic Street
o Major Transit Priority
+ Llocal Service - Bike
o City Walkway
¢ Major Truck Route
« Regional Main Street

The proposed Adjustments are not in conflict with the classifications of the abutting streets. As noted
below, as a condition of Building Permit approval, the applicant will be required to improve the existing
sidewalk corridors, including widening the pedestrian corridor by 5-ft on NE 82™ and reconstructing the
comer to meet current ADA standards, consistent with the requirements of the Pedestrian Design Guide.
The proposed Adjustments to setbacks and vehicle use areas will not impact or preclude construction of
standard public improvements along both rights-of-way. Accordingly, PBOT has no objection to the
request.

Transportation System Development Charges (Chapter 17.15)

System Development Charges (SDCs) may be assessed for this development. The applicant can receive
an estimate of the SDC amount prior to submission of building permits by contacting Rich Eisenhauer at
503-823-6108.

Driveways and Curb Cuts {Section 17.28)

Curb cuts and driveway construction must meet the requirements in Title 17. The Title 17 driveway
requirements will be enforced during the review of building permits and/or Public Works Permitting.
However, the applicant received a Driveway Design Exception for the two driveways on NE 82™ to aliow
them to be wider than the standard 30-ft wide commercial driveway in order to accommodate fuel trucks.

Title 17 Requirements

Street Improvements (Section 17.88.020)

- In association with the Bullding Permit, not as a condition of approval of this Adjustment
NE 82™ is a State Route / City-Public ROW. PBOT owns the sidewalk corridor and permits any work
therein. ODOT owns the roadway between the curbs and any new or modified driveway locations are
subject to review and approval by ODOT.

In relation to the proposed development, the applicant will be required to reconstruct both frontages to



achieve the standard 12-ft wide corridor as required by the Pedestrian Design Guide (0.5-ft curb, 4-ft
furnishing zone with street trees in tree wells, 6-ft sidewalk, and 1.5-ft frontage zone. A 5ft dedication of
property to the City of Portland for ROW purposes will be required on NE 82" to accommodate
standard improvements. Additionally, the existing corner does not meet current ADA standards
and will be required to be reconstructed. For more detail regarding necessary frontage improvements
and requirements that might impact the Building Permit, the applicant is advised to review PBOT’s and
ODOT's Early Assistance response, 16-257433 as the requirements noted therein continue to apply to this
project. However, the submitted site ptan reflects direction provided to the applicant relative to existing
driveways. Specifically, the applicant has proposed to close the southemmost driveway on NE 82™ and the
easternmost driveway on NE Glisan in accordance with PBOT/ODOT requirements. The applicant will still
be required to receive formal approval of the driveways by ODOT/PBOT as pari of the Public Works Permit
Process.

The applicant also provided detailed vehicle turning movement information demonstrating how fuel trucks
will circulate through the site. PBOT’s traffic engineer has reviewed this information and is supportive of
this design.

The ROW improvements will need to be designed by an Oregon licensed civil engineer and constructed
under a Public Works Permit, which is separate from the Building Permit that will be necessary for
construction of the proposed project. Conceptual PW Design must be submitted to Public Works Permitting
in order to verify the type of PW Permit that is required and to determine the required performance
guarantee amount.

PW Design Review will determine specific design elements including stormwater management, bus stop,
curb-cuts, landscaping, location of signage, location of utility poles and street lights, as well as other design
requirements.

The applicant is therefore encouraged to contact Public Works at {503) 823-1987 or at

pwp@portlandoregon.gov to familiarize themselves with the process and initiate the appropriate
meetings/process.  Additional information on the City's Public Works Permitting process can be found at
the following link:  http://www.portlandonline.com/publicworks It is important for the applicant to
understand the Public Works process and timeline thereof to avoid any conflicts with the Building Permit
process.

RECOMMENDATION
PBOT has no objection to the requested Adjustments.
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PORTIAND Mick Fish, Commissioner
Michael Stuh«, PE., Administrator

; z ATER 1120 SW 5th Avenue, Roomn 600

BUREAU Portland, Oregon 97204-1926
information: 503-823-7404
FROM FOREST TO FAUCET www portlandoregon gov/water An Equal Opportunity Emplayer

DATE: August 22, 2018

TO: Marguerite Feuersanger
Bureau of Development Services

FROM: Mari Moore
Development Review and Services

SUBIECT: Review of 17-193030 AD

The Water Bureau has reviewed the proposed action and has the following comments:

Per Title 21 water lines may not cross property lines. Per Water Bureau maps, services are
currently crossing property lines. To bring the property into compliance, all tax lots must be
consolidated into one tax account prior to approval. Application to consolidate tax lots is

facilitated by the Multnomah County Tax Assessor’s Office. For additional information please
contact the County at 503-988-3326.

Conditions of Approval: Proof of lot consolidation from Multnomah County is required.

Please call me if you have any questions or comments. My phone number is 503-823-7364.

EH B (T -3
[F (92230 A

To hefp ensure equal access to City programs, services, and activities, the City of Portland will provide transiation, reascnably modify policies/
procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services/alternative formats to persons with disabilities. For accommodations, transtations and
interpretations, complaints, and odditional information, contact 503-823-7404, use City TTY 503-823-6868, or use Oregon Relay Service: 711,
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City of Chloe Eudaly, Commissioner
3=t o Rebecca Esau, Director
i Portland, Oregon Phone: (503) 823-7300

. e . Fax: (503) 823-6983
Bureau of Development Services TTY: (503) 823-6868
FROM CONCEPT TO CONSTRUCTION W partlandorggen.ogvrids

LIFE SAFETY COMMERCIAL PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE

To: Marguerite Feuersanger

From; Kathy Aulwes, Life Safety Plans Examiner
Date: February 1, 2018

RE: 515 NE 82ND AVE, 17-193030-LU

The following comments are based on the plans and documents provided to the Life Safety
Plan Reviewer. They are intended to provide the applicant with preliminary Building Code
information that could affect this Land Use review and/or future Building Permit reviews. The
comments may not identify all conflicts between this proposal and the Building Codes. A
complete Life Safety plan review will be provided at the time of Building Permit submittal. The
comments are based on the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code (OSSC), or the 2014
Cregon Mechanical Specialty Code (OMSC), henceforward referred to as the Building Code.

RESPONSE SUMMARY

Life Safety Plan Review does not object to the approval of this proposal. The applicant
should be aware that several building code requirements may impact the final design of this
building. For information regarding future compliance, see the GENERAL LIFE SAFETY
COMMENTS below.

GENERAL LIFE SAFETY COMMENTS
item# Comment

1 A separate Building Permit is required for the work proposed and the proposal must
be designed to meet all applicable building codes and ordinances. More information
regarding building code requirements can be obtained by visiting the Bureau of
Development Services Development Services Center - 1900 SW 4th Ave, 1st floor.
The Development Services Center is open Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to
3:00 p.m. {close at noon on Thursday). No appointment is necessary. Building Code
information is also available online at: http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/, or by
calling (503) 823-1456.

2 It is recommended the applicant visit the Development Services Center for more
information at 1900 SW 4™ Ave, 1% floor. The Development Services Center is open
Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (close at noon on Thursday). No
appointment is necessary.

3 For most construction types, exterior walls less than 30 feet to property line must be
1-hour fire-rated construction. Exterior walls located less than or equal to 10 feet to a
property line must be one-hour fire-rated for exposure to fire from both sides. Exterior
walls located more than 10 feet to a property line must be one-hour fire-rated for
exposure to fire from the inside only. OSSC 602.1, 705.5

4 Accessible parking is required. Accessible van parking spaces must be at least 9 feet
wide with an adjacent access aisle at least 8 feet wide. Accessible parking spaces
must be at least 9 feet wide with an adjacent access aisle at least 6 feet wide. OSSC
1106.7, ANSI 117.1 -Section 502

EMHBIre-p
[ F- 143030 AD



Feuersanger, Marguerite

From: Gallahan, Andrew

Sent: Wednesday, October 3, 2018 9:14 AM
To: Feuersanger, Marguerite

Cc: Montalvo, Teresa

Subject: RE: UF Consultation Track IT#1327862

Hello Marguerite,

If the tree is to become a right of way tree, then Urban Forestry would likely also seek to preserve the
tree. We would typically require the applicant for the Public Works permit to request an alternative
design review request of PBOT to best preserve the tree. Often this would mean to rebuild the
sidewalk as curb-tight in front of the tree rather than a planting strip between the curb and sidewalk.

Thanks,

Andrew Gallahan

Tree Inspector

Portland Parks & Recreation | Urban Forestry

1900 SW 4th Ave., Suite 5000

Portland, OR 97204

(503) 823-4511

Andrew.Gallahan@PortlandQregon.gov

https://www.portlandoregon.govitrees

The City of Portiand complies with all non-discrimination Civil Rights laws including Civil Rights Title VI
and ADA Title Il. To help ensure equal access to City programs, services and activities, the City of
Partland will reasonably modify policies/procedures and provide auxiliary aids/services to persons with
disabilities. Call 503-823-4427 TTY 503-823-6868 or Oregon Relay Service 711 with requests, or
visithttp://bit.ly/13EWaCq

From: Feuersanger, Marguerite
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:.04 AM
To: Gallahan, Andrew <Andrew.Gallahan@portiandoregon.gov>

Cc: Montalvo, Teresa <Teresa.Montalvo@portlandoregon.gov> EKH (BT E?-
Subject: RE: UF Consultation Track IT#1327862 / :2_ / Q 3& 3 4
. o ApD

Andrew, | need your help! | am writing the decision to the approve Adjustments for this site — Jackson’s
redevelopment. You visited last January — see comments below.

The applicant is required to dedicate 5 feet of NE 82™ frontage (currently there’s only a sidewalk. pbot requires a
frontage zone and new sidewalk}. | want tree #1 (18" deodar cedar) to be preserved. Itis current a private tree but will
become a public tree after the dedication, and it’s in the place of the future NE 82" sidewalk. |s there a way we can
modify public improvements to preserve this tree? This is a hard intersection and keeping all evergreens is important to

the appr.li'::val.oi‘lrt:r;h_? adjustments. "rec ey Al ‘;|" e #’ // _}_a é‘—/

D reServedl — wa ) 1@0 Flﬁhfg‘oﬂww’rpfeﬁ‘)



Thanks for your input,
Marguerite

Marguerite Feuersanger, City Planner

City of Portland — Bureau of Development Services
Land Use Services Division

1900 SW 4" Avenue, Suite 5000

Porttand, OR 97201

mfeuersanger@portlandoregon.gov
503 823 7619

From: Gallahan, Andrew

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 8:10 AM

To: Feuersanger, Marguerite <Marguerite.Feuersanger@portlandoregan.gov>
Subject: UF Consultation Track IT#1327862

Hello Marguerite,

| have visited the site at 515 NE 82" Ave and inspected the trees on site. Here are my findings and
recommendations:
¢ (#0) 5" Coast Pine in poor condition
o Suppressed by D. Cedar, poor live crown ratio
o Recommend removal

e (#1) 18" Deodar Cedar in fair condition
o Broken limbs, low hanging limbs, poor root space
o Recommend preservation

e (#2) 13" Coast Pine in fair condition
o Broken limbs, 5% lean is self-corrected
o Recommend preservation

s (#3) 11" Coast Pine in fair condition
o Large trunk wound, Pitch Beetle infestation
o Recommend removal — make room for P. Oak

e (#4) 22" Pin Oak in fair condition
o Poor previous pruning (stubs), 5% lean is self-corrected
o Recommend preservation

e (#5) 23" Pin Qak in fair condition
o Codominant stems appear to be well attached (no bark inclusion), low hanging

limbs, stem girdling roots

o Recommend preservation

e (#6) 17" Atlas Cedar in good condition
o Fairly close to building
o Recommend preservation

e (#7) 20" Pin Oak in fair condition
o 5% lean is self-corrected
o Recommend removal — Too close to building (within 10°)

¢ (#8) 18" Pin Oak in fair condition
2



o Low hanging limbs
o Recommend preservation
e (#9) 13" Pin Qak in poor condition
o Altered top
o Recommend removal — poor structure
e (#10) 5" Hinoki Cypress in poor condition
o Sparse canopy, poor live crown ratio
o Recommend removal — underperforming
e (#11) 17" Deodar Cedar in fair condition
o Poor root space (volume)
o Recommend preservation
e (#12) 19" Deodar Cedar in fair condition
o Poor root space (volume), fairly close to building
o Recommend preservation
e (#13) 4" VVine Maple in poor condition
o Excessive pruning
o Not regulated
(#14) 9" (M/S) Vine Maple in poor condition
o Excessive pruning
o Not regulated

It is my opinion that the most significant trees on site are the large Pin Qaks and the Atlas Cedar in
the center of the property. The Oaks are all currently in large, continuous planting strips. The
continuous planting strips and the large canopy form of the P. Oaks make them ideal for countering
urban heat island effect. Having such a planting strip in the center of the property (center of
concrete/infrastructure) is ideal. Urban forestry would prefer to preserve the public trees. Large form
conifers such as the A. Cedar and the D. Cedars offer the greatest benefits overall in comparison with
other trees so, it would be a good idea to preserve the Cedar trees as well.

Let me know if you need anything more from me here.

Thanks,

Andrew Gallahan

Tree Inspector

Portland Parks & Recreation | Urban Forestry
1900 SW 4th Ave., Suite 5000

Portland, OR 97204

(503) 823-4511
Andrew.Gallahan@PortlandOregon.gov
https://www_portlandoregon.qgovitrees
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Feuersanger, Marguerite

——
From: Krystal Eldridge <krystal531@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 6:19 PM
To: Feuersanger, Marguerite
Cc: Duncan Wallace
Subject: Re: Public comment for case file number LU 17-193030 AD

Marguerite,

I'd like to add one more concern. I've just discovered that the corner of NE 82nd and Glisan is ranked by PBOT as the
most dangerous intersection in the city for pedestrians (info here and full report here). It's also 15th on the list for for
overall lack of safety when combining auto, pedestrian, and cyclist collisions. One extremely concerning element of this
is that the city has no listed changes proposed for the intersection in order to improve safety for the public.

There are many factors causing this intersection to be so dangerous, and In light of the info above, it would be neglectful
to approve the second adjustment requested in the proposal—increasing the maximum vehicte frontage would only add
to the problem. It would only serve to increase traffic flow at that intersection, would ignore the stated purposes of the

zoning on transit streets, and neglects the needs of the community and the city. | full oppose this requested adjustment.

Thank you,
Krystal

On Thu, Jan 18, 2018 at 8:36 AM, Krystal Eldridge <krystal531@gmail.com> wrote:
Thank you for that important clarification, Marguerite. In light of this, | hope that if the requested increase to the
maximum setback from 10 feet to 183 feet alon Glisan Street is granted, the city will require street trees along the
Glisan part of the property in order to mitigate the damaging effects of radiant heat on the neighboring community.
Without sufficient tree cover, the increase in that setback is likely to worsen the current situation.

Thank you,

On Wed, Jan 17, 2018 at 11:24 AM, Feuersanger, Marguerite <Marguerite.Feuersanger@portlandoregon. gov> wrote:

Krystal, thanks for submitting comments. We will consider the issues you raise in our review, and your comments are
part of the public record for this case file. | am forwarding your comments to the applicant and the city’s
Transportation staff assigned to review the proposal.

Regarding the percentage of trees proposed for preservation, the statement on the applicant’s site plan is incorrect in
that the proposal does not exceed, and only just meets the preservation requirements of the city’s tree code, Title 11
{1/3 of existing trees 12 inches or greater in diameter must be preserved). During the review period, tree information
provided by the applicant will be verified by the City Forester. Beyond the requirements of Title 11, conditions that
require additional tree preservation may be added to this proposal in order to satisfy the Adjustment approval criteria.

Thank you,

EXHB (T -
Marguerite Feuersanger, City Planner I q- ) !q 3 o 3 o A—D



City of Portland — Bureau of Development Services
Land Use Services Division
1900 SW 4™ Avenue, Suite 5000

Portland, OR 97201

mfeuersanger@portlandoregen.gov

5038237619

Work hours: Tuesday through Thursday 8:30 am to 5:30 pm

From: Krystal Eldridge [mailto:krystal531@gmail.com])

Sent: Wednesday, January 17, 2018 10:59 AM

To: Feuersanger, Marguerite <Marguerite.Feuersanger@portlandoregon.gov>
Subject: Public comment for case file number LU 17-193030 AD

Marguerite Feuersanger,

I am submitting public comment for the proposed developments at 515 NE 82nd Ave, case file number LU 17-193030
AD. | am a neighhor who owns a home one block southeast of the proposed development, and am therefore a
stakeholder in the future use of this site.

My priorities for any development at this particular site include:

1.Major enhancements to pedestrian safety infrastructure, because this is a high-use area for pedestrian traffic
that lacks adequate pedestrian protections

2.Preservation of existing trees and the planting of new trees, because this area already suffers as an urban heat
island

3.Installation of public garbage cans at the sidewalks, because the surrounding neighborhood is regularly
inundated with trash from nearby food-related businesses on 82nd Ave

4 Traffic mitigation if development is expected to increase traffic flow, because auto accidents and the running of
red lights at the adjacent intersection are already frequent.

My notes on the first three above points of concern, in greater detail and with comments specific to the current
proposal:

1. Montavilla Community Center is directly across the street from this site, so this already is a high-use area for
pedestrians and users of public transit, and any proposed changes need to account for the unchanging fact that this
corner is especially busy. Right now, walking this stretch of 82nd Ave or Glisan feels like taking a risk with your life, and
when | must cross one of these streets, | try to do so away from this intersection because it feels so perilous to stand
on these sidewalks.



o,

Along 82nd, the proposed addition of sidewalk landscaping, which moves pedestrians farther from the street, is good.
The addition of pedestrian-level accent lighting is also an improvement. I'd like to see these proposed improvements
maintained and even increased in the final plans.

However, | also see that there is no proposed pedestrian improvements to the area along Glisan—this is a huge
oversight. At a minimum, parking-strip landscaping that creates a buffer between pedestrians and vehicle traffic is
desperately needed. Sidewalk improvements that create a curb of proper height are also desperately needed, because
with the current curb height it would be far too easy for a vehicle driving along Glisan to accidentally jump the curb
and hit a pedestrian. | would like to see this part of the proposal improved.

On the whole, | would like to see more street trees added than currently proposed, since those enhance the feeling of
pedestrian safety, increase livability, and also abate the heat-island effect (discussed in point 2).

2. | see that this proposal is saving more of the existing trees than currently required. | applaud the effort to preserve
trees, and strongly urge any final plans to maintain as many trees as possible. Additionally, | would prefer to see more
of these large trees kept. This property is sited in an urban heat island, which poses certain health risks to the
community. This area, as well as all of 82nd Ave radiates heat, a fact documented in a project through Portland State
University {please read more about it here: hitps://www.cpb.org/news/article/mapping-portlands-hottest-places/).

As someone who lives within a block on 82nd, | can confirm that our summers in this area are shockingly hot. I am
from Portland, and no other place I've ever lived within this city has been so sweltering in the summer. The prime
difference | see is the lack of trees—stand at this corner or sit here in a car without air conditioning on an August day,
and then compare that to similarly busy street corners in Laurelhurst, for example, and you'll immediately feel the
difference. Something needs to be done to mitigate this.

If it is not possible to keep any additional existing trees, | strongly urge the addition of new trees planted with this
development, especially adjacent to the sidewalk. This development will likely add to the current amount of paved
area, which increases the heat problem if additional steps are not taken. This neighborhood and the people who
commute through here need trees added at this site.

3. The food-related litter that lands in my yard seems endless. | live on 83rd and am close enough to the food-related
business on 82nd Ave that | can see them from my living room window. This proximity to the food-related business on
82nd, coupled with the current major lack of public trash cans, means that | am constantly picking up trash that blows
in from these business. | am hoping you can take steps to keep the proposed food-sales building from adding to this
problem.



My parking strip is a dedicated pollinator habitat through a Montavilla-based community group, and because of t.he
lack of public trash cans on nearby 82nd, the space that I've built for local wildlife is frequently filled with food
wrappers, plastic cutlery, napkins, straws, and cups and lids from soda fountains. it's logical to assume that the
proposed food sales building will distribute to customers each of the items | just mentioned, and therefore | strongly
urge the inclusion of public trash cans at the sidewalk level.

People waiting for buses at 82nd or Glisan are often the people who drop their food wrappers, and once they leave
the food sales building, open their food, and eat while waiting for the bus, they will then need a place to put their
trash. Currently, often, this trash goes on the ground. Please kind to the neighbaors, and the local wildlife, and add
trash cans to the sidewalks.

And a final question:

I see that the bus shelter is proposed to be relocated northward, no longer on the corner of 82nd. While | think this-
has the potential to be a good move, 1 wonder if there is going to be a crosswalk added at that location across 82nd
Ave. | constantly watch children bolt across 82nd from the neighboring Montavilla Community Center in order to catch

© the bus—it's terrifying to watch, and I've seen so many close calls with vehicles. If the main bus stop is no longer in
~ close proximity to a crosswalk, | fear this will increase the danger to children leaving the community center. Is there a
* plan in place to address this need?

Thank you for considering my concerns.

Krystal Hilliker
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To improve security, on Feb. 11t the city will begin disabling TLS 1.0 on our websites. This change should not impact you unless you are
using an old browser, More information (nge v portlandoregon govibia ancles 2208)

Portland Bureau of Transportation

Phone: 503-823-5185 Fax 503-823-7576 1120 SW Fifth Ave, Suite 800, Porlland, OR 57204
More Contact Info iur e o gen geviiransponzhentye 5727

High Crash Network Intersections

(hitp frewaw portlandoregen govitranspontat on/a0330) This table lists the intersections in the City of Portland with the highest number
of reported collisions overalt (ntip /iwww portlandoregon govéoverall) and for people walking (hitp:/iwww portlandoregon govi#walking) and biking
{hilp Jwww portlandoregon govi#biking) in the five-year period from January 2011 through December 2015

Rankings for the overall list reflect three metrics: total number of crashes, collision rate, and total value of collisions. Walking and biking
rankings are based on the total number of crashes. For details, view methodology (htip /www portandoregan goviimethed) below or download
the full report (http /iwww porllancoregan goviftransportation‘article/657846)

Overall intersection ranking

(in order, starting with least safe) Recent and upcoming safety fixes (with construction date)

SE 122nd & Stark HSIP funds to add bike lane extensions/conflict areas on 122nd 2018
SE 82nd & Powell $110M for safety improvements and jurisdictional transfer of Powell to PBOT
. . L . . A 18-
SE 122nd & Division Bike I.ane |n?provements and access mgmt on Division {2018); new signal for Division 2018
Transit Station {2021 ) 21
SE 174th & Powell $110M for safety improvements and jurisdictional transfer of Powell to PBOT.
2016-
SE 82nd & Division New signal complete. Protected bike lanes, new signal for Division Transit Station (18-21) o1
NE 122nd & Glisan ARTS funding for access management and illumination 2020
2016-
SE 122nd & Powell Sidewalk, bike lane, signal upgrade, illumination 20
] ] ) o 2019-
SE 136th & Powell Sidewalk, bike lane, signal upgrade, illumination 20
SE 92nd & Holgate ARTS funding to upgrade signal hardware 2019
SE 148th & Stark Access management 2020
NE 122nd & Halsey ARTS funding for access management and illumination 2020
SE 148th & Division Remcve SB slip lane, shorten ped xings, protected bike lane 2018
SE 112th & Powell $110M for safety improvements and jurisdictional transfer of Powell to PBOT
SE 92nd & Powell ?21 lj1 ::1) for safety improvements and transfer of Powell to PBOT. Upgrade signal hardware 2020+

NE 82nd & Glisan

1 i . mmend protected lefts/access  2017-
NE 82nd & Fremont Restrict left turns at Fremont drivewways (complete.) Recommend pro

mgmt on 82nd (ODOT ) 18
) ) ) 2018-
NE Ghisan & I-205 NB ramp Bike/Ped improvements & paving 19
SE Division & 1-205 SB ramp WB dual left, signal timing changes (ODOT ) 2018
SE Foster/ 96th / I-205 NB ramp
SE César E. Chavez & Powell ARTS funding to upgrade signal hardware, add illumination (ODOT )

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/59279 2/21/2018
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SE 82nd & Holgate
SE 174th & Division

NE 102nd & Halsey
NE 102nd & Glisan
SE 110th / 111th / Foster

Bike lane improvements (2018), new signal for Division Transit Station (2021.)

New signal complete. ARTS funding for signal coordination/detection on 102nd.
Signal coordination/detection on 102nd
ADA ramps (2017.) Recommend protected left turn phasing (unfunded )

NE Columbia / Killingsworth / 1-205

SB ramp
NE Marine & 33rd
SE 7th & Powell

Burnside & 82nd

SE 112th & Division

Ped intersection ranking

(in order, starting with least

safe)

NE Glisan & 82nd

NE Alberta & MLK

N Denver & Lombard
W Bumside & 2nd

N Interstate & Lombard
SE Powell & 31st

SE Powell & 136th

N Columbia Way &
Fessenden

SE Hawthome & CésarE
Chavez

SE Division & César E
Chévez

SE Woodward & 82nd

SE Stark & 162nd

NW 3rd & Burnside
NW 20th Pi and Burnside
SE Powell & 125th PI

Bike intersection ranking

(in order, starting with least safe)

SE Hawthome & 11th
NE Couch & Grand

SW Madison & 3rd

SE Hawthome & 7th

N Broadway & Wheeler
NE Broadway & Victoria
N Graham & Vancouver
NE Broadway & 1st

Narrow lane treatment complete; centerline/shoulder rumble strips (2018.) Future signal

pending development
ODOT: reviewed in past for traffic signal but not approved by ODOT

New signal, lane use signs, illumination, ADA ramps complete

Page 2 of 4’

2019-
21

2018-
21
2021
2021
2017
2014-
18
2014-
18

2016-
17

Bike lane improvements, access mgmt on Division (2018); new signal for Div Transit Station 2018-

(2021.)

Recent and upcoming safety upgrades (with construction date)

Left turn signals/protected ped signal.

Island and Rapid Flash Beacon (ODOT)
ODOT Safety Project

Lighting, ADA ramps, eliminate turns onto N. Gilbert Ave.

New left tum lanes, signal modifications, ADA ramps.

Lighting, new signal heads, ADA ramps. (Gresham owns the signal, PBOT manages west
leg of intersection)

COMPLETE: Curb extenstions, ped push buttons.

New traffic signal

ODOT Safety project

Recent and upcoming safety upgrades {with construction date)

COMPLETE: New signal
COMPLETE: Upgraded markings/signs

COMPLETE: Diverter to prevent right turns
ARTS Project to upgrade bike markings
COMPLETE: RRFB to address ped crashes
ARTS Project to upgrade bike markings

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/59279

21

2018

2018
2019

2018

No later than
2021

No later than
2021

2016
2019
2019

2015
2012

2013
2019-2021
2016
2019-2021

2/21/2018
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SE Holgate & 92nd ARTS Project 2019-2021
N Broadway & Ross ARTS Project to upgrade bike markings 2019-2021
SW Condor Ln & Terwilliger COMPLETE: Conflict markings/signing 2012

NW Broadway & Flanders ARTS Project to upgrade bike markings 2019-2021
NW Broadway & Glisan ARTS Project to upgrade bike markings 2018-2021
SW Capitol & Vermont

NW Broadway & Everett ARTS Project to upgrade bike markings 2019-2021
NE 122nd & Glisan Bike lane extensions/conflict areas on 122nd 2018

Intersections previously in the overall top 30 and still a priority for safety fixes include:

NE Columbia/Killingsworth/I-205 northbound ramp

SE 162nd & Division: bike lane improvements, access mgmt on Division {2018); new signal for Div Transit Station (2021.)
SE 82nd & Foster: signal rebuild and 3-lane cross-section (2018, Foster Streetscape)

SE 96th/99th/Washington: ARTS project to improve signal hardware and coordination

Ranking details and methodology
This document lists and pricritizes intersections in the City of Portland with the highest number of reported deadly and injury crashes in the
five-year period from January 2011 through December 2015

Beginning with this year's 2015 High Crash Intersection (HC1) list and moving forward, the crash totals will represent only deadly and injury
crashes that were coded to an intersection. This supports the City's Vision Zero focus and the adoption of a Vision Zero plan in 2016 that
aims to eliminate deadly and serious injury crashes in the City of Portland by 2025. Prior HCI Listings were created by identifying
intersections in the City with the highest number of all crash types; the list was then prioritized considering number, severity and frequency
of crashes. Since the list was limited lo the top 50 intersections Citywide, the list was skewed toward the busiest intersections in the City

PBOT's updated methodology will now focus first on severity of crashes by identifying intersections in the City with the highest number of
DEADLY and INJURY crashes only — property damage only crashes will be excluded from the list — and then priontizing based on number
of deadly and injury crashes, severity and frequency of crashes. This shift to creating a high crash intersection list based on seventy of
crashes will help the City to better identify intersections that have a high number of deadly and injury crashes that are disproportionate to
the number of people travelling through that intersection.

This year, the HCl listing also includes the 15 intersections with the highest number of pedestrian crashes and the 15 intersections with
the highest number of bicycle crashes

Note that past HCI Listings have included 4 years of data. Beginning this year and moving forward, the HCI List will include 5 years of data
to be consistent with the City's Vision Zero Plan, which uses a 5-year dala set to identify the High Crash Network of streets

This report is compiled from data supplied by the Oregon Department of Transportation, Transportation Safety Division, Crash Analysis
and Reporting Unit, from records originally received by the Oregon Department of Motor Vehicles Due to under-reporting of collisions, this
list should not be considered to represent all collisions occurring at the intersections listed. The City of Portland, Bureau of Transportation
analyzed the data and prepared the resulting report.

METHODOLOGY

Each intersection was ranked based on the three metrics below in the five-year period (2011-2015.) The individual metric ranks were
added to together and serted in ascending order to create an index that ranks our high crash locations.

1. Number of Deadly and Injury Crashes
This is the number of deadly and injury crashes within the five-year pericd from January 1, 2011 to December 31, 2015.
2. Collision Rate

Number of crashes at an intersection are normalized by considering the number of cars traveling through the intersection. The calculation
for the collision rate {collisions per million entering vehicles) is below:

Collision Rate = (Crashes/5 years) X (1 year/340 days) X (1/ADT} X 1,000,000

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/59279 2/21/2018
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ADT is a 24-hour volume count of vehicles entering the intersection in vehicles per day. The volume used is considered to be approximate
for a number of reasons; daily variation in counts, the count may not have been taken specifically at the intersection, the count may not be
recent enough to reflect current conditions, etc. 340 days per year is used to account for lower traffic volumes on weekends.

3. Total Value of Crashes

The total value of a crash is figured by assigning monetary value to the severity of injuries. The value is multiplied by the total number of
each death and injury type. The number of deaths and injuries are sustained injuries, not number of crashes. Monetary values are
obtained from the National Safety Council {2013.)

Total Value =# Deaths* Death $ + # InjA*InjAS + #InjB*INjB$+#InC*InjC $
Death Value Injury A Value Injury B Value Injury C Value
$1,500,000 $74,900 $24,000 $13,600

Four High Crash Intersection lists are included in this document: All modes intersection list sorted by rank, All modes intersection list
sorted alphabetically by street name, Top 15 Pedestrian Crash Intersections, Top 15 Bicycle Crash intersections.

Note that there are 4 new locations on this year's multimedal list (highlighted in yellow) that PBOT will evaluate for improvements. PBOT
will also investigate the locations on the Pedestrian and Bicycle lists that do not already have a proposed or funded project.

For more information, please contact Wendy Cawley (hitp:www.portlandoregon. gov/imailto:wendy cawley@poriiandoregon.gov, Traffic Safety Engineer,
PBOT, 503-823-4396

1/31/2018

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/59279 2/21/2018



Feuersanger, Marguerite

=
From: Benjamin Kerensa <bkerensa@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 28, 2018 6:56 PM
To: Feuersanger, Marguerite
Cc: Angela Todd; Evelyn Macpherson
Subject: WEB: 2017-193030-000-00-LU

Hello Ms. Feuersanger,

Amanda Rhoads with the Montavilla Neighborhood Association will be submitting a letter on behalf of the association
and the association did not properly notify the property owner or developer in this land use review that they intended
to hold a meeting to discuss the land use case. This violates Office of Neighborhood Involvement Standards and State
Land Use Law and for this reason | would ask that you not consider their letter as their decision to approve the letter
violates City rules.

We will be lodging a formal complaint with the City and a grievance with the neighborhood association for this violation
of City rules and land use law.

Benjamin Kerensa

EXHIBIr F.Q
[F - [93030 A



Feuersanger, Ma_:guerite

From: Nicole Winschel <nwinschel@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 11:41 AM

To: Feuersanger, Marguerite

Subject: Comments to CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 17-193030 AD

Hi Marguerite,

As a community member of Montavilla, | am writing to inform you of my concerns of this plan. Currently, the
intersection of 82nd and Glisan is ranked one of the worst for pedestrian crossings in the city. As a mother, | am
concerned about this intersection currently and adding a busy gas station on the corner will only add more concern to
this position. The community center, the only family friendly location in this neighborhood will sit directly across the
street from this proposed development. This development will make the corner for crossing even more dangerous for
families and provide an added risk for our children's safety. | applaud the attention to adding mere pederstrain safe
elements but feel this will not be enough.

Please take in to consideration the individuals in this neighborhood. This is a neighborhood that is seeing a significant
growth for families and will limit access for them to the community center and safety.

Thank you,

Nicole Winschel
Concerned Citizen

exuigr F -3
|%+- 193030 AD



Feuersang_e_r, Marguerite

==rs —= = == N
From: Kyle Copeland <kycope27@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 21, 2018 8.48 PM
To: Feuersanger, Marguerite
Subject: Re: CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 17-193030 AD

Dear Marguerite,

Another gas station at 82nd and Glisan is not something that the neighborhood needs, in particular if it involves
changing the codes. There is already a gas station and market at 82nd and Burnside and 82nd and Washington. | am sure
there are plenty more that | am not mentioning. The goal of the land use designation is to make the area more
pedestrian friendly, not add more gas stations and parking spaces.

Please do not allow the change in the land use agreements to accommodate this proposal.

Thank you,

Kyle Copeland
113 5E 75th Avenue
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Feuersanger, Marguerite

From: A. STERN <SGTSTERN@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 23, 2018 8:53 PM

To: Feuersanger, Marguerite

Subject: Regarding Case File Number; LU 17-193030 AD
Marguerite,

I've added my address to the letter.

Best,
Amy Stern

Good afternoon,
| am submitting my comments regarding this adjustment proposal, Case File Number: LU 17-193030 AD

First, | believe that neither request (the increase in setback, and vehicle frontage percentage increase)
qualifies for an adjustment, per BDS Adjustment Review process explanation “...some sites are difficult to
develop in compliance with regulations” and “Adjustment reviews provide flexibility for unusual situations....”
This site is neither “difficult to develop in compliance with regulations”, nor an “unusual situation”; it is a site
on which (I believe) the developer simply doesn’t want to adhere the regulations in place because it is not
within their vision/desires for the site/lots.

As to the building set back request expanding from 10 feet to 183 feet (a 1,730% increase!) from NE Glisan,

. implementing a setback this far beyond the requirements, and allowing a larger percentage of vehicle area,

will require the removal of several mature trees which provide shade, aesthetic value to the neighborhood,
and help mitigate the effects of the already deplorable air quality in the neighborhood due to traffic exhaust
from 82" Avenue. ,

It will also require the removal of the landscape islands in which the mature trees are planted, which will
mean more contaminated storm water runoff across an expanded amount of asphalt (thereby increasing the
temperature of the water runoff), rather than being absorbed into the ground. The larger the setback, the
more “vehicle area”, the more vehicles, contributing to the already problematic environmental conditions for
those living, playing, and travelling in our neighborhoods surrounding 82" Avenue.

| do not feel that the requested setback expansion ptan, nor the request for increased vehicle area, “equally or
better meets the purpose of the regulation to be modified”, as the proposed site design does not create an
environment that is inviting and equally or more useful and safe to pedestrian and transit users along the
transit street of NE Glisan.

The proposed stamped concrete “pedestrian connection” on the southwest side/corner of the property is
most certainly not enough to address pedestrian challenges created by an expanded setback.

For those travelling from the intersection of NE Glisan and NE 82" (which is the closest entrance to the
property from the intersection, and from the three bus stops located at that intersection) the “pedestrian
connection” must be reached by crossing the proposed south driveway; a possible hazard to pedestrians as
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vehicles travel through to reach the fueling dispensers.

If the setback remains at the required 10 feet, pedestrians would have direct access from Glisan Street to the
storefront without having the potential of being run down by a vehicle; the ease and safety of approach is of
particular importance for those pedestrians with limited mobility, and those with limited/impaired eyesight.
Further, the probabitity of customers at the fueling pumps using the “pedestrian connection” to gain access to
the storefront {to pay inside for fuel, for example) is unlikely; one is more apt to travel the most direct path,
which, in the case of the proposed design, wouid be through the vehicle area across the path of vehicles
entering from the driveway on NE 82" Avenue to the fuel pumps.

If | understand correctly, current regulations do not allow this (for good reason); Table 226-3 Location of
Vehicle Areas for CG zones in section 33.266.130 states: “Vehicle areas not allowed between the portion of
the building that complies with the maximum street setback and the transit street or streets in a Pedestrian
District”. In this specific case and design plan, the request for increased vehicle frontage area ties directly to
the request for larger setback, and vice versa; | believe neither should be approved.

The proposed “pedestrian plazas” and proposed relocation of the bus stop also present potential problems.
The pedestrian plazas do not provide any true value to pedestrians or neighbors, rather, they will simply
provide concealed areas where drug use, graffiti, solicitation, and other criminal activity can {and more than
likely will) occur, particularly the “plaza” behind the proposed new location for the bus stop ( | certainly would
not feel safe walking by a concealed plaza, or waiting at a bus stop adjacent to a concealed plaza).
Considering the challenges and issues that our neighborhood already faces in regard to illicit activity, | believe
it would be unwise for the BDS to consider or approve these plazas as legitimate alternatives to meet the
criteria for the adjustment requests.
The proposed moving of the bus stop similarly would not be in the interest of transit users.
With the relocation of the bus stop, instead of walking a relatively short distance from one bus stop to
another, (when one may have transferred from the east/westbound buses) one would now have to walk half
way down the block from the current intersection bus stop, crossing two of the proposed east side driveways,
to transfer to the southbound bus; this would certainly create barriers for those in our community with limited
mobility. Furthermore, the proposed relocation site is in a more secluded spot, which is worrisome from a
rider safety standpoint, and also has the potential for bus drivers to have limited visibility of riders waiting at
the bus stop.
All in all, the setback expansion simply isn’t in the best interests of pedestrians or transit users.

While the site is not a “residential zone”, and though our homes have had the misfortune of being designated
a “commercial/commercial buffer zone”, they are nevertheless HOMES where we live and rightfully expect a
certain degree of livability.

Our homes (on NE 81% Avenue) located adjacent to the site will be impacted by the building being further
north than the current food mart; our residences will be subject to light pollution with this closer proximity,
more air pollution with the increased traffic and the removal of trees that help to alleviate said air pollution,
and the potential for noise nuisances with the coming and going of patrons to the food mart {and possible
loitering that may occur). All these will most certainly detract from the livability in our neighborhood.
Additionally, the positioning of the dumpster and air/water unit indicated on the site plan is likely necessary
for proximity to the developers desired locale of food mart building, however, these being placed on the
northernmost lot, directly behind a residence would not be necessary if the developer complied with the 10
foot setback regulations, relative to NE Glisan Street, already in place (the point being that setback adjustment
approval will directly cause their proposed placement). The dumpster placement would most certainly attract
urban animals/vermin closer to our backyards, and the air/water unit, also in close proximity to our backyards,
has the potential to be a noise nuisance, again, detracting from the livability for residents of the
neighborhood.



These proposed adjustments negatively impact the neighborhood, and are simply a means for the absentee
property owner, and the developer, to circumvent current regulation for their own gain.
| believe that the property could absolutely be developed in keeping with the codes and regulations already in

place, and | feel that that neither of these adjustment requests shouid be approved for the reasons
enumerated.

With appreciation of your time and consideration.
Respectfully,

Amy Stern

622 NE 81st Avenue

Portland, Or 97213
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From: Cory Eldridge <coryeldridge@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 6:17 PM
To: Feuersanger, Marguerite
Subject: Regarding LU 17-183030 AD

Hello Marguerite,

| would like the city to deny the land-use changes in case LU 17-193030 AD, which is in my neighborhood. The applicant
would like to make room for a larger gas station and convenience store on the northwest corner of 84th and Glisan.

f live two blocks from the corner and | walk by it everyday on my way to work. The intersection is very busy with cars,
buses, and foot traffic, particularly children and teenagers who use the Montavilla Community Center. PBOT data shows
that from 2011 to 2015, that intersection had more than 60 accidents, including eight pedestrians struck by cars, one of
whom died. The gas station, with a longer runway for cars to pull into at speed would only make this worse.

The safety concern is enough for me to oppose this change, but it’s not all. Briefly, | think this change should be made
because:

1. This neighborhood needs a focus on pedestrian use. Namely, the infrastrucutre and zoning that makes walking and
biking safer. The pedestrians are here. The infrastructure isn’t, and this change would take us farther from it.

2. We don’t need gas stations. We have gas stations and convenience stores, plenty of them. The franchise or corporate-
owned convenience store that would go in would compete directly with local stores, many of which are owned by
immigrants and people of color.

3. We need housing. If rules need to be changed, it should be to encourage property owners to build housing. |
understand the owner didn’t purchase these properties to build housing, but denying these changes could incentivize a
reccnsideration.

Thank you for your time. | hope the city makes the best decision for my neighborhood.

Best,

Cory
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From: Sarah Richardson Green <sarah.richardson.green@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 8:53 PM
To: Feuersanger, Marguerite
Subject: CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 17-193030 AD

Marguerite Feuersanger, Land Use Services 503-823-7619/
I'd like to voice opostition to the proposed gas station and other building changes to this project.

1. This is at a very deadly and dangerous intersection and these changes make no improvements making it safer. In fact,
more traffic will make it less safe from drivers and pedestrians alike.

2. This proposed development further commercializes 82nd Ave with more “chain” businesses, turning away from
tocalized neighborhood activity. This area, with the neighborhood community center and park should celebrate

Montavilla, not further commercialize it with out of state big business.

3. The design in no way celebrates Montavilla with any local architecture or design. It is generic and ugly, more
appropriate for a strip mall than a middle class family neighborhood.

| urge you to stop this proposal.

Kindly,
Sarah Green
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From: Amanda Rhoads <amanda@montavillapdx.org>
Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 9:04 PM
To: Feuersanger, Marguerite
Subject: MNA response to LU 17-193030 AD
Attachments: MNA comments on 17-193030 AD.docx

Hello Ms. Feuersanger,

Please find attached a letter from the Montavilla Neighborhood Assocation regarding the Jacksons gas station expansion
at NE 82nd and NE 82nd Ave.

t know you were sent an email from a concerned ex-board member indicating that we had voted on this topic on Sunday
without first notifying the applicant. While I'm not sure how he would have known that, it is true - | did not realize an
invitation to an applicant was a mandatory part of the neighborhood process. This point has now been clarified, and our
board held an emergency meeting tonight to which we did invite Duncan Wallace. Unfortunately, he was not able to join
us from north of Seattle, so we proceeded with our discussion and our vote, resulting in the attached document.

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the letter or the process by which we arrived at supporting it. |
would appreciate any updates on the case.

Amanda Rhoads

8046 SE Yamhill St.
Portland, OR 97215

Exdierr F.3
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February 1, 2018

Marguerite Feuersanger

City Planner i

Bureau of Development Services
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 5000
Portland, OR 97201

Dear Ms. Feuersanger,

Please accept these comments in response to your land use case LU 17-193030 AD regarding
the Adjustment requests for a redeveloped and expanded gas station and associated
convenience store, We at the Montavilla Neighborhood Association have an active interest in the
functioning of this intersection. After Stark Street, many consider upper Glisan to have the most
potential for a successful, neighborhood-serving, commercial corridor. In fact, many businesses
have located only recently in the immediate area to the west, including restaurants, bars, a gym, a
dental office and more.

This intersection has important safety considerations within Portland’s transportation system. The
Portland Bureau of Transportation ranks the intersection of NE Glisan and NE 82nd as the
number 1 LEAST SAFE High Crash Network Intersection in the city for pedestrians! And the 15th
overall least safe (htips://wvv. portlandoregon.govitransportation/59279), based on number of
deadly crashes, collision rate, and overall crash value. Furthermore, the 72 bus line that runs on
82nd Avenue is the fifth most used transit line in the city, surpassed only by the MAX blue, green
and red lines, and Bus line 4 {based on fall 2017 data:
https://trimet.org/about/pdf/route/2017fall/route _ridership_report_{sorted_by_route]_weekday.pd
f}. This high ranking is in part due to the length of the line, but the stops both for the 72 bus north
and south and Route 19 that runs along Glisan demonstrate these are well-used. Daily trips for
both northbound and southbound stops for 72 total 532. For the #19 bus, 291 people use the two
82nd and Glisan stops daily
(https://trimet.org/about/pdf/census/2017fall/route_stop_level_passenger_census_report_{weekd
ay).pdf). Finally, the road handles a large traffic volume. At Glisan, NE 82nd Ave. accommodates
over 25,000 vehicles per day, and 600 freight vehicles daily
(http/hwww.oreqon.gev/OROT/Projects/Project®%2CDocuments/Baseline-Transpaortation-
Conditions-Memo-17PF120.pdf}.

Furthermore, there are several important community resources in the immediate area. Directly
across NE 82nd to the east lies the Montavilla Community Center and Montavilla Park. These are
well-used resources in the community, with a daily preschool, free lunch for kids all summer in
the park, weekly feeds for houseless residents, a new futsal field funded by the Portland Timbers,
classes, an outdcor public pool in the summer, Little League games, etc. This site is a key site in
our neighborhood. In FY 2008-09, the community center was visited nearly 73,000 times
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(https://www.portlandoregon.gov/parks/article/473901). The Community Center was identified as
a “minor attraction” in the Quter Scutheast Community Plan. Access to the site is already
challenged.

Vestal Elementary, one of three PPS elementary schools in the neighborhood, is a K-8 school
located a block to the south. We have concerns regarding how people, especially children, will
be accessing this new convenience store located so far from the intersection which we will
discuss below.

Finally, there are two other auto-oriented businesses on this intersection, Burgerville with its busy
drive-through, and the Washman car wash. At the car wash, cars queue literally adjacent to and
often on top of the sidewalk, making traversing the area by foot feel very dangerous. We will
make a case that enabling another auto-oriented business on this busy transit street is not in the
community’s best interest, nor is it in line with the Zoning Code’'s desired character for the area.

We do understand that Jackson's has the right to expand operations and continue to locate on
this site. However, we do not believe the proposal to build in opposition to these two Zoning
Code standards is supportable,

Comments on Approval Criterion A

For exceeding the maximum transit street setback, the purpose statements are listed below.
We have bolded the ones relevant to this review.

33.130.215 Setbacks

A. Purpose. The required building setbacks promote streetscapes that are consistent
with the desired character of the different commercial zones. The CN1, CM, CS, and CX
setbacks promote buildings close to the sidewalk to reinforce a pedestrian orientation
and builtjup streetscape. The setback requirements for areas that abut residential zones
promote commercial development that will maintain light, air, and the potential for privacy
for adjacent residential zones. The setback requirements along transit streets and in
Pedestrian Districts create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and transit
users.

The "desired character” of the CG zone is as follows:
G. General Commercial zone. The General Commercial {CG) zone is intended to allow
auto-accommodating commercial development in areas already predominantly built in
this manner and in most newer commercial areas. The zone allows a full range of retail
and service businesses with a local or regional market. Industrial uses are allowed but are
limited in size to avoid adverse effects different in kind or amount than commercial uses
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and to ensure that they do not dominate the character of the commercial area.
Development is expected to be generally auto-accommodating, except where the site
is adjacent to a transit street or in a Pedestrian District. The zone's development
standards promote attractive development, an open and pleasant street appearance,
and compatibility with adjacent residential areas. Development is intended to be
aesthetically pleasing for motorists, transit users, pedestrians, and the businesses
themselves.

Since both intersecting streets are transit streets, development on this CG-zoned lot is expected
to not be autc-accommoedating. Development should be attractive, with a pleasant street
appearance, and be inviting specifically to pedestrians. In this case, the applicant is proposing an
auto-oriented use designed in a way that accommodates both the automobiles that will bring
their customers, but also the large freight vehicles that will refill their tanks. The “give-back” to
the pedestrians is a bench under their freestanding sign and a landscape buffer that is deeper
than required. There is little that is “inviting” in a paved lot that has so much vehicle area and so
little for the pedestrian; pedestrians are actually prevented from entering the site due to the long
landscape buffer. The part that might be inviting, the store, is located hundreds of feet north of
the intersection, inconveniently located across wide drive aisles and far away from other nearby
destinations. In this high-visibility, high-importance location, those accommodations are not
sufficient for going against the intent of the CG zone adjacent to a transit street.

For increasing max vehicle area on both streets, the purpose statement includes the
following:

33.266.130 Development Standards for All Other Development A. Purpose. The
development standards promote vehicle areas which are safe and attractive for
motorists and pedestrians. Vehicle area locations are restricted in some zZones to
promote the desired character of those zones. Together with the transit street building
setback standards in the base zone chapters, the vehicle area restrictions for sites on
transit streets and in Pedestrian Districts:

« Provide a pedestrian access that is protected from auto troffic; and

- Create an environment that is inviting to pedestrigns and transit users.

The parking area layout standards are intended to promote safe circulation within the
parking area, provide for the effective management of stormwater runoff from vehicle
areas, and provide for convenient entry and exit of vehicles. The setback aond
landscaping standards:

+ Improve and soften the appearance of parking areas;

» Reduce the visual impact of parking areas from sidewalks, streets, and especiaily
from adjacent residential zones;

« Provide flexibility to reduce the visual impacts of small residential parking lots;

« Direct traffic in parking areas;
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« Shade and cool parking areas;

» Reduce the amount and rate of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas;

» Reduce pollution and temperature of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas; and
. Decrease airborne and waterborne pollution.

The purpose here emphasizes safety and appearance, and links the very two standards the
applicant is requesting to adjust as ways the code ensures both. We do not believe increasing
the amount of vehicle area allowed on both frontages, while setting the primary building back
almost 200 feet from a transit street, creates an attractive environment that is safe for
pedestrians.

The landscaping proposed is deeper than required, and they're proposing a pedestrian bench,
presumably located underneath their freestanding sign. However, these additions will not reduce
the visual impact sufficiently from the pedestrian realm.

We are also concerned about the mature trees being removed in what is now the middle of the
expanded site. One purpose statement is to reduce the visual impact of the vehicle areas from
adjacent residential zones. While there are no residential zones abutting the sites, there are
residential dwellings on NE 81st Ave. that will be affected by this development. Retaining the
largest trees on the site, especially the large trees between the existing and proposed site, would
serve several purposes; provide additional screening from residences to the northwest; work to
shade and cool the vehicle areas; and improve and soften the appearance of the now very large,
very vehicle-focused site. Without these trees in the middle of the site, it will be more challenging
for the above-referenced purpose statements t¢c be met.
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The existing mature screening at the current north end of the Shell station.

The primary safety issue for us is the concern that providing this new retail amenity so far from
the intersection will lead to unsafe crossings on this most dangerous intersection in order to
access the convenience store quickly from the community center. While not directly related to
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the vehicle area’s safety impacts, this remains an important concern. This concern was shared by
ODOT only a half a mile to the north, where they installed a 220-foot-long, 8-foot-tall median to
limit mid-block crossings. White the Glisan/82nd intersection does not have the same ped density
as the 82nd Ave. MAX stop generates, the propensity to dodge traffic to access a service such as
a8 new convenience store might be a dangerous result of this development moving forward.

The Neighborhood Association does appreciate the pedestrian path proposed for the west edge
of the site with the roiled curb. However, how much safer would it be for pedestrians if they could
access the store directly from NE Glisan as the code requires, rather than traverse through
multiple drive aisles?

Comments on Approval Criterion B

The desired character of the zane is addressed above, but this area has two adopted plans that
have specific statements regarding this intersection. The Outer Southeast Community Plan
envisions 82nd Ave. to be a Contemporary Main Street. From the plan: “Here the primary focus
is transit ridership, as well as pedestrian comfort and safety...The design goal for Contemporary
Main Streets is to move buildings closer to the street with entrances opening directly onto the
sidewalk while still providing convenient parking.” We note that, driving south on 82nd Avenue,
the buiidings on the east side, north of the site, are consistently relatively close to the street.

NE Glisan is envisioned as a Traditional Main Street. Traditional Main Streets are “commercial
districts built in the streetcar era where retail is on the street level, often with residential
development above, Buildings are close together and often share a common design theme.”

The Montavilla Neighborhood Pian similarly envisions Main Street-type development on Glisan,
“as a means of accommodating more people and businesses along transit streets.” It also
discusses enhancing “commercial nodes at major intersections throughout the neighborhood,”
and, more specifically, enhancing “82nd Avenue to make it a more attractive and viable arterial
for shoppers, pedestrians, residents, and visitors.”

These designations are again prioritizing the pedestrian, including safety, appearance, and
comfort. The proposed store does meet the goal of moving a building closer to the street along
82nd Avenue, but the design fails when considering both frontages. The accommaodations for
pedestrian comfort are limited and focused on barricading pedestrians from the site, not inviting
them in in a meaningful way. We would argue the attractiveness of the site will be diminished
with the removal of mature trees. And while fewer curb cuts are proposed, the remaining cnes
are wide and total over 100 feet of vehicle area for pedestrians to navigate along the two
frontages.
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While these plans were approved over 20 years ago, we are only now seeing projects being built
that fulfill the vision laid out a generation ago. We're seeing dramatic changes in Lents that align
directly with the vision laid out in the Outer Southeast Community Plan, for example. Interestingly,
Jackson's is currently planning to rebuild their gas station at SE 82nd and Foster, and in that case
they are providing the new store near to the intersection of the two transit streets, aligned with
the plan. Jackson’s has decided not to honor the community vision at this intersection. We ask
that they reconsider. Accommeodating this Adjustment request is discarding our first chance to
alter the character of this intersection in alliance with the stated plans and goals for the area.

Looking at the street classifications for Glisan and 82nd results in similar policy direction. From
the Comprehensive Plan:

® Major City Traffic Streets (both): Auto-criented development should locate adjacent to
Major City Traffic Streets, but should orient to pedestrians along streets also classified as
Transit Streets or within Pedestrian Districts.

® Major Transit Priority (82nd): Access to Transit. Provide safe and convenient access for
pedestrians and bhicyclists to, across, and along Major Transit Priority Streets... Transit-
oriented land uses should be encouraged to locate along Major Transit Priority Streets,
especially in centers.

@ Transit Access (Glisan): Encourage pedestrian- and transit-oriented development in
commercial, institutional and mixed-use areas along Transit Access Streets...Provide safe
and convenient pedestrian and bicycle access to transfer points and stops and along
Transit Access Streets.

® City Walkways (both): City Walkways are intended to provide safe, convenient, and
attractive pedestrian access to activities along major streets and to recreation and
institutions...City Walkways should serve areas with dense zoning, commercial areas, and
major destinations. Where autc-oriented land uses are allowed on City Walkways, site
development standards should address the needs of pedestrians for access.

The policy direction points to building on this site to meet the development standards.

Comments on Approval Criterion C

The purpose statements in 33.266.130 make a clear case. The third sentence states, “Together
with the transit street building setback standards in the base zone chapters, the vehicle area
restrictions...” The applicant is requesting an Adjustment to both the base zone transit street
setback AND an Adjustment to the maximum vehicle area. Both Adjustments together will
prevent the purpose of the regulations from being met. The CG zone description states that
development is expected to be auto-accommodating, except where the site is adjacent to a
transit street or in a Pedestrian District. The applicant is proposing an auto-accommodating use
with few benefits to pedestrians on a site that abuts two transit streets.
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Comments on Approval Criterion E

We are not in favor of the Adjustments being granted. The concerns outlined align with the Outer
Southeast Community Plan, Montavilla Neighborhood Plan, and the Vision Zero goals. The
applicant has attempted to mitigate concerns by closing a couple of curb cuts and providing
some landscaping, and putting a bench under their freestanding sign. This by itself will not
mitigate locating the building in the back of the site, and the auto-accommodating use right up
front at the intersection.

If BDS disregards the stated goals for the area and approves the Adjustments, we reluctantly
discussed ideas to counter-balance the impact of granting them. Some mitigations we
considered were the following:

® Substantial public art provided at the intersection, accomplished through RACC, that
would provide some of the urban edge that the site should by code provide. Less
sculptural, potentially more of a focus on murals and walls?

® Relocate the freestanding sign away from the corner, and provide a much more generous
public space in the corner, Perhaps more of a plaza with significant, inviting pedestrian
amenities.

® Work with ODOT to provide a pedestrian crossing in the area of the entrance to the store.
While this is outside the scope of the review, we have serious safety concerns about
people crossing 82nd illegally from the community center in this High Crash Network
Intersection.

® Likewise, we believe PBOT should consider limiting the southern curb cut to right-turn
only upon exit. It is simply too close to the light at 82nd, and traffic is too heavy, for safe
left turns without traffic disruptions and possibly additional accidents.

® We also discussed providing bioswales in the rights-of-way. Was this considered here?

This type of mitigation is not preferable to us, and we do not believe this will successfully counter
the adverse impact of using a suburban form in an urban setting, especially at this important
intersection in our community.

Thank you for considering our comments regarding this development. Please let me know if you
have any questions.

Amanda Rhoads
Montavilia Neighborhood Association Vice-Chair
amanda@montavillapdx.org
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From: Kathryn Hartinger <kathryn.hartinger@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 3:54 PM

To: Feuersanger, Marguerite

Subject: LU 17-193030 AD

February 2, 2018

Marguerite Feuersanger

City Planner If

Bureau of Development Services
1900 SW 4th Ave, Suite 5000
Portland, OR 97201

Dear Ms. Feuersanger,

Please accept these comments in response to your land use case LU 17-193030 AD regarding the Adjustment requests
for a redeveloped and expanded gas station and associated convenience store. t support the Montavilla NA’s letter, and
wanted to add a few thoughts.

That intersection is such an important one for our community, particularly because it is across the street from our
neighborhood community center and Montavilla Park. In addition to large volumes of people waiting for the bus on that
corner {where two transit streets cross), there are regularly small children and families walking by the site to cross the
street and access the park. Because there are so few crossings on 82™ near the park, people are literally funneled to this
intersection, which is kind of a horrible place to be. Clearly an adjustment to a standard related to the pedestrian
environment on such a corner would not fit with the desired character of the neighborhood, and certainly not the
desired character of that corner.

This is a location where the pedestrian environment needs to be the MOST safe and pleasant for all users, rather than
adjusted to a much lower standard.

| won't repeat the comments on the approval criteria already provided in the MNA letter. They were pretty
comprehensive!

One last observation on the site though, for what it's worth - currently, many vehicles going south on 82™ cut through
the gas station to head west on Glisan as a way to avoid the light. This creates a safety hazard, both for pedestrians and
for Jackson’s customers. | believe part of the reason this occurs so frequently is because the site appears so open
(vehicle areas), with no sense of enclosure, and a weak street edge and corner. There is a direct line of sight from the
82" Ave driveways to the Glisan driveway. The continued prominence of vehicle areas requested in the adjustment, on
the now larger site, exacerbates this problem, as the north-most driveway (now in the old Pizza Hut lot) will also provide
a direct connection to Glisan, encouraging even more of this behavior. | believe the prominence of this behavior is
directly tied to the prominence of the vehicle areas. All of this leads to a less safe pedestrian environment.

For these reasons and those outlined in the MNA letter, ! ask that you consider denial of the adjustment request.
Thank you,

Kathryn Hartinger

8335 NE Pacific Street pxHm T F- 9
Portland, OR 97220
|7- 193030 A
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From: Whyffels, Michelle <WyffelsM@trimet.org>
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 9.41 AM
To: Feuersanger, Marguerite

Subject: RE: ODOT Case # 7418 515 NE 82nd Ave
Marguerite-

| consulted with our Field Operations staff and took some time this morning to watch the stop at 82" & Glisan and look
at similar stops nearby.

i would like to move the stop south, closer to the pedestrian crossing. Our standard is to have a nearside stop 15" - 25’
from pedestrian crossing. Given the queuing activity at this location, I'd like to go with the maximum and have the bus
stop pole 25 north of the pedestrian crossing. The shelter should be behind the sidewalk and somewhere in the vicinity
of the bus stop pole.

Michelle

From: Feuersanger, Marguerite [mailto:Marguerite.Feuersanger@portlandoregon.gov]
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2018 8:31 AM

To: Wyffels, Michelle <WyffelsM@trimet.org>

Subject: FW: ODOT Case # 7418 515 NE 82nd Ave

Michelle, |think you've seen the email messages below. Attached is a copy of the most current site plan with truck
circulation routes. The proposed driveway locations at 82™ may change as a result of the issues raised by ODOT and
Transportation, so I'll be sure to send you an updated site plan.

Thanks for the info and assistance! Hope to talk with you next week,

Marguerite Feuersanger, City Planner

City of Portland — Bureau of Development Services
Land Use Services Division

1900 SW 4" Avenue, Suite 5000

Portland, OR 97201

mfeuersanger@portlandoregon.gov
503 8237619

Work hours: Tuesday through Thursday 8:30 am to 5:30 pm

From: Montalvo, Teresa

Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 2:49 PM

To: Feuersanger, Marguerite <Marguerite.Feuersanger@portlandoregon.gov>
Subject: FW: ODOT Case # 7418 515 NE 82nd Ave

Latest exchange with ODOT regarding the driveways. However, there may be an opportunity to require the applicant to
get a driveway permit from ODOT prior to LU approval. Let talk tomorrow!

.
BBir F-10
[ - 93230 AD
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From: leffrey, Andy
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 3:44 PM
To: JENSVYOLD Martin R <Martin.RJENSYOLD@odot.state.cr.us>; Montalvo, Teresa

<Teresa.Montalvo@portlandoregon.gov>
Cc: DANIELSON Marah B <Marah.B.DANIELSON @odaot.state.or.us>
Subject: RE: ODOT Case # 7418 515 NE 82nd Ave

Thank you for your comments Marty.

Teresa, | concur with Marty’s concerns. It is unacceptable to have these trucks using the outermost lanes to turn left into
the site, as is the case on both Glisan and 82". They need to either 1) demonstrate that the trucks can turn left into the
site from the center left turn lanes on Glisan and 82nd, or 2) demonstrate their trucks will use routes that allow them to
turn in to the site from the appropriate lanes. It sounds like ODOT is fine with slightly wider driveways on 82™ to
accommodate these appropriate turns. | am also supportive of this on Glisan.

Also, we should reach out to TriMet to get their comments on moving the bus stop away from the intersection. | assume
{as does Marty) that they would not be supportive of this.

Let me know if you'd like my help in coordinating a call with the applicant’s engineer and/or TriMet.

Thanks!

Andy Jeffrey, P.E.

Senior Engineering Associate
PBOT Development Review
503-823-4270

Andy Jeffrey@portiandoregon.gov

From: JENSYOLD Martin R [mailto:Martin.RJENSVOLD@odot.state.or.us]

Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 2:37 PM

To: Jeffrey, Andy <Andy.leffrey@portlandoregon.gov>; Montalvo, Teresa <Teresa.Montalvo@portlandoregon.govs
Cc: DANIELSON Marah B <Marah B .CANIELSON @ odot.state.or.us>

Subject: RE: ODOT Case # 7418 515 NE 82nd Ave

Andy,

Yeah, turning from the outside northbound lane across four lanes of traffic isn’t acceptable. It's unclear why they aren’t
proposing the “Glisan to Glisan” loop as before.

Their turning template has the WB-67's doing the same thing on Glisan. Are they really expecting WB-67’s to make
deliveries here? It seems they could incorporate parking Space 7 into a larger quarter round landscaped island to
provide a little more maneuvering room for trucks. We'd be open to a slightly larger driveway if it resulted in a more
conventional travel path.

With other Jackson gas station / convenience stores we’ve dealt with recently, they’ve indicated they control all
deliveries to their sites {delivery vehicle, schedule and routes). We should recommend they use routes that allow them
to turn from and into the appropriate lanes.

We haven't talked to TriMet about moving the bus stop, we just noticed on the applicant’s plans that they were
proposing to move it. All of the bus stops at the Glisan / 82™ Avenue intersection are right at the intersection
(according to Google Earth). Given how busy they are {according to the neighborhood association’s letter) and assuming

2



feuersangr, Marguerlte

== =
From: Amanda Rhoads <amanda@montavillapdx.org>
Sent: Friday, June 29, 2018 9:51 PM
To: Duncan Wallace; Deverie Tye; Cory Jackson
Cc: Feuersanger, Marguerite; Scott Stom; Jack Davis; mna-email@montaviltapdx.org; Land Use
& Transportation
Subject: Re: Jacksons LU 17-193030 AD
Hi Duncan,

Thank you, Deverie, and Cory for coming to the Montavilla NA Land Use and Transportation Committee meeting on
Wednesday. We appreciated the opportunity to speak with you more directly about your project and your proposed
mitigation for the two Adjustments you're requesting.

i do not have an opportunity to bring your ideas back to the full MNA board for any additional vote, so | want to preface
this email that I'm writing this representing me and the members of the committee who attended on Wednesday. I'm
also preparing to leave on vacation so this will be necessarily brief. We're hoping the images speak for themselves.

First, we appreciate the opportunity to create a pedestrian amenity at the prominent corner at NE Glisan and NE 82nd
Ave. We believe that working with us to design a more urban plaza, coupled with relocating the sign away from the
corner, will help to mitigate for not placing a building at the corner as would be required by code. But we want the space
to be successful, and we welcome the opportunity to partner with Jacksons on creating public art at the corner. Here are
some suggestions:

« do what you can to create more hardscape in the triangle at the corner to enable pedestrian use of the space.

» if you're going to do landscaping, grass only or a few shrubs with no plan will not contribute to a vibrant public
space. Consider designs that work to either integrate the landscaping with the pedestrian plaza in an artful way
(see the linked image called "creative landscaping incorporated") or create more opportunities for seating. For
example, planters made from concrete with vibrant plantings that allow seating around them would enliven the
space {and create more opportunity for public art!)

« We talked a lot about wall height. One of our committee members found a local artist who has done some
beautiful murals at 4 feet high, which is not a height that would limit visibility from the store. We encourage you
to consider raising the wall height even a small amount to enable public art.
(http://www.hectorhh.com/gallery/mural.html#miraflores wint spr}

« Visibility could be achieved also by a camera mounted to the canopy structure proposed.

» A mosaic could be another way to beautify the CMU wall and would be a call-back to the mosaics on the
Montavilla Community Center across the street.

We would like to work with you and partner to use the corner for public art and to create an accessible, inviting
pedestrian amenity for the neighborhood. As | stated at this meeting, we are prioritizing our sites for public art that we
want to work on in the near term, and we would love to get your site in the queue. | would welcome crafting an
agreement with Jacksons that | could bring to my board. i look forward to hearing from you.

Here is a link to a few photos of other small pedestrian plazas and mosaic art walls for
inspiration: https://drive.google.com/open?id=1ZHz8mzKYXn1xnsMfGAvVLmMS 9 FoHPQW

Thanks again for attending the meeting - | look forward to continuing the conversation.

Amanda Rhoads —
MNA Land Use & Transportation Chair aLI—H 8)T -1 !

/% - 430 3p AD



On Tue, May 29, 2018 at 4:51 PM, Duncan Wallace <dwallace@pmdginc.com> wrote:
Amanda, please accept the attached letter in response to the MNA letter dated February 1, 2018. | have enclosed PDF

versions of plans showing the modifications we have made since our initial submittal. The Site Plan has 4 different plans
to help clarify specific details such as the truck paths.

We would like to request a meeting with Montavilla Neighborheod Association to formally present the revised
application, respond to your questions and discuss your feedback. Please review the attached documentation and
contact me with a few potential dates so | can coordinate with the property owners.

Thank you for your patience and we look forward to meeting with the Montavilla Neighborhood Association.

Duncan Wallace, LEED AP

Regional Manager

m PM Desigh Group, Inc.

DESIGN 19401 40M Ave, W, #200,

At¢hitactural

Selutiona Cronp Lynnwood, WA 8036

P: 425.405.7746 C: 206.858.2125
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City of Portland, Oregon - Bureau of Development Services
1900 SW Fourth Avenue - Portland, Oregon 97201 | 503-823-7300 | www.portlandoregon.gov/bds

Land Use Review Application | File Number: Lt (7 -\93032 #D

[FOR INTAKE, STAFF USE ONLY Qe Sec Ma(s)_ 2428 zoning (G
Date Rec (J"Zé =] 7_ by Ib‘-ﬂm ¢ L Plan District, H\BO NE

0 Type | O Type Ix (& Type It O Typellx QTypeill O Type IV | Historic and/or Design District NoNE =

LU Reviews LA’ O - Neighborhood M_m‘i’g_l_]_‘l (a
[Y] [y‘] Unincorporated MC District Coalition __“DE [j\
[Y}] {N] Flood Hazard Area (LD & PD only) Business Assoc.__ 327~ Hue.

[¥] IN] Potential Landsiide Hazard Area (LD & PD only) e # ‘IA— 3 - L’
e \ Doy [ A 1.\53:5:-34;”45 Related File # _E {1 \HA 806

I
APPLICANT: Complete all sections below that apply to the proposal. Please print legibly.

Development Site

Address or Location 515 NE 82nd Street

Cross Street NE Glisan Street  Sq. ft./Acreage 40,301
Site tax account number(s}

R 227392 R 227394 R 227396

R 227393 R 227395 R 227397
Adjacent property (in same ownership) tax account number{s})

R R R

Describe project {attach additional page if necessary)
Demolish existing restaurant, convenience store, car wash, canopy and fuel islands. Reuse
existing underground fuel storage tanks and as much piping as possible. Construct new 4,477 food
sales retail building, new fuel canopy, (4) pump islands and landscaping and hardscape.

Describe proposed stormwater disposal methods
Stormwater will be collected via on site catch basins and treated with catch basin filters prior _to ﬂscharge to public system

-

Identify requested land use reviews ‘EY-H 18 T 6— ‘ ]
Adjustment Review Type Il ‘ |
[F- 93030 A1 |
S el
- Design & Historic Reviews - For new development, provide project valuation. 5 1,400,000
For renovation, provide exterior alteration value. h -
AND provide total project valuation. b

« Land Divisions - Identify number of lots (include lots for existing development)
New street (public or private)? O vyes ne
continued / over 4

ity nf Parfland Orenon - Rureanl of Navelnnment Servires

I ann  NAMPANT




CITYy OF

PORTLAND, OREGON
BUREAU OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

1900 SW 4th Ave., Suite 5000
Portland, OR 97201

JAN

X

muLTnNoOmAH
cCounTy
RECEIPT #: 2009119 6/26/2017
Site Address: 515 NE 82ND AVE IVR Number: %gm

Permit Number:

17-193030-000-00-LU

Land Use Review

APPLICANT  PM DESIGN GROUP *DUNCAN WALLACE* Phone: (425) 405-7746
Fee Paid to This New
Fee Code Fee Description Amount Date Balance | Transaction Balance
1090 Site Development - Land Use Reviews $116.00
1090 Site Development - Land Use Reviews $116.00
10%0 Site Development - Land Use Reviews $116.00
242 Adjust. Review - Non-Res. $1,800.00
242 Adjust. Review - Non-Res. $1,800.00
242 Adjust. Review - Non-Res. 51,800.00
2504 Life Safety Review - Land Use $100.00
2504 Life Safety Review - Land Use $100.00
2504 Life Safety Review - Land Use $100.00
324 BES Land Use Rvw-Engineering $344.00
324 BES Land Use Rvw-Engineering 5344.00
324 BES Land Use Rvw-Engineering 5344.00
373 PBOT Adjustment Review 5278.00
373 PBOT Adjustment Review §278.00
n PBOT Adjustment Review $278.00
404 Water Available Plan Rvw - Type C $115.00
404 Water Available Plan Rvw - Type C $115.00
404 Water Available Plan Rvw - Type C $115.00
711 Fire - Land Use Reviews $50.00
" Fire - Land Use Reviews 550.00
71 Fire - Land Use Reviews $50.00
Bill #4143770 Sub Total $8,409.00 $0.00 $8,409.00 5,409.00 $0.00

TOTAL

$8,409.00

$0.00

$8,409.00

$0.00

$8,409.00




(ity Of Portland, oregon Chloe Eudaly, Commissioner

fH . Rebecca Esau, Interim Director
adiadi] Bureau of Development Services Phone: (503) 823-7300
. i I_ d U s : Fax: (503} 823-5630
ana use services TTY: (503) 8236868
FROM CONCEPT TO CONSTRUCTION www._portlandoregon. gov/bds
July 6, 2017
Duncan Wallace Vi
PM DESIGN GROUP . 3
19401 40th Ave W # 300

Lynwood Wa 98036
Re: Land Use Review LU 17-193030 AD
Dear Duncan,

The Bureau of Development Services received the application for Adjustment Reviews for
the site located at 515 NE 82ND AVE on June 26, 2017. This case has been assigned to
me, Kathleen Stokes. I will be the staff until the last week of July and then the case will be
coordinated by my colleague, Marguerite Feuersanger. In order to continue to review the
application, additional information is needed. Once you submit this information, the
application will be considered complete, and we will proceed with a full review of the
proposal. Up to this point, the application has been reviewed only to determine if all
required information has been submitted. The application has not been fully reviewed to
determine if it meets the relevant approval criteria, however some issues you may want to
consider are identified in this letter. Additional information on the items that are needed
for completeness is inciuded in Section II below.

1. Issues to Consider

While not necessary to determine the application complete, additional information may be
needed to show that your proposal meets the applicable approval criteria. You are
encouraged to address the following issues regarding the approvability of your proposal:

* The site is in a location that has very prominent pedestrian connections and activity.
While it is understandable that there is great difficulty involved in the idea of relocating
the fuel tanks and repositioning the fuel station on the site, the ultimate effort should
be made to recognize the pedestrian activity of the area and improve the location to
accommodate that character. It therefore seems highly unlikely that a request to waive
the pedestrian connection from the store to the NE Glisan frontage could meet the
approval criteria. This is particularly true when a fairly modest change to the
development plan would move the store to the east, which could allow the 6-foot-wide
pedestrian connection to be placed parallel to and abutting the east edge if the western
perimeter landscaping. This solution or some other means of meeting this standard
should be proposed. The standard would be met and that Adjustment request could
then be withdrawn. It is unlikely that staff could write an approval if it continues.

* The site is subject to Title 11 tree preservation standards and there is also a need to
preserve existing trees to mitigate for the additional vehicle area on the site. In the
previous Early Assistance Appointments for the project, it was suggested that the trees
located at the center of the site, between the fuel station and the store building be
retained. This point needs to be made more forcefully. The current plan disregards
that advice and continues to have more land area devoted to vehicles than currently
exists. It should also be noted that, as shown, there are more than 10 parking spaces
and so interior landscaping requirements would apply and the current plan does not
appear to meet these standards because some of the interior landscaping shown does
not seem to meet the location requirements and/or width for interior landscaping {See
33.266.130.G.3). If the parking was reduced to provide no more than 10 spaces, there

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite # 5000, Portland, OR 97201 =d (T &2
|+ 193030 AD




Incomplete Letter for LU 17-193030 AD

1.

2.

would be no requirement for interior parking lot landscaping. This could then allow the
retention of some or all of the existing trees and green area between the store and the
fuel station, as previously advised. This is especially important in the area closest to
NE 82rd Avenue. The retention of this landscaped area would also allow the site to
come closer to meeting the vehicle frontage standard (33.266.130.C.3.b). and could
make it more likely to meet the approval criteria for that Adjustment request.

The plan calls for a new 30-foot-wide driveway on the north portion of the site, This
driveway would require approval from ODOT for a new curb cut on NE 8224 Avenue,
which is also State Highway 213. You must make arrangements with ODOT for this
curb cut separately from your application for building permits with the City of Portland.

H. Information Necessary to Complete Application
The following information must be submitted before your proposal can be evaluated:

A detailed existing tree plan, showing location, size (DBH) and species of all existing
trees on the site must be provided.

A detailed landscaping plan, to scale, must be provided. Note that the width of
required landscape areas is measured between the curbs that define the landscaped
area and does not include the curbs.

Please provide additional information on the vehicle turning diagram that is shown on
the site plan. Is that intended to show that the stacking requirements for the drive-
through facilities standards are met (33.224) or is it intended to show the circulation
pattern for the fuel trucks or both?

Please provide an explanation of the note on the site plan which states, “internal
pedestrian connection w/stamped concrete.” Note that this does not appear to meet
the pedestrian standards of 33.130.240.B.2.b. for connections that cross auto travel
lanes.

The narrative that addresses the approval criteria of Code Section 33.805.040 A-F does
not contain a response to Approval Criterion B. This criterion reads as follows: “B. If
in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or
appearance of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, E, or I zone, the proposal will be
consistent with the classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of the
area”. Apparently, only the first half the criterion was read. The second portion of the
criterion applies to commercially zoned sites.

The desired character of the CG zone is described in Code Section 33.130.030.G. The
classifications of the streets are:
« NE 82rd Avenue is a Major Transit Priority Street, a Major City Traffic Street, a
Regional Main Street, a City Walkway and a Local Service Bikeway.
¢ NE Glisan Street is a Transit Access Street, a Major City Traffic Street, a
Community Main Street, a City Walkway and a City Bikeway.
The description of these street classifications is found in the Transportation Element of
the City’s Comprehensive Plan, at this link,
https:/ /www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/141421

Please provide a response to this approval criteria to support the requested
Adjustments, keeping in mind the comments in Section I, above.

III. Time to Complete Application

The Portland Zoning Code allows you up to 180 days to complete your application. Since
the 180-day period began on the day we received the application, the deadline to make your
application complete is Tuesday, December 26, 2017,



Incomplete Letter for LU 17-193030 AD Page 3

IV. Determination of a Complete Application
The application will be determined complete when you have submitted:

1. All of the requested information included in Section I, above. If you cannot provide all
of the requested information at one time and intend to submit additional information,
please include a written statement with each separate submittal indicating that you
still intend to provide the additional missing information by the Tuesday, December
26, 2017 deadline, or

2. Some of the requested information included in Section I, above, and a written
statement that no additional information will be provided; or

3. A written statement that none of the requested information included in Section 1,
above, will be provided.

Please be aware that not submitting the requested information may result in your
application being denied. The information is needed tc demonstrate the approval criteria
are met. Once the application is deemed complete, review of your application can proceed
using the information you have provided.

Your application will be approved if it meets the relevant land use review approval gx-iteria.
It is your responsibility to document how the approval criteria are met, The items listed
above will help provide that documentation.

Applications for any additional reviews that may be needed will not be accepted unless
accompanied by the required fees. Please note that failure to submit the needed
application with the required fee may result in a denial of your proposal.

Voiding of Application

If your application is not complete by Tuesday, December 26, 2017, it will be voided, and
the application fee will not be refunded. The City's land use review procedures are outlined
in Chapter 33.730 of the Portland Zoning Code.

Please contact me if you have any questions about this letter. My telephone number is
503-823-7843, and my e-mail address is Kathleen.Stokes@portlandoregon.gov. After July
26, 2017, contact Marguerite Feuersanger. Her telephone number is 503-823-7619, and
her e-mail address is Marguerite. Feuersangena portlandoregon.gov. You may mail
correspondence to us at the Bureau of Development Services, Suite 5000, 1900 SW Fourth
Avenue, Portland, OR 97201. If you deliver the requested material in person, please bring
it to the fifth floor receptionist at 1900 SW Fourth Avenue. Please label all correspondence
and materials you submit with the case number LU 17-193030.

Sincerely,

TR o f. Sotae

Kathleen Stokes, Planner
Land Use Services Division

cc: Application Case File \/



1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 5000

City of Portland Portland, Oregon 97201
. Telephone: 503-823-7300
Bureau of Development Services TDD: 503-823-6868

FAX: 503-823-5630
www.portlandonline.com/bds

Land Use Services Division

Request for Extension of 120-Day Review Period

State law requires the City to issue a final decision on land use reviews within 120
days of receiving a complete application. State law also allows the applicant to
request in writing an extension of the 120-day review period for up to an additional
245 days. When extensions are requested, it is important to ensure that there is
adequate time to accommodate the required public review, drafting the decision,
and any required hearings (including appeals) within the extended review period.
Generally, a final decision must be rendered approximately 60 days prior to the end
of the review period in order to accommodate appeals.

If requesting an extension of the 120-day review period, please sign this form and
return it to the Bureau of Development Services (BDS) planner assigned to your
case.

Case Information
1. Applicant Name: Duncan Wallace
2. Land Use Case Number: LU # 17-193030 AD

3. BDS Planner Name: Marguerite Feuersanger

Extension Request

Please check one of the following:

B  Extend the 120-day review period for an additional 120 (insert number)
days.

L Maximum allowed extension: 245 days

The total number of extensions requested cannot exceed 245 days.

By signing this form, [ acknowledge that the 120-day review period for my land use
review application will be extended for the number of days specified.

Yk Digilally signed by Duncan Wallace

Applicant Signature: j Date: 2018.03.22 15:00:44 -07 00 Date 3-22-2018




1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 5000

City of Portland Portland, Oregon 97201
" Telephone: 503-823-7300
Bureau of Development Services TDD: 503-823-6868

FAX: 503-823-5630
www.portlandonline.com/bds

Land Use Services Division

Request for Extension of 120-Day Review Period

State law requires the City to issue a final deciston on land use reviews within 120
days of receiving a complete application. State law also allows the applicant to
request in writing an extension of the 120-day review period for up to an additional
245 days. When extensions are requested, it is important to ensure that there is
adequate time to accommodate the required public review, drafting the decision,
and any required hearings (including appeals) within the extended review period.
Generally, a final decision must be rendered approximately 60 days prior to the end
of the review period in order to accommodate appeals.

If requesting an extension of the 120-day review period, please sign this form and
return it to the Bureau of Development Services (BDS) planner assigned to your
case.

Case Information
1. Applicant Name: Duncan Wallace
2. Land Use Case Number: LU # 17-193030 AD

3. BDS Planner Name; Marguerite Feuersanger

Extension Request

Please check one of the following:

B  Extend the 120-day review period for an additional 60 (insert number)
days.

0O Maximum allowed extension: 245 days

The total number of extensions requested cannot exceed 245 days.

By signing this form, | acknowledge that the 120-day review period for my land use
review application will be extended for the number of days specified. ‘—

| EXHIBIT . I
[ +:113030 40

Digilally signed by Duncan Wallace

Applicant Signatu re: Duncan Wallace Date 2018.0B 02 08:27 27 -07'00° Date

Y= 3/21s




1900 SW Fourth Avenue, Suite 5000

City of Portland Portland, Oregon 97201
B S . Telephone: 503-823-7300
ureau of Development Services TDD: 503-823-6868

FAX: 503-823-5630

Land Use Services Division .
www.perilandoniine.com/bds

Request for Extension of 120-Day Review Period

State law requires the City to issue a final decision on land use reviews within 120
days of receiving a complete application. State law also allows the applicant to
request in writing an extension of the 120-day review period for up to an additional
245 days. When extensions are requested, it is important to ensure that there is
adequate time to accommodate the required public review, drafting the decision,
and any required hearings (including appeals) within the extended review period.
Generally, a final decision must be rendered approximately 60 days prior to the end
of the review period in order to accommodate appeals.

If requesting an extension of the 120-day review period, please sign this form and
return it to the Bureau of Development Services (BDS) planner assigned to your
case.

Case Information
1. Applicant Name: Duncan Wallace, PM Design Group
2. Land Use Case Number: LU # 17-193030 AD

3. BDS Planner Name: Marguerite Feuersanger

Extension Request

Please check one of the following:

0 Extend the 120-day review period for an additional {insert number)
days.

B  Maximum allowed extension: 245 days

The total number of extensions requested cannot exceed 245 days.

By signing this form, I acknowledge that the 120-day review period for my land use
review application will be extended for the number of days specified.

.____.. _-\.I . .E.

Applicant Signature: £ 7/ Date 9/17/2018

eXHBreco
[+ 1930 30 AD






