
ANNOTATED MINUTES 

Tuesday, January 14, 1992 -9:30AM . 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

Chair Gladys McCoy convened the meeting at 9:30 AM with Commissioners 
Pauline Anderson, Rick Bauman, Sharron Kelley and Gary Hansen present. 

PLANNING ITEMS 

P-1 Auto Wrecker License Renewal Application Submitted by the Division of Planning 
and Development with Recommendation for Approval as follows: 
a) 82ND AUTO WRECKERS INCORPORATED, 8555 SE 82ND, PORTLAND 
b) DAVID LUCHY, dba DESBIENS CLASSIC AUTO WRECKING AND 

TOWING, 28901 SE DODGE PARK BLVD, GRESHAM 
c) HAROW MILNE, dba LOOP HI-WAY TOWING, 28609 SE ORIENT 

DRIVE, GRESHAM ' 

COMMISSIONER ANDERSON MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER KElLEY SECONDED APPROVAL OF 
P-1, a) GRANTING UCENSE RENEWALS FOR 82ND 
AUTO WRECKERS INCORPORATED AND c) HAROLD 
MILNE, dba LOOP HI-WAY TOWING AND DENYING 
UCENSE RENEWAL FOR b) DAVID LUCHY, dba 
DESBIENS CLASSIC AUTO WRECKING, BASED UPON 
A FINDING THAT IT DOES NOT SATISFY STATUTORY 
LOCATION REQUIREMENTS WAS APPROVED WITH 

. COMMISSIONER BAUMAN NOT PRESENT FOR VOTE. 

P-2 PD 2-91 Review Decision of the Planning Commission of December 2, 
1991, Approving a Planned-Development to Allow Development of a 25-Unit 
Manufactured Home Park at 13303 SE Ramona Street. SCOPE OF REVIEW: ON 
THE RECORD ORAL ARGUMENT IS 15 MINUTES PER SIDE 

COMMISSIONER ANDERSON MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER KELLEY SECONDED APPROVAL OF 
P-2. MARK HESS PRESENTED EXPLANATION AND 
RESPONSE TO BOARD QUESTIONS. TESTIMONY 
HEARD. BOARD APPROVED MOTION ADDING 
SPECIFIC LANGUAGE ·TO CONDITION 7 AND 
REDUCING THE NUMBER OF UNITS TO 22 WITH 
DIRECTION THAT THE SAVINGS IN TREES SHOULD 
OCCUR IN THE NORTHEAST CORNER. BOARD 
APPROVED MOTION ACCEPTING PLANNING 
COMMISSION DECISION OF DECEMBER 2, 1991, AS 
AMENDED. STAFF TO PREPARE FINAL ORDER FOR 
EXECUTION BY CHAIR WITHIN TWO WEEKS. 
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There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:00 a.m. 

OFFICE OF THE BOARD CLERK 
for MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

LLffi~~ 
Carrie A. Parkerson 

Tuesday ]anUilTJ 14, 1992- 10:30 AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

BOARD BRIEFINGS 

B-1 Update on Columbia Villa - Presented by Fred Milton. (30 MINUTES 
REQUESTED) 

UPDATE. PRESENTED AND EXPLAINED BY FRED 
MILTON, WITH COLUMBIA VIlLA RESIDENTS 
BARBARA ADESAN, TINA SALING AND JIM VOISS 
AND MULTNOMAH.COUNTY SGT MEL HEDGPETH. 

B-2 . Update on Costs Associated with the Multnomah County Acute · Care Initiative -
Presented by Rex Surface. (20 MINUTES REQUESTED) 

UPDATE PRESENTED AND EXPLAINED BY GARY 
SMITH AND REX SURFACE. 

Tuesday, ]anUilTJ 14, 1992- 11:30 AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

AGENDA REVIEW 

B-3 Review of Agenda for Regular Meeting of January 16, 1992 

Wednesday, January 15, 1992- 1:30-3:30 PM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

E-1 The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners will Meet in Executive Session to 
Discuss Labor Negotiations Pursuant to ORS 192.660(1)(d). 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION HEW. POUCY DIRECTION 
GIVEN. 

Thursday, January 16, 1992- 9:30AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

Chair Gladys McCoy convened the meeting at 9:30 AM with Commissioners 
Pauline Anderson, Rick Bauman, Sha"on Kelley and Gary Hansen present. 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

NON-DEPARTMENTAL 

REGULAR MEETING 

UPON MOTION BY COMMISSIONER HANSEN, 
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KElLEY, ITEM C-5 
WAS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR TO 
THE REGULAR AGENDA. 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER HANSEN, 
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KElLEY, THE 
CONSENT CALENDAR (ITEMS C-1 THROUGH C-4) WAS 
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

C-1 In the Matter of the Appointments of Dorian Boylmul, Mary Dupain and Steve 
Fubner to the Multnomah County Youth Services Commission 

C-2 · In the Matter of the Appointment of Eric M. Wall, MD MPH to the Multnomah 
County Community Health Council 

JUSTICE SERVICES 
SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

C-3 Ratification of an Intergovernmental Agreement between Multnomah County 
Sheriffs Office and David Douglas School District to Provide DARE Program in 
the David Dougltls School District 

C-4 Ratification of an Intergovernmental Agreement between Multnomah County 
Sheriffs Office and Reynolds School District to Provide DARE Program in the 
Reynolds School District 

C-5 In the Matter of Transferring Found/Unclaimed or Unidentified Property on List 
91-2 to the Department of Environmental Services, Purchasing Division, for the 
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Sale or Disposal Pursuant to Multnomah County Code 7. 70 

REGULAR AGENDA 

ITEM C-5 WAS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT 
CALENDAR. COMMISSIONER HANSEN MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER KET.T.EY SECONDED, APPROVAL OF 
C-5. COMMISSIONER HANSEN EXPLANATION AND 
RESPONSE TO BOARD QUESTIONS. C-5 WAS 
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

R-1 ORDER in the Matter ofDesignation of Newspapers of General Circulation in the 
County for Required Election Publications 

COMMISSIONER KELLEY MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER HANSEN SECONDED, APPROVAL OF 
R-1. ORDER 92-11 WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

R-2 ORDER in the Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 15428 between 
Multnomah County, Oregon and Stephen M. Olson upon Default of Payments and 
Performance of Covenants 

TESTIMONY WAS HEARD FROM JACK HOBSON AND 
PROPERTY OWNER, STEVE OLSEN. BOB OBERST OF 
FACILITIES .AND PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 
PRESENTED EXPLANATION AND RESPONSE TO 
BOARD QUESTIONS. UPON MOTION BY 
COMMISSIONER BAUMAN, SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER KElLEY, ITEM R-2 WAS CONTINUED 
UNTIL THURSDAY. JANUARY 23. 1992. 
COMMISSIONER GARY HANSEN VOTED NO. 

· R-3 In the Matter of Board Approval for Multnomah County to Replace/Relocate and 
Finance the Janis Youth House as Required by the Current Lease 

NONDEPARTMENTAL 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER KElLEY AND 
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER BAUMAN, IT WAS 
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED TO TABLE ITEM R-3 
INDEFINITELY. 

R-4 In the Matter of the Confirmation of Appointment of Billi Odegaard as Director, 
Department of Health 
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COMMISSIONER BAUMAN MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER ANDERSON SECONDED, APPROVAL 
OF R-4. BIUJ ODEGAARD THANKED THE BOARD 
FOR THE APPOINTMENT TO THIS POSITION AND 
THAT SHE IS PROUD TO BE PART OF MULTNOMAH 
COUNTY. ITEM R-4 WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

DEPARTMENI' OF ENVIRONMENI'AL SERVICES 

R-5 PUBUC HEARING - ORDER in the Matter of the Request for Approval to 
Transfer Tax Foreclosed Property to THE CITY OF TROUTDALE, OREGON 

COMMISSIONER KELLEY MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER BAUMAN SECONDED, APPROVAL OF 
R-5. TESTIMONY OPPOSING R-5 AND R-6 FROM 
WUISE WE/DUCK. ORDER 92-12 WAS UNANIMOUSLY 
APPROVED. 

R-6 PUBUC HEARING - ORDER in the Matter of the Request for Approval to 
Transfer Tax Foreclosed Property to THE CITY OF GRESHAM, OREGON 

COMMISSIONER BAUMAN MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER HANSEN SECONDED, APPROVAL OF 
R-6. ORDER 92-13 WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

KATHY OUVER FROM OUTSIDE IN PRESENTED 
TESTIMONY TO THE BOARD, THAT $12,500 WAS 
RETURNED TO THE COUNTY GENERAL FUND FROM 
OUTSIDE IN FUNDING. 

There J?eing no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:25 a.m. 

OFFICE OF THE BOARD CLERK 
for MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

a~ 
Carrie A. Parkerson 

Thursday, January 16, 1992 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

BOARD BRIEFING 

B-4 Multnomah County's Appointee to the Metro Charter Committee to Brief the Board 
on the Actions to Date of the Committee in Anticipation of County Participation of 
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the Committee's Hearing January 18th - Presented by Matt Hennessee, Janet 
Whitfield and Fred Neal. (45 MINUTES REQUESTED) 

BRIEFING PRESENTED AND EXPLAINED BY MAIT 
HENNESSEE AND JANET WHITFIELD Wim FRED 
NEAL PRESENTATIONS AND RESPONSE TO BOARD 
QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION. CHAIR McCOY 
REQUESTED RETURN IN EARLY FEBRUARY Wim 
UPDATE. 
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Agenda I tern II 

516C.ll 

BOARD OF COUNIY CDMMISSIONERS 
FORMAL BOARD MEEITNG 

RESULTS 

MEETING DATE: /-/o/-YcZ ~jl-

APP/IDr APP 



Meeting Date: ____ J_an_u_a_r_y __ l_4 __ ,_1_9_9_1 ______ __ 

,• 

Agenda No. : F/ 
(Above space for Clerk's Office Use) 

. . . . . 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 
(For Non-Budgetary Items) 

SUBJECT: ___ A_u_t_o __ w_r_e_c_k_e_r_'_s __ L_i_c_en __ s_e_R_e_n_e_w_a_l __ . ______________________ _ 

BCC Forma 1 January 14, 1991 BCC Informal 
------~(~d~a~t-e~)------~- ----------(~d~a-t-e~)---------

DEPARTMENT DES --------------------------- DIVISION Planning 
--------------~---------------

CONTACT Sharon Cowley TELEPHONE 2610 
--------------------~-------- -----------------------------

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION Planning Staff 
-----------------------------------------------

ACTION REQUESTED: 

c=J INFORMATIONAL ONLY 0 POLICY DIRECTION 

ESTIMATED TIME NEEDED ON BOARD AGENDA: 5 Minutes Total 

xx DENIAL 

'EJ APPROVAL 

-----------------------------------
CHECK IF YOU REQUIRE OFFICIAL v~RITTEN NOTICE OF ACTION TAKEN: _____ _ 

BRIEF SUMMARY (include statement of rationale for action requested, 
as well. as personnel and fiscal/budgetary impacts, if applicable): 

8555 SE 82nd Avenue - 82nd Avenue Wreckers, Inc. 

28901 SE Dodge Park Blvd. - Desbiens Classic Auto Wrecking and 

28609 SE Orient Drive - Loop Hi-Way Towing 

tl;)_-+:' 2. O"Rfc.1~ C)\ 'S --to <;;~ c..a..v \ ~ 
Ce"2-o.lo Prvc. ~ Leo~ ~-lU~ 

(If space is inadequate, please use other side) 

SIGNATURES: 

ELECTED OFFICIAL -------------------------------------------------------------
Or 

DEPARTMENT 

(All accompanying 
'·---~ 

required signatures) 

1/90 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT 
2115 S.E. MORRISON STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-3043 

Honorable Board of County Commissioners 
Room 605, Multnomah County Courthouse 
1021 SW Fourth Avenue 
Portland,(rregon 97204 

RE: Auto Wrecker's License -Renewal 

82nd Avenue Auto Wreckers 
8555 SE 82nd Avenue 

Recommend: Approval of Business Location 

Dear Commissioners: 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

GLADYS McCOY • CHAIR OF THE BOARD 
PAULINE ANDERSON • DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER 

GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER 
RICK BAUMAN • DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER 

SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER 

December 24, 1991 

The staff of the Division of Planning and Development respectfully recommends that the above 
license be approved, based upon findings that they satisfy the location requirements for same as 
contained in ORS 822.10 and .135. 

Sincerely, 

RNH:sec 

Enclosure - Wrecker's Application 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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__. MEMORANDUM 

Multnomah County 
Sheriff's Office 

12240 N.E. GLISAN ST., PORTLAND, OREGON 97230 

ROBERT G. SKIPPER 
SHERIFF 

(503) 255-3600 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TO: SHARON COWLEY 

Administrative Assistant 

FROM: DEPUTY H. HAIGH 
Intelligence Unit 

DATE: December 20, 1991 

SUBJECT: WRECKER'S LICENSE RENEWAL 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Attached is an Application for Business Certificate as a Wrecker of Motor 
Vehi c 1 es.. for 82nd Auto Wreckers Incorporated, 8555 SE 82nd, Portland, 
Multnomah County, Oregon 97266. ·The Sheriff's Office recommends the license 
be approved as long as zoning requirements have been satisfied. 

Thank you for your attention. 

HH/1 sm/632-AINT 

Attachment 



APPLICATION FOR BUSINESS CERTIFICATE 
AS A WRECKER OF MOTOR VEHICLES OR 

SALVAGE POOL OPERATOR 

FAILURE TO ACCURATELY COMPLETE THIS FORM WILL CAUSE UNAVOIDABLE DELAY, 
PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY WITH INK. 
DO NOT SUBMIT THIS APPLICATION WITHOUT YOUR SURETY BOND AND THE REQUIRED FEE. 

CITY STATE 

BUSINESS TELEPHONE 

RESIDENCE TELEPHONE 

ZlP CODE 

13 'i?2'' 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~------~~--~--~~ 

14~x~--~~~~--~~~~~~~~~=====---------L-~~~~~~-)~ 
15 COUNTY OF 

APPROVED THE APPLICANT AS BEING SUITABLE TO ESTABLISH, MAINTAIN OR OPERATE A WRECKING YARD 
OR BUSINESS (ORIGINAL APPLICATIONS 

8) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION OR PROPOSED LOCATION MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS FOR LOCATION 
UNDER OREGON REVISED STATUTE 822.110. 
DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION DOES NOT VIOLATE ANY PROHIBITION UNDER OREGON REVISED 
STATUTE 822.135. 

D) APPROVED THE LOCATION AND DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION COMPLIES WITH ANY REGULATIONS 
ADOPTED BY THE JURISDICTION UNDER OREGON REVISED STATUTE 822.140. 

I ALSO CERTIFY THAT I AM AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THIS APPLICATION AND AS EVIDENCE OF SUCH AUTHORITY DO 
AFFIX HEREON THE SEAL OR STAMP OF THE CITY OR COUNTY. 

PHONE NUMBER 

2 

SUBMIT APPLICATION AND SURETY 
BOND, WITH ALL REQUIRED FEES 

AND SIGNATURES TO: 

BUSINESS REGULATION SECTION 
1905 LANA AVE., NE 

SALEM, OR 97314·2350 



-
~ . - -,';' ·) . . . . , .... _.,.,. . ':· ... BOND NUMBER ' . 'f' .. . . ~ ... - .~-r .. 

/'SURETY BOND 
.. ~,, . ' --

\ --.. ~ ·'· 1 -
FAILURE TO COMPLETE'THIS FORM WILL.CAUSE UNAVOIDABLE DELAY . 

; 
.. . 

. \ ' .. ·. 

'·. . .. , 
LET IT BE KNOWN: I 

,· ,'·· 
-· • ll 

•. .... : .... ·_·.-.- ~\_.· 
THAT ·--

(OWNER, PARTNERS, CORPORATION NAME) 

DOING BUSINESS AS 
(ASSUMED BUSINESS NAME, IF ANY) 

HAVING PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSINESS AT 
(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) 

WITH ADDITIONAL PLACES OF BUSINESS AT 
(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) ' 

(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) 

STATE OF OREGON, AS PRINCIPAL(S), AND 
(SURETY NAME) 

I 

(ADDRESS, CITY. STATE, ZIP CODE) TELEPHONE NUMBER 

A CORPORATION ORGANIZED AND EXISTING UNDER AND BY VIRTUE OF THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF . 
AND AUTHORIZED TO TRANSACT A SURETY BUSINESS IN THE STATE OF OREGON, AS SURETY, ARE HELD AND FIRMLY 
BOUND UNTO THE STATE OF OREGON IN THE PENAL SUM OF $2,000 FOR THE PAYMENT OF WHICH WE HEREBY BIND 
OURSELVES, OUR RESPECTIVE SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGN, JOINTLY AND SEVERALLY, FIRMLY BY THESE PRESENTS. 

A CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH THAT, WHEN THE ABOVE NAMED PRINCIPAL HAS BEEN ISSUED A CERTIFICATE 
TO CONDUCT, IN THIS STATE, A BUSINESS WRECKING, DISMANTLING AND SUBSTANTIALLY ALTERING THE FORM OF 
VEHICLES, SAID PRINCIPAL SHALL CONDUCT SUCH BUSINESS WITHOUT FRAUD OR FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATION, AND 
WITHOUT VIOLATION OF ANY OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE OREGON VEHICLE CODE SPECIFIED IN ORS 822.120(2) THEN AND 
IN THAT EVENT THIS OBLIGATION TO BE VOID, OTHERWISE TO REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT UNLESS CANCELED 
PURSUANT TO ORS 743.755. 

THIS BOND IS EFFECTIVE 19 AND EXPIRES 19 ( BOND MUST EXPIRE ON THE) -- -- LAST DAY OF THE MONTH. 

-- ANY ALTERATION VOIDS THIS BOND -- ' 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE SAID PRINCIPAL AND SAID SURETY HAVE EACH CAUSED THESE PRESENTS TO BE EXECUTED BY 
_ITS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OR REPRESENTATIVES AND THE SURETY CORPORATE SEAL TO BE HEREUNTO AFFIXED 
THIS DAY OF 19 --

SIGNATURE (OWNER/PARTNER/CORPORATE OFFICER) TITLE 

X 
SIGNATURE OF SURETY (AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE) TITLE 

X 

SURETY'S AGENT OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION: I PLACE SURETY SEAL BELOW I 
IN THE EVENT A PROBLEM ARISES CONCERNING THIS BOND, CONTACT: 

NAME rELEPHONE NUMBER 

ADDRESS 

CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE 

.. APPROVED BY ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 



mULTnomRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT 
2115 S.E. MORRISON STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-3043 

Honorable Board of County Commissioners 
Room 605, Multnomah County Courthouse 
1021 SW Fourth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

RE: Auto Wrecker's License -Renewal 

David Lucky 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
GLADYS McCOY • CHAIR OF THE BOARD 

PAULINE ANDERSON • DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER 
GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER 
RICK BAUMAN • DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER 

SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER 

January 3, 1992 

(dba Desbiens Classic Auto Wrecking and Towing) 
28901 SE Dodge Park Blvd. 

Recommend: Denial of Business Location 

Dear Commissioners: 

The staff of the Division of Planning and Development respectfully recommends that the above 
license be denied, based upon findings that they do not satisfy the location requirements for 
same as contained in ORS 822.10 and .135. 

Sincerely, 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY DIVISION OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

~)(.~~ 
Robert N. Hall, Senior Planner 

RNH:sec 

Enclosure-

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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MEMORANDUM 

Multnomah County 
Sheriff's Office 

12240 N.E. GLISAN ST., PORTLAND, OREGON 97230 

TO: SHARON COWLEY 
Administ~ative Assistant 

FROM: DEPUTY H. HAIGH 
Intelligence Unit 

DATE: December 20, 1991 

SUBJECT: WRECKER'S LICENSE RENEWAL 

ROBERT G. SKIPPER 
SHERIFF 

(503) 255-3600 

Attached is an Application for Business Certificate as a Wrecker of Motor 
Vehicle~ for Desbian's Classic Auto Wrecking and Towing, Inc., 28901 SE Dodge 
Park Bo~levard, City of Gresham, 97080. The Sheriff's Office recommends the 
license be approved as long as zoning requirements have been satisfied. 

Thank you for your attention. 

HH/jlz/630-AINT 

Attachment 

r,'Jultnomah Cou:1ty 



' ' 

mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT 
2115 S.E. MORRISON STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-3043 

Honorable Board of County Commissioners 
Room 605, Multnomah County Courthouse 
1021 SW Fourth Avenue 
Portland,~egon 97204 

RE: Auto Wrecker's License -Renewal 

Harold Milne 
(dba Loop Hi-Way Towing) 
28609 SE Orient Drive 

Recommend: Approval of Business Location 

Dear Commissioners: 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

GLADYS McCOY • CHAIR OF THE BOARD 
PAULINE ANDERSON • DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER 

GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER 
RICK BAUMAN • DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER 

SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER 

January 14, 1992 

The staff of the Division of Planning and Development respectfully recommends that the above 
license be approved, based upon findings that they satisfy the location requirements for same as 
contained in ORS 822.10 and .135. 

Y DIVISION OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

RNH:sec 

Enclosure - Wrecker's Application 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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OREGON MOTOR VEtUCLES DIVISION 
11105 LANA AYE., NE, SALEM OR 17314 

APPLICATION FOR BUSINESS CERTIFICATE 
AS A WRECKER OF MOTOR VEHICLES OR 

SALVAGE POOL OPERATOR 

NOTE: FAILURE TO ACCURATELY COMPLETE THIS FORM WILL CAUSE UNAVOIDABLE DELAY. 
PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY WITH INK. 
DO NOT SUBMIT THIS APPLICATION WITHOUT YOUR SURETY BOND AND THE REQUIRED FEE. 

0 ORIGINAL 

,.rg] RENEWAL 

11 THE DIMENSIONS OF THE PROPERTY ON WHICH THE BUSINESS IS LOCATED ARE ---'---=='---tL(}-= ~=~---ft. 

12 

I CERTIFY THAT I AM THE OWNER, A PARTNER OR A CORPORATE OFFICER OF THIS BUSINESS AND THAT ALL INFORMATION ON THIS 
APPLICATION IS ACCURATE AND TRUE. I CERTIFY THAT THE RIGHT OF WAY OF ANY HIGHWAY ADJACENT TO THE LOCATION LISTED 
ABOVE IS USED FOR ACCESS TO THE PREMISES AND PUBLIC PARKING. 

13 
~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~------~ 

14 

15 
~--~~--~~~--~~--------------------------------------------~--~~~~~~--~ 

APPROVAL: 

XM 

0 CITY g COUNTY OF 

APPROVED THE APPLICANT AS BEING SUITABLE TO ESTABLISH, MAINTAIN OR OPERATE A WRECKING YARD 
OR BUSINESS (ORIGINAL APPLICATIONS ONLY). 

B) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION OR PROPOSED LOCATION MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS FOR LOCATION 
UNDER OREGON REVISED STATUTE 822.110. 

C) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION DOES NOT VIOLATE ANY PROHIBITION UNDER OREGON REVISED 
STATUTE 822.135. 

D) APPROVED THE LOCATION AND DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION COMPLIES WITH ANY REGULATIONS 
ADOPTED BY THE JURISDICTION UNDER OREGON REVISED STATUTE 822.140. 

I ALSO CERTIFY THAT I AM AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THIS APPLICATION AND AS EVIDENCE OF SUCH AUTHORITY DO 
AFFIX HEREON THE SEAL OR STAMP OF THE CITY OR COUNTY. 

I 

'. ,. .. 

.. '~ -

II 

IIFEE: $54.00 II 

SUBMIT APPLICATION AND SURETY 
BOND, WITH ALL REQUIRED FEES 

AND SIGNATURES TO: 

16 . ·' BUSINESS REGULATION SECTION 
ISiGNt;;tWiET\/;--T!--II/1\--_._ __ -;-::: __ -:-;-_______ -;-;-__ --tlim--------jl 1905 LANA AVE., NE 

SALEM, OR 97314-2350 

17~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~------~============~ 



., -:~-. -_, - ---------------....-c.,---,.-.,. --=--=-:-:=-=-=-=-==-=--~-, 
· :. (;_;. :~ .. )/BONDNUMBER:. :>:T. 

' I 

· .. ··S·l.J RETY. 8'0 ND ., . 

.. 
YLI 200603 

FAILURE TO COMPLETE THIS FORM WILL CAUSE UNAVOIDABLE DELAY. 
: ' : ; ' ' ~ '. t ~ .~. . 

LET IT BE KNOWN: 

• • :_ il_: . ,_f:' i, ~ . ' ; 

I 

' . 
' 

1\' _I 

HAROLD M. MILNE AND CARL'· H. HILNE 

' .'' . ,' 

THAT 
(OWNER;-PAf.T~'ERS,_COi'IPORATION NAME) 

DOING BUSINESS AS ___ L_O_O_P_H_I_W_A_Y_T_O_W_I_N_G_~=-:-;;====:;-;-;:-=-;;;;---------------
(AssuMEo BUSINESS NAME, IF ANY) 

HAVINGPRINCIPALPLACEOFBUSINESSAT __ 2_8_6_0_9_S_._E~·-O~R_I_E_N~T~D~R~IV7E=,~G~R;E~S~H~~~O_R_9_7_0_8_0 _____ _ 
(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) 

WITH ADDITIONAL PLACES OF BUSINESS AT---------==~~====----------­
(ADDREss. CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) 

STATE OF OREGON, AS PRINCIPAL(S), AND 

(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) 

OLD REPUBLIC SURETY COMP&~Y 
(SURETY NAME) 

. P. 0. BOX 4627, PORTLAND, OR., 97208 (503) 246-6242 
(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) TELEPHONE NUMBER 

A CORPORATION ORGANIZED AND EXISTING UNDER AND BY VIRTUE OF THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF WISCONSIN , 
AND AUTHORIZED TO TRANSACT A SURETY BUSINESS IN THE STATE OF OREGON, AS SURETY, ARE HELD AND FIRMLY 
BOUND UNTO THE STATE OF OREGON IN THE PENAL SUM OF $2,000 FOR THE PAYMENT OF WHICH WE HEREBY BIND 
OURSELVES, OUR RESPECTIVE SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGN, JOINTLY AND SEVERALLY, FIRMLY BY THESE PRESENTS. 

A CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH THAT, WHEN THE ABOVE NAMED PRINCIPAL HAS BEEN ISSUED A CERTIFICATE 
TO CONDUCT, IN THIS STATE, A BUSINESS WRECKING, DISMANTLING AND SUBSTANTIALLY ALTERING THE FORM OF 
VEHICLES, SAID PRINCIPAL SHALL CONDUCT SUCH BUSINESS WITHOUT FRAUD OR FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATION, AND 
WITHOUT VIOLATION OF ANY OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE OREGON VEHICLE CODE SPECIFIED IN ORS 822.120(2) THEN AND 
IN THAT EVENT THIS OBLIGATION TO BE VOID, OTHERWISE TO REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT UNLESS CANCELED 
PURSUANT TO ORS 743.755. 

THIS BOND IS EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1 , 19_92_AND EXPIRES DECEMBER 31 19 __22_ ( BOND MUST EXPIRE ON THE) 
LAST DAY OF THE MONTH. 

-- ANY ALTERATION VOIDS THIS BOND--
/ 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE SAID PRINCIPAL AND SAID SURETY HAVE EACH CAUSED THESE PRESENTS TO BE EXECUTED BY 
ITS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OR REPRESENTATIVES AND THE SURETY CORPORATE SEAL TO BE HEREUNTO AFFIXED 
THIS 19 DAYOF DECEMBER 19_2]_. 

/. 
SIGNATURE (OWNER/PARJifltCORPORA~O~~ \:_ .. /<?Y 
X 11'\~~V~"'/.£ -

TITLE /) -~ 

'-tf:-' A .L 7 ...-<fk-
TITLE 

Attorney In Fact 

suAilv·s A~1~JtAo~ RElf,lffEsENTAnVE MUST C~PLETE THIS SECTION: I PLACE SURETY SEAL BELOW I 
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mULTnOrnRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

GLADYS McCOY • CHAIR OF THE BOARD 
PAULINE ANDERSON • DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER 

GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER 
RICK BAUMAN • DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER 

SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER 

AND DEVELOPMENT 
2115 S.E. MORRISON STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-3043 

MEMO TO AUTO WRECKER'S RECORDS 

REPORT OF SITE INSPECTION 

For Property Located 
at 

28901 S E Dodge Park Boulevard 
Auto Wrecker's Licence Renewal 

02 January 1992 

REGARDING SITE REFERENCED ABOVE 

Site Address 

Tax Roll Description 

Site Size 

Tax Roll Acct # 

Occupants 

Owner of Record 

Zoning District 

28901 S E Dodge Park Boulevard 

Tax Lot 52 situated in the northwest quarter of Section 19, Township 1 
South, Range 4 East, W M. 

1.00 Acres {43,560 sq ft) 

R-99419-0520 

Lucky Brothers Wrecking Yard 

David L Lucky & Alreata M Lucky 
11326 S E Lexington Street 
Portland 
Oregon - - 97266-5928 

RC "Rural Center" {MCC 11.15.2242 thru .2270) 

Effective date of Code 26 July 1979 

Map References Assessor's 200 Scale full-section map for Sec 19, T 1 S, R 4 E, WM 

Sectional Zoning Map# 703 {R4E Zoning Map Book) 
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INSPECTION FOR ZONING COMPLIANCE 

REGARDING SITE INSPECTION MADE ON MONDAY, 19 DEC 1991 

1. As requested by Ms Cowley, re-inspection of site (to determine current status) was made 
on the date noted above. 

2. Property being used is one acre in area and has "double-frontage" on two county roads, 
S E Dodge Park Boulevard and S E Powell Valley Road. 

3. Southerly 1 00 feet of property, adjacent to Dodge Park Blvd, is open and gravelled. 
Driveway at easterly end of Dodge Park Blvd frontage provides access to open parking 
area. 

4. Eight vehicles (on display?) parked along westerly side yard, visible to street. 

5. Along the north edge of the open area (parallel to Dodge Park Blvd) a six-foot high sight­
obscuring fence has been constructed, running east to west, across the entire width of 
the property. Fence consists of vertical wooden boards (1 inch by 12 inch). 

6. Site has one significant building, approximately 25ft by 25ft. South edge of wooden 
building is even with fence. 

7. It appears that existing building was proposed for enlargement. 

A. Eight more or less vertical six inch by six inch treated wooden poles were 
standing in a group on the west side of the existing building. 

B. A second set of eight poles were grouped on the east side of the building. 

8. No one was at site. 

9. Sign , perpendicular to Dodge Park Blvd identifies business as "DESBIENS Classic Auto 
Wrecking and Towing". 

A Sign is backlit so as to be visible at night from both directions of travel. 

B. Additional wooden sign below (two faced), not backlit, indicates "Towing" with 
'phone number 256-4226, and "Parts" with 'phone number 663-5441. 

1 0. Utility poles run through the middle of the open area. 

A. Alignment of poles is parallel to Dodge Park Blvd, about forty feet south of sight­
obscuring fence on north side of open area. 

B. Lowest line, a telephone cable, is about fifteen feet above the ground. 

11 . Material stored behind fence was basically not visible from the front of the property. 

12. Took pictures for the record. 

28901 S E Dodge Park Blvd 
Lucky Brothers 

-2- 02 JAN 92 
Wrecking Yards 



FINDINGS 

1. The property is zoned RC, "Rural Center" (MCC 11.15.2242 thru .2270) 

2. A wrecking yard is not an allowed use in the RC district. However, this operation appears 
to be an established use which pre-dates the current rural zoning. 

3. Sight-obscuring fence provides adequate screen for materials stored. 

4. The parcel has "double-frontage" on two dedicated public rights-of-way. Access appears 
to be only from S E Dodge Park Boulevard. 

5. A building permit is required for constructing an addition to the existing structure. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1 . Use of the property for a wrecking yard is not in conformance with the existing zoning. 

2. The wrecking yard is considered to be a "non-conforming" use, and a such may continue 
to operate, subject to annual renewals. 

3. A sight-obscuring fence does provide an effective screen from Dodge Park Blvd. 

4. The activity at the site appears to be in compliance with the land-use permit which is being 
requested for renewal except for the unanswered questions regarding the expansion of 
the existing building. 

CC City of Gresham Building Permit Department 

Mark R Hess, sign permits 

Sharon Cowley, Wrecking Yard Permits, Mult Co Zoning 

28901 S E Dodge Park Blvd 
Lucky Brothers 

-3-

Sincerely, 

Irving G Ewen, 

Zoning Code Enforcement Office 

02 JAN 92 
Wrecking Yards 
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mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT 
2115 S.E. MORRISON STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-3043 ' 

David L Lucky & Alreata M Lucky 
11326 S E Lexington Street 
Portland 
Oregon - - 97266-5928 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

GLADYS McCOY • CHAIR OF THE BOARD 
PAULINE ANDERSON • DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER 

GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER 
RICK BAUMAN • DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER 

SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER 

13 January 1992 

Subject: Notice of Zoning Violation (Certificate # P 671 256 809) 
Regarding Property Located at 28901 S E Dodge Park Blvd 

Dear Mr Lucky & Ms Lucky: 

It has been brought to our attention that certain conditions relevant to land use 
are in violation of Multnomah County rules and regulations at the location 
referenced above. The reported activity was: 

1. Construction of additions to an existing building. 

2. Installation of a new free-standing backlit sign. 

A Staff person from the Zoning Code Enforcement Office made an investigation 
on Monday, 19 December 1991 _and observed the following: 

1. Two groups of eight vertical poles, one to the east and one to the 
west, beside an existing building. 

2. A new free-standing sign near the Dodge Park frontage of the site 
which reads "DESBIENS Classic Auto Wrecking and Towing". 

-1-

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



The property is zoned R-C, "Rural Center". Wrecking yards are not a listed use 
in this District (or any other Rural Zoning District). However, since this site was 
an established wrecking yard prior to zoning, it is considered to be a "non­
conforming use". As such, it may continue to operate as long as no changes are 
made 

Any changes; such as construction of new buildings, installation of free-standing 
signs, expansion within the site, etc; are subject to current regulations. The 
regulations applicable to this situation are contained in the "Design Review" 
portion of the County's Zoning Ordinance (MCC 11.15. 7805 thru . 7870). The 
"changes" observed at the site are the type that are required to have proper 
approvals and permits. A copy of the Design Review Section is enclosed for your 
information. 

For more information regarding proper procedures for these changes on the 
site, please contact Mark R Hess of our staff. 

In the interim, if you have any questions, please contact this office. 

y, p 
-4~ 

I ing G Ewen 

ZONING CODE ENFORCEMENT OFFICE 

cc. Zoning Violation Case File, ZV 02-92 

Enclosure: 

MCC 11.15.2242 thru .2270, R-C, "Rural C~nter" 

MCC 11.15.7805 thru .7870, "Design Review" 

28901 S E Dodge Park Blvd 
David Lucky & Alreata Lucky 

-2- 13 JAN 92 
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APPEAL BEFORE MULTNOMAH COUNTY COMMISSION OF PD 2-91, #427 
DATED JANUARY 14, 1991 

Madam Chair and Commissioners, Thank you for providing me this 

opportunity to appear before you this morning. My name is Greg 

Lutje and I am an attorney formally representing the interests of 

Don and Geri Rhyne, Chuck and Sadonna Wise, who own property 

immediately adjacent to the proposed project. I also believe it 

is safe to say that I also represent the interests of the balance 

of the nearly 200 petition signers who oppose the Planned 

Development under consideration today. These petition signers 

include nearly 99% of the residents of SE Ramona Street within 4 

blocks either side of the Project and several parents of children 

that attend the adjacent Gibert Park Elementary School. 

I hope that you have had an opportunity to read and review the 

materials that we submitted into the record. The materials 

include the above referenced petition, an affidavit that supports 

our position that the subject site is within an area formerly used 

as an illegal dump, correspondence that relates to a factual 

misrepresentation made by the applicant in his submission 

materials regarding the fire department's approval of the site's 

circulation pattern, a lengthy memorandum from me to the Planning 

Commission outlining our objections to the proposal, photographs 

of the area showing the congestion on Ramona Street near the 

school, and other letters and materials in opposition to the 

proposal, one of which is a letter from Dick St Claire, Principal 
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of Gilbert Elementary, which expresses his concern about the 

safety risks to the students if this project goes through. It's 

kind of scary realizing that I represent the interests and 

concerns of so many people. It makes me appreciative of the 

difficult position that you Commissioners are in because you 

represent the interests of the entire County and your 

constituency. 

It is my goal this morning to assist you in your determination as 

to whether this proposal should be approved as conditioned by the 

Planning Commission, denied or modified. Our ultimate desire is 

to persuade you that the application should be denied because the 

applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate compliance with the 

required criteria under the County Plan and Code. If we cannot so 

persuade you, then we request that you remand the decision back to 

the Planning Commission for compliance with the requirement that 

conditions of approval cannot act as a substitute for findings of 

fact because we feel that the Commission, by imposing conditions 

of approval NO's 5, 6, and 7 has violated Oregon Land Use law by 

deferring a determination of compliance with a mandatory approval 

criterion based on the expectation that more detailed information 

will be developed in the future to demonstrate compliance with the 

standards. We do have a third fall back position that I will 

discuss later. 
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In summarizing our arguments that the applicant has failed to 

fulfill his burden under MCC 11.15.8230(0) of demonstrating that 

the proposed action fully accords with the applicable elements of 

the Comp Plan and other required criteria, I would like to 

concentrate on three topics, all of which begin with the letter 

"T"-- TRAFFIC, TREES AND TOXICS. 

TRAFFIC. I have prepared this aerial photograph of the area to 

assist in locating this project in relation to the community. The 

photo shows SE Ramona Street, the Project and the school which is 

directly opposite the site. As mentioned above, nearly the entire 

community is in opposition to this project because of the concerns 

about the safety of the elementary students attending Gilbert Park 

School. Ramona is a two lane, local road without curbs or 

sidewalks. The other photographs pictorially demonstrate the 

congestion that occurs in the morning and in the afternoon as 

school commences and ends each day. The single most unifying 

concern with the neighborhood is that this project will 

dramatically increase the traffic flow on Ramona Street and 

consequently, increase the danger to the young students who must 

often dart from vehicles as they walk along the road. 

We appreciate that the County traffic engineer placed 

traffic counters along the road to measure the traffic volume. 

The report confirms that the traffic count is highest during the 

school's ingress and egress periods. But, we feel that the 

traffic engineer's analysis is deficient because it simply relies 

upon a national traffic average for a determination of the safety 
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factor. There is no compensation or adjustment for the narrowness 

of the Road, the fact there are no sidewalks, or the relative 

proximity of the School. The applicant takes comfort in the 

traffic manual's claim that Mobile home parks generate fewer trips 

per day, on the national average, than single family residences. 

But we do not share the applicant's comfort on this issue. This 

project is being touted as being nearly equivalent to a 

traditional subdivision. The applicant has stated that he expects 

his typical tenant to be over 60 years old because that is his 

typical resident in his Troutdale facility. I suggest that the 

demographics of this area are different than in Troutdale, and 

that it is more likely that the residents here will be more like 

the residents of the several existing mobile home parks in the 

area that can be seen from this photo. I would be very interested 

in finding out how many trips per day are generated by the two 

mobile home parks to the west. I think it is interesting to note 

that in 1987 when the County was reviewing the application for the 

31 Unit Park located at 129th and Ramona, the decision was made to 

limit access to the Arterial Foster Road and block off access to 

Ramona Street except for emergency vehicles because of these 

identical concerns regarding children's safety and the proximity 

to the school. I cringe to think that our exuberance towards 

urban infill comes at a sacrifice of safety. 

On a related issue, you will find in the record 

correspondence from me to the Portland Fire Department, and its 

reply. These letters relate to claims made by the applicant in 
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his materials that he had obtained conceptual approval of the 

site's circulation pattern for emergency vehicle access. As can 

be seen, the applicant, in his exuberance to get this plan 

approved, misrepresented what the Fire Department represented. As 

a result, the Planning Commission added condition No. 7 to the 

approval. But, as explained below, a condition cannot be a 

substitute for a finding. The State has established mobile home 

park circulation criteria that the Fire Department utilizes when 

it reviews an application. There is no reason that the tentative 

plan cannot be examined in light of these statewide criteria now. 

TREES. My second main topic concerns the unique natural setting 

of this site. As can be seen from the aerial photograph and other 

photos, the site is adjacent to the abandoned Bell Rose railroad 

that has become the bikejwalking path from Milwaukie to Gresham. 

The site is the location of nearly 40 adult fir trees, some of 

which I presume are Douglas Firs (we're in the David Douglas 

area) . ~ \' . n n _. <1 ( · ~ 
1\i»" , .,.., , -..;'\<:>~> .,.15( : Z-3 ..._ ""'"'--"01 f.-s<:, 7 o1 - '-1 tM.<. """Y ""- <!- 1~ 

The applicant has made a big tadoo about maintaining as~~ 
many trees as possible. Unfortunately, we do not agree that this 

project, as tentatively approved by the Planning Commission, 

fulfills the requirement under the Planned Development Code 

Section that projects result in "superior living arrangements" and 

properly relate to natural environment in harmonious ways. 
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I was somewhat disappointed when I appeared before the 

Planning Commission and attempted to present this recent article 

in the Oregonian entitled "In Harmony with Nature". It discusses 

some recent developments in Washington County where the developer 

exceeded the bare minimum requirements and spent extra time and 

money to preserve the setting and maintain as many trees as 

possible. One planner is quoted in the article as saying that the 

developer .did a "first Class job", and did things the city didn't 

require and exceeded what local and state regulations required. 

It was my belief that this typifies what Planned Developments and 

the Counties' open space policies are designed to foster. 

Unfortunately, the Planning Commission deemed the material to be 

"inappropriate, inapplicable and immaterial to the hearing". I 

hope that this body is more appreciative of the theme that I feel 

the article represents. 

In any event this issue relates to trees, open space, 

density, the unique setting of this site and the potential for 

making Parcher Park an appropriate addition to the community. 

With its access to the corridor and proximity to Powell Butte, the 

site seems ripe for potential. If the site were now in the City, 

it would be included in the Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan, 

and would be afforded close scrutiny for maintenance of as much of 

natural resource as possible. The Planned Development scheme 

allows this body the opportunity to preserve as much of the site's 

natural resources as possible. We request that you exercise your 
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right to see that the site is developed to its full potential.As 

can be seen from the tentative layout, the primary effort has been 

made to cram as many units in the site as possible. No 

accommodation has been made for access to the pathway. No 

accommodation has been made under the Planned Development Code for 

Open Spaces. The applicant touts the minimum 6 X 8 foot (48 sq. 

feet) of back yard space that each unit must landscape. That is 

an area roughly equivalent to a prison cell. Why can't the grove 

of trees to the north east of the property be saved as a Park area 

for the tenants with benches, playground equipment for the 

children, and access to the pathway. 

This locale offers a unique opportunity to create a 

livable and harmonious development that benefits the entire 

neighborhood. our last goal, if we are unsuccessful with the 

first two, would be to request that you restrict the total number 

of permitted spaces to 20, which is the same number of units that 

would be allowed if this site were to be developed as a standard 

subdivision in the LR5 zone. Such a proposal limitation was 

offered by three of the Planning Commissioners at the December 

hearing. Unfortunately, the proposal did not obtain a majority. 

Such a size limitation would allow more trees to be preserved, 

allow open spaces, be more in harmony with the area and do much to 

allay the concerns of the neighborhood about traffic safety for 

the children. If we are unsuccessful in our first two goals, we 

hope you will entertain such a compromise. 



L 

TOXICS. Comprehensive policies 14 and 15 attempt to direct 

development away-from areas with development limitations or 

hazards except on a showing that any harm or adverse effects to 

the public have been mitigated. Although illegal dump sites a 

are not listed limitations, I believe that the fact that the 

record includes a signed and sworn affidavit from a person with 

first hand knowledge of the site's history a dump site and a 

letter from another individual with similar knowledge, there is a 

significant risk that the property's development potential is 

limited in a fashion substantially similar to those factors the 

Policy specifies. As a real estate attorney, I am very much aware 

of the potential hazards of environmental contamination. If I 

were representing a potential buyer of this property and were 

aware of the facts contained in the affidavit and other letter, I 

would recommend at a minimum that a Level II Environmental 

Assessment be performed before closing. And given that the 

contaminants include petroleum products, insecticides, herbicides 

and other toxic materials, this site should have Level III 

remdediation prior to any development. 

While Condition of Approval No. 5 attempts to address 

this issue, a condition of approval cannot substitute for a 

finding of fact. As stated by LUBA in Foland v. Jackson County, "A 

local government may not defer a determination of compliance with 

a mandatory approval criterion based on the expectation that more 

detailed information may be developed in the future to demonstrate 
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compliance with the standard." Thus this body cannot pass on to 

the Building Official the responsibility for determining whether 

this property is safe to develop. The question is not whether 

"structures" such as roads, building foundations or other 

facilities requiring a compacted base can safely be placed on this 

site, but whether the site itself is safe to develop in its 

current condition. Even if the contaminated areas were left 

fallow, the potential for migration of toxic materials to other 

developed areas would exist and the contaminated ar~as should be 

cleaned up or restricted from trespass. 

The applicant is aware of these environmental concerns. 

On page 6 of the transcript of the 10/7 hearing, he recounts Mark 

Hess advising him of the fact that there was a dump there at one 

time. "Gee, will I didn't see it and Mark and I walked the 

property. So I went back out and took another look and I still 

didn't see anything that indicated that there probably an illegal 

dump ... Whether there is more fill there or whether there is the 

stuff buried that I don't know about like, I can't really tell 

you. 11 This, is not a sufficient demonstration of compliance. 

Between the initial hearing in october and the continuation date 

in December, the applicant had sufficient time to have a environ­

mental engineer assess the site and submit a report. We feel that 

this alone is sufficient grounds for a denial. 
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APPEAL BEFORE MULTNOMAH COUNTY COMMISSION OF PD 2-91, #427 
DATED JANUARY 14, 1991 

Madam Chair and Commissioners, Thank you for providing me this 

opportunity to appear before you this morning. My name is Greg 

Lutje and I am an attorney formally representing the interests of 

Don and Geri Rhyne, Chuck and Sadonna Wise, who own property 

immediately adjacent to the proposed project. I also believe it 

is safe to say that I also represent the interests of the balance 

of the nearly 200 petiti6n signers who oppose the Planned 

Development under consideration today. These petition signers 

include nearly 99% of the residents of SE Ramona Street within 4 

blocks either side of the Project and several parents of children 

that attend the adjacent Gibert Park Elementary School. 

I hope that you have had an opportunity to read and review the 

materials that we submitted into the record. The materials 

include the above referenced petition, an affidavit that supports 

our position that the subject site is within an area formerly used 

as an illegal dump, correspondence that relates to a factual 

misrepresentation made by the applicant in his submission 

materials regarding the fire department's approval of the site's 

circulation pattern, a lengthy memorandum from me to the Planning 

Commission outlining our objections to the proposal, photographs 

of the area showing the congestion on Ramona Street near the 

school, and other letters and materials in opposition to the 

proposal, one of which is a letter from Dick St Claire, Principal 
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of Gilbert Elementary, which expresses his concern about the 

safety risks to the students if this project goes through. It's 

kind of scary realizing that I represent the interests and 

concerns of so many people. It makes me appreciative of the 

difficult position that you Commissioners are in because you 

represent the interests of the entire County and your 

constituency. 

It is my gbal this morning to assist you in your determination as 

to whether this proposal should be approved as conditioned by the 

Planning Commission, denied or modified. Our ultimate desire is 

to persuade you that the application should be denied because the 

applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate compliance with the 

required criteria under the County Plan and Code. If we cannot so 

persuade you, then we request that you remand the decision back to 

the Planning Commission for compliance with the requirement that 

conditions of approval cannot act as a substitute for findings of 

fact because we feel that the Commission, by imposing conditions 

of approval NO's 5, 6, and 7 has violated Oregon Land Use law by 

deferring a determination of compliance with a mandatory approval 

criterion based on the expectation that more detailed information 

will be developed in the future to demonstrate compliance with the 

standards. We do have a third fall back position that I will 

discuss later. 
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In summarizing our arguments that the applicant has failed to 

fulfill his burden under MCC 11.15.8230(0) of demonstrating that 

the proposed action fully accords with the applicable elements of 

the Comp Plan and other required criteria, I would like to 

concentrate on three topics, all of which begin with the letter 

"T"-- TRAFFIC, TREES AND TOXICS. 

TRAFFIC. I have prepared this aerial photograph of the area to 

assist in locating this project in relation to the community. The 

photo shows SE Ramona Street, the Project and the school which is 

directly opposite the site. As mentioned above, nearly the entire 

community is in opposition to this project because of the concerns 

about the safety of the elementary students attending Gilbert Park 

School. Ramona is a two lane, local road without curbs or 

sidewalks. The other photographs pictorially demonstrate the 

congestion that occurs in the morning and in the afternoon as 

school commences and ends each day. The single most unifying 

concern with the neighborhood is that this project will 

dramatically increase the traffic flow on Ramona street and 

consequently, increase the danger to the young students who must 

often dart from vehicles as they walk along the road. 

We appreciate that the County traffic engineer placed 

traffic counters along the road to measure the traffic volume. 

The report confirms that the traffic count is highest during the 

school's ingress and egress periods. But, we feel that the 

traffic engineer's analysis is deficient because it simply relies 

upon a national traffic average for a determination of the safety 
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factor. There is no compensation or adjustment for the narrowness 

of the Road, the fact there are no sidewalks, or the relative 

proximity of the School. The applicant takes comfort in the 

traffic manual's claim that Mobile home parks generate fewer trips 

per day, on the national average, than single family residences. 

But we do not share the applicant's comfort on this issue. This 

project is being touted as being nearly equivalent to a 

traditional subdivision. The applicant has stated that he expects 

his typical tenant to be over 60 years old because that is his 

typical resident in his Troutdale facility. I suggest that the 

demographics of this area are different than in Troutdale, and 

that it is more likely that the residents here will be more like 

the residents of the several existing mobile home parks in the 

area that can be seen from this photo. I would be very interested 

in finding out how many trips per day are generated by the two 

mobile home parks to the west. I think it is interesting to note 

that in 1987 when the County was reviewing the application for the 

31 Unit Park located at 129th and Ramona, the decision was made to 

limit access to the Arterial Foster Road and block off access to 

Ramona Street except for emergency vehicles because of these 

identical concerns regarding children's safety and the proximity 

to the school. I cringe to think that our exuberance towards 

urban infill comes at a sacrifice of safety. 

On a related issue, you will find in the record 

correspondence from me to the Portland Fire Department, and its 

reply. These letters relate to claims made by the applicant in 
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his materials that he had obtained conceptual approval of the 

site's circulation pattern for emergency vehicle access. As can 

be seen, the applicant, in his exuberance to get this plan 

approved, misrepresented what the Fire Department represented. As 

a result, the Planning Commission added condition No. 7 to the 

approval. But, as explained below, a condition cannot be a 

substitute for a finding. The State has established mobile home 

park circulation criteria that the Fire Department utilizes when 

it reviews an application. There is no reason that the tentative 

plan cannot be examined in light of these statewide criteria now. 

TREES. My second main topic concerns the unique natural setting 

of this site. As can be seen from the aerial photograph and other 

photos, the site is adjacent to the abandoned Bell Rose railroad 

that has become the bike/walking path from Milwaukie to Gresham. 

The site is the location of nearly 40 adult fir trees, some of 

which I presume are Douglas Firs (we're in the David Douglas 

area) • ~ \ \ n n _ C\ ( · ~ 
1\;»o '"""- ~">'\t,ll"'<l( ~ "2-3 ...._M~ ~ S"'fo)- 'J c.r.z "'-file. <I- ~~. 

The applicant has made a big tadoo about maintaining as~~ 
many trees as possible. Unfortunately, we do not agree that this 

project, as tentatively approved by the Planning Commission, 

fulfills the requirement under the Planned Development Code 

Section that projects result in "superior living arrangements" and 

properly relate to natural environment in harmonious ways. 
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I was somewhat disappointed when I appeared before the 

Planning Commission and attempted to present this recent article 

in the Oregonian entitled "In Harmony with Nature". It discusses 

some recent developments in Washington County where the developer 

exceeded the bare minimum requirements and spent extra time and 

money to preserve the setting and maintain as many trees as 

possible. One planner is quoted in the article as saying that the 

developer did a "first Class job", and did things the city didn't 

require and exceeded what local and state regulations required. 

It was my belief that this typifies what Planned Developments and 

the Counties' open space policies are designed to foster. 

Unfortunately, the Planning Commission deemed the material to be 

"inappropriate, inapplicable and immaterial to the hearing". I 

hope that this body is more appreciative of the theme that I feel 

the article represents. 

In any event this issue relates to trees, open space, 

density, the unique setting of this site and the potential for 

making Parcher Park an appropriate addition to the community. 

With its access to the corridor and proximity to Powell Butte, the 

site seems ripe for potential. If the site were now in the City, 

it would be included in the Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan, 

and would be afforded close scrutiny for maintenance of as much of 

natural resource as possible. The Planned Development scheme 

allows this body the opportunity to preserve as much of the site's 

natural resources as possible. We request that you exercise your 
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right to see that the site is developed to its full potential.As 

can be seen from the tentative layout, the primary effort has been 

made to cram as many units in the site as possible. No 

accommodation has been made for access to the pathway. No 

accommodation has been made under the Planned Development Code for 

Open Spaces. The applicant touts the minimum 6 X 8 foot (48 sq. 

feet) of back yard space that each unit must landscape. That is 

an area roughly equivalent to a prison cell. Why can't the grove 

of trees to the north east of the property be saved as a Park area 

for the tenants with benches, playground equipment for the 

children, and access to the pathway. 

This locale offers a unique opportunity to create a 

livable and harmonious development that benefits the entire 

neighborhood. our last goal, if we are unsuccessful with the 

first two, would be to request that you restrict the total number 

of permitted spaces to 20, which is the same number of units that 

would be allowed if this site were to be developed as a standard 

subdivision in the LR5 zone. Such a proposal limitation was 

offered by three of the Planning Commissioners at the December 

hearing. Unfortunately, the proposal did not obtain a majority. 

Such a size limitation would allow more trees to be preserved, 

allow open spaces, be more in harmony with the area and do much to 

allay the concerns of the neighborhood about traffic safety for 

the children. If we are unsuccessful in our first two goals, we 

hope you will entertain such a compromise. 



TOXICS. Comprehensive policies 14 and 15 attempt to direct 

development away from areas with development limitations or 

hazards except on a showing that any harm or adverse effects to 

the public have been mitigated. Although illegal dump sites a 

are not listed limitations, I believe that the fact that the 

record includes a signed and sworn affidavit from a person with 

first hand knowledge of the site's history a dump site and a 

letter from another individual with similar knowledge, there is a 

significant risk that the property's development po~ential is 

limited in a fashion substantially similar to those factors the 

Policy specifies. As a real estate attorney, I am very much aware 

of the potential hazards of environmental contamination. If I 

were representing a potential buyer of this property and were 

aware of the facts contained in the affidavit and other letter, I 

would recommend at a minimum that a Level II Environmental 

Assessment be performed before closing. And given that the 

contaminants include petroleum products, insecticides, herbicides 

and other toxic materials, this site should have Level III 

remdediation prior to any development. 

While Condition of Approval No. 5 attempts to address 

this issue, a condition of approval cannot substitute for a 

finding of fact. As stated by LUBA in Foland v. Jackson County, "A 

local government may not defer a determination of compliance with 

a mandatory approval criterion based on the expectation that more 

detailed information may be developed in the future to demonstrate 
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compliance with the standard." Thus this body cannot pass on to 

the Building Official the responsibility for determining whether 

this property is safe to develop. The question is not whether 

"structures" such as roads, building foundations or other 

facilities requiring a compacted base can safely be placed on this 

site, but whether the site itself is safe to develop in its 

current condition. Even if the contaminated areas were left 

fallow, the potential for migration of toxic materials to other 

developed areas would exist and the cbntaminated areas should be 

cleaned up or restricted from trespass. 

The applicant is aware of these environmental concerns. 

On page 6 of the transcript of the 10/7 hearing, he recounts Mark 

Hess advising him of the fact that there was a dump there at one 

time. "Gee, will !didn't see it and Mark and I walked the 

property. So I went back out and took another look and I still 

didn't see anything that indicated that there probably an illegal 

dump ... Whether there is more fill there or whether there is the 

stuff buried that I don't know about like, I can't really tell 

you.n This, is not a sufficient demonstration of compliance. 

Between the initial hearing in October and the continuation date 

in December, the applicant had sufficient time to have a environ­

mental engineer assess the site and submit a report. We feel that 

this alone is sufficient grounds for a denial. 
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APPEAL BEFORE MULTNOMAH COUNTY COMMISSION OF PO 2-91, #427 
DATED JANUARY 14, 1991 

Madam Chair and Commissioners, Thank you for providing me this 

opportunity to appear before you this morning. My name is Greg 

Lutje and I am an attorney formally representing the interests of 

Don and Geri Rhyne, Chuck and Sadonna Wise, who own property 

immediately adjacent to the proposed project. I also believe it 

is safe to say that I also represent the interests of the balance 

of the nearly 200 petition signer~ who oppose the ~lanned 

Development under consideration today. These petition signers 

include nearly 99% of the residents of SE Ramona Street within 4 

blocks either side of the Project and several parents of children 

that attend the adjacent Gibert Park Elementary School. 

I hope that you have had an opportunity to read and review the 

materials that we submitted into the record. The materials 

include the above referenced petition, an affidavit that supports 

our position that the subject site is within an area formerly used 

as an illegal dump, correspondence that relates to a factual 

misrepresentation made by the applicant in his submission 

materials regarding the fire department's approval of the site's 

circulation pattern, a lengthy memorandum from me to the Planning 

Commission outlining our objections to the proposal, photographs 

of the area showing the congestion on Ramona Street near the 

school, and other letters and materials in opposition to the 

proposal, one of which is a letter from Dick St Claire, Principal 
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of Gilbert Elementary, which expresses his concern about the 

safety risks to the students if this project goes through. It's 

kind of scary realizing that I represent the interests and 

concerns of so many people. It makes me appreciative of the 

difficult position that you Commissioners are in because you 

represent the interests of the entire County and your 

constituency. 

It is my goal this'morning to assist you in your determination as 

to whether this proposal should be approved as conditioned by the 

Planning Commission, denied or modified. Our ultimate desire is 

to persuade you that the application should be denied because the 

applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate compliance with the 

required criteria under the County Plan and Code. If we cannot so 

persuade you, then we request that you remand the decision back to 

the Planning Commission for compliance with the requirement that 

conditions of approval cannot act as a substitute for findings of 

fact because we feel that the Commission, by imposing conditions 

of approval NO's 5, 6, and 7 has violated Oregon Land Use law by 

deferring a determination of compliance with a mandatory approval 

criterion based on the expectation that more detailed information 

will be developed in the future to demonstrate compliance with the 

standards. We do have a third fall back position that I will 

discuss later. 
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In summarizing our arguments that the applicant has failed to 

fulfill his burden under MCC 11.15.8230(0) of demonstrating that 

the proposed action fully accords with the applicable elements of 

the Comp Plan and other required criteria, I would like to 

concentrate on three topics, all of which begin with the letter 

"T"-- TRAFFIC, TREES AND TOXICS. 

TRAFFIC. I have prepared this aerial photograph of the area to 

assist in locating this project in relation to the community. The 

p"oto shows SE Ramona Street, the Project and·the school which is 

directly opposite the site. As mentioned above, nearly the entire 

community is in opposition to this project because-of the concerns 

about the safety of the elementary students attending Gilbert Park 

School. Ramona is a two lane, local road without curbs or 

sidewalks. The other photographs pictorially demonstrate the 

congestion that occurs in the morning and in the afternoon as 

school commences and ends each day. The single most unifying 

concern with the neighborhood is that this project will 

dramatically increase the traffic flow on Ramona Street and 

consequently, increase the danger to the young students who must 

often dart from vehicles as they walk along the road. 

We appreciate that the County traffic engineer placed 

traffic counters along the road to measure the traffic volume. 

The report confirms that the traffic count is highest during the 

school's ingress and egress periods. But, we feel that the 

traffic engineer's analysis is deficient because it simply relies 

upon a national traffic average for a determination of the safety 
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factor. There is no compensation or adjustment for the narrowness 

of the Road, the fact there are no sidewalks, or the relative 

proximity of the School. The applicant takes comfort in the 

traffic manual's claim that Mobile home parks generate fewer trips 

per day, on the national average, than single family residences. 

But we do not share the applicant's comfort on this issue. This 

project is being touted as being nearly equivalent to a 

traditional subdivision. The applicant has stated that he· expects 

his typical tenant to be over 60 years old because that is his 

typical resident in his Troutdale facility. I suggest that the 

demographics of this area are different than in Troutdale, and 

that it is more likely that the residents here will be more like 

the residents of the several existing mobile home parks in the 

area that can be seen from this photo. I would be very interested 

in finding out how many trips per day are generated by the two 

mobile home parks to the west. I think it is interesting to note 

that in 1987 when the County was reviewing the application for the 

31 Unit Park located at 129th and Ramona, the decision was made to 

limit access to the Arterial Foster Road and block off access to 

Ramona Street except for emergency vehicles because of these 

identical concerns regarding children's safety and the proximity 

to the school. I cringe to think that our exuberance towards 

urban infill comes at a sacrifice of safety. 

On a related issue, you will find in the record 

correspondence from me to the Portland Fire Department, and its 

reply. These letters relate to claims made by the applicant in 
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his materials that he had obtained conceptual approval of the 

site's circulation pattern for emergency vehicle access. As can 

be seen, the applicant, in his exuberance to get this plan 

approved, misrepresented what the Fire Department represented. As 

a result, the Planning Commission added condition No. 7 to the 

approval. But, as explained below, a condition cannot be a 

substitute for a finding. The State has established mobile home 

park circulation criteria that the Fire Department utilizes when 

it reviews an application. There is no reason that the tentative 

plan cannot be examined in light of these statewide criteria now. 

TREES. My second main topic concerns the unique natural setting 

of this site. As can be seen from the aerial photograph and other 

photos, the site is adjacent to the abandoned Bell Rose railroad 

that has become the bike/walking path from Milwaukie to Gresham. 

The site is the location of nearly 40 adult fir trees, some of 

which I presume are Douglas Firs (we're in the David Douglas 

area) . ~ \ \" ,...., _ . n -, ()_ (\ ( · 1 ~ ~ 
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The applicant has made a big tadoo about maintaining as~ . 
many trees as possible. Unfortunately, we do not agree that this 

project, as tentatively approved by the Planning Commission, 

fulfills the requirement under the Planned Development Code 

Section that projects result in "superior living arrangements" and 

properly relate to natural environment in harmonious ways. 
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I was somewhat disappointed when I appeared before the 

Planning Commission and attempted to present this recent article 

in the Oregonian entitled "In Harmony with Nature". It.discusses 

some recent developments in Washington County where the developer 

exceeded the bare minimum requirements and spent extra time and 

money to preserve the setting and maintain as many trees as 

possible. One planner is quoted in the article as saying that the 

developer did a "first Class job'', and did things the city didn't 

require and exceeded what local and state regulations required. 

It was my belief that this typifies what Planned Developments and 

the Counties' open space policies are designed to foster. 

Unfortunately, the Planning Commission deemed the material to be 

"inappropriate, inapplicable and immaterial to the hearing". I 

hope that this body is more appreciative of the theme that I feel 

the article represents. 

In any event this issue relates to trees, open space, 

density, the unique setting of this site and the potential for 

making Parcher Park an appropriate addition to the community. 

With its access to the corridor and proximity to Powell Butte, the 

site seems ripe for potential. If the site were now in the City, 

it would be included in the Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan, 

and would be afforded close scrutiny for maintenance of as much of 

natural resource as possible. The Planned Development scheme 

allows this body the opportunity to preserve as much of the site's 

natural resources as possible. We request that you exercise your 
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right to see that the site is developed to its full potential.As 

can be seen from the tentative layout, the primary effort has been 

made to cram as many units in the site as possible. No 

accommodation has been made for access to the pathway. No 

accommodation has been made under the Planned Development Code for 

Open Spaces. The applicant touts the minimum 6 X 8 foot (48 sq. 

feet) of back yard space that each unit must landscape. That is 

an area roughly equivalent to a prison cell. Why can't the grove 

of trees to the north east of the property be saved as a Park area 

for the tenants with benches, playground equipment for the 

children, and access to the pathway. 

This locale offers a unique opportunity to create a 

livable and harmonious development that benefits the entire 

neighborhood. Our last goal, if we are unsuccessful with the 

first two, would be to request that you restrict the total number 

of permitted spaces to 20, which is the same number of units that 

would be allowed if this site were to be developed as a standard 

subdivision in the LR5 zone. Such a proposal limitation was 

offered by three of the Planning Commissioners at the December 

hearing. Unfortunately, the proposal did not obtain a majority. 

Such a size limitation would allow more trees to be preserved, 

allow open spaces, be more in harmony with the area and do much to 

allay the concerns of the neighborhood about traffic safety for 

the children. If we are unsuccessful in our first two goals, we 

hope you will entertain such a compromise. 



TOXICS. Comprehensive policies 14 and 15 attempt to direct 

development away from areas with development limitations or 

hazards except on a showing that any harm or adverse effects to 

the public have been mitigated. Although illegal dump sites a 

are not listed limitations, I believe that the fact that the 

record includes a signed and sworn affidavit from a person with 

first hand knowledge of the site's history a dump site and a 

letter from another individual with similar knowledge, there is a 

significant risk that the property's development potential fs 

limited in a fashion substantially similar to those factors the 

Policy specifies. As a real estate attorney, I am very much aware 

of the potential hazards of environmental contamination. If I 

were representing a potential buyer of this property and were 

aware of the facts contained in the affidavit and other letter, I 

would recommend at a minimum that a Level II Environmental 

Assessment be performed before closing. And given that the 

contaminants include petroleum products, insecticides, herbicides 

and other toxic materials, this site should have Level III 

remdediation prior to any development. 

While Condition of Approval No. 5 attempts to address 

this issue, a condition of approval cannot substitute for a 

finding of fact. As stated by LUBA in Foland v. Jackson County, "A 

local government may not defer a determination of compliance with 

a mandatory approval criterion based on the expectation that more 

detailed information may be developed in the future to demonstrate 
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compliance with the standard." Thus this body cannot pass on to 

the Building Official the responsibility for determining whether 

this property is safe t~ develop. The question is not whether 

"structures" such as roads, building foundations or other 

facilities requiring a compacted base can safely be placed on this 

site, but whether the site itself is safe to develop in its 

current condition. Even if the contaminated areas were left 

fallow, the potential for migration of toxic materials to other 

developed areas would exist and the contaminated areas should be 

cleaned up or restricted from trespass. 

The applicant is aware of these environmental concerns. 

On page 6 of the transcript Of the 10/7 hearing, he recounts Mark 

Hess advising him of the fact that there was a dump there at one 

time. "Gee, will I didn't see it and Mark and I walked the 

property. So I went back out and took another look and I still 

didn't see anything that indicated that there probably an illegal 

dump ... Whether there is more fill there or whether there is the 

stuff buried that I don't know about like, I can't really tell 

you.•• This, is not a sufficient demonstration of compliance. 

Between the initial hearing in October and the continuation date 

in December, the applicant had sufficient time to have a environ­

mental engineer assess the site and submit a report. We feel that 

this alone is sufficient grounds for a denial. 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ROOM 606, COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
1021 S.W. FOURTH AVENUE 
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AGENDA 

GLADYS McCOY • 
PAULINE ANDERSON • 

GARY HANSEN • 
RICK BAUMAN • 

SHARRON KELLEY • 
CLERK'S OFFICE • 

CHAIR 
DISTRICT 1 
DISTRICT 2 
DISTRICT 3 
DISTRICT 4 

• 248-3308 
• 248-5220 
• 248-5219 
• 248-5217 
• 248-5213 
• 248-3277 

MEETINGS OF THE MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

FOR THE WEEK OF 

January 13 - 17, 1992 

Tuesday, January 14, 1992 - 9:30 AM - Planning Items .. .Page 2 

Tuesday, January 14, 1992 - 10:30 AM - Board Briefings. .Page 2 

Tuesday, January 14, 1992 - 11:30 AM - Agenda Review .. .Page 2 

Wednesday, January 15, 1992 - 1:30 PM - Executive Session .Page 2 

Thursday, January 16, 1992 - 9:30 AM - Regular Meeting ... Page 3 

Thursday, January 16, 1992 - Briefing - Immediately Following 
Regular Meeting .. Page 3 

Thursday Meetings of the Multnomah County Board of 
Commissioners are recorded and can be seen at the following times: 

Thursday, 10:00 PM, Channel 11 for East and West side 
subscribers 
Friday, 6:00 PM, Channel 27 for Paragon Cable (Multnornah 
East) subscribers 
Saturday 12:00 PM, Channel 21 for East Portland and East 
County subscribers 
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Tuesday, January 14, 1992 - 9:30 AM 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

PLANNING ITEMS 

P-fwP Auto Wrecker License Renewal Application Submitted by the 
Division of Planning and Development with Recommendation 
for Approval as follows: 

\ a) 82ND AUTO WRECKERS INCORPORATED, 8555 SE 82ND, PORTLAND 

~
~~~) DAVID LUCHY, dba DESBIENS CLASSIC AUTO WRECKING AND 

TOWING, 28901 SE DODGE PARK BLVD, GRESHAM 
c) HAROLD MILNE, dba LOOP HI-WAY TOWING, 28609 SE ORIENT 

DRIVE, GRESHAM 

P-2 

B-1 

/a-2 

PD 2-91 Review Decision of the Planning Commission of 
December 2, 1991, Approving a Planned-Development to Allow 
Development of a 25-Unit Manufactured Home Park at 13303 SE 
Ramona Street. SCOPE OF REVIEW: ON THE RECORD ORAL 
ARGUMENT IS 15 MINUTES PE~ SIDE 

TIME CERTAIN 9:30 AM TO 10:30 AM 

January 14, 1992 - 10:30 AM 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

BOARD BRIEFINGS 

Update on Columbia Villa - Presented by Fred Milton. (30 
MINUTES REQUESTED) 

Update on Costs Associated with the Multnomah County Acute 
Care Initiative - Presented by Rex Surface. (20 MINUTES 
REQUESTED) 

Tuesday, January 14, 1992 - 11:30 AM 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

AGENDA REVIEW 

B-3 Review of Agenda for Regular Meeting of January 16, 1992 

Wednesday, January 15, 1992 - 1:30 - 3:30 PM 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

E-1 The Mul tnomah County Board of Commissioners will Meet in 
Executive Session to Discuss Labor Negotiations Pursuant to 
ORS 192.660(1) (d). (2 HOURS REQUESTED) 
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Thursday, January 14, 1992 - 9:30 AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

CONSENT CALENDAR 
NON-DEPARTMENTAL 

REGULAR MEETING 

C-1 In the Matter of the Appointments of Dorian Boyland, Mary 
Dupain and Steve Fulmer to the Multnomah County Youth 
Services Commission 

C-2 In the Matter of the Appointment of Eric M. Wall, MD MPH 
to the Multnomah County Community Health Council 

JUSTICE SERVICES 
SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

C-3 Ratification · of an Intergovernmental Agreement between 
Multnomah County Sheriff's Office and David Douglas School 
District to Provide DARE Program in the David Douglas 
School District 

C-4 Ratification of an Intergovernmental Agreement between 
Multnomah County Sheriff's Office and Reynolds School 
District to Provide DARE Program in the Reynolds School 
District 

C-5 In the Matter of Transfering Found/Unclaimed or 
Unidentified Property on List 91-2 to the Department of 
Environmental Services, Purchasing Division, for the Sale 
or Disposal Pursuant to Multnomah County Code 7.70 

REGULAR AGENDA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

R-1 ORDER in the Matter of Designation of Newspapers of General 
Circulation in the County for Required Election Publications 

R-2 ORDER in the Matter of Cancellat.ion of Land Sale Contract 
15428 between Multnomah County, Oregon and Stephen M. Olson 
upon Default of Payments and Performance of Covenants 

R-3 In the Matter of Board Approval for Mul tnomah County to 
Replace/Relocate and Finance the Janis Youth House as 
Required by the Current Lease 

Thursday, January 16, 1992 
IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING THE REGULAR MEETING 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

BOARD BRIEFINGS 

B-4 Multnomah County's Appointee to the Metro Charter Committee 
to Brief the Board on the Actions to Date of the Committee 
in Anticipation of County Participation of the Committee's 
Hearing January 18th - Presented by Matt Hennessee, Janet 
Whitfield and Fred Neal. (45 MINUTES REQUESTED) 
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mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ROOM 606, COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
1021 S.W. FOURTH AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

GLADYS McCOY • 
PAULINE ANDERSON • 

GARY HANSEN • 
RICK BAUMAN • 

SHARRON KELLEY • 
CLERK'S OFFICE • 

===--

SUPPLEMENTAL AGENDA 

Thursday, January 16, 1992 - 9:30 AM 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

REGULAR MEETING 

REGULAR AGENDA 

NONDEPARTMENTAL 

CHAIR 
DISTRICT 1 
DISTRICT 2 
DISTRICT 3 
DISTRICT 4 

• 248-3308 
• 248-5220 
• 248-5219 
• 248-5217 . 
• 248-5213 
• 248-3277 

R-4 In the Matter of the Confirmation of Appointment of Billi 
Odegaard as Director, Department of Health 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

R-5 PUBLIC HEARING - ORDER in the Matter of the Request for 
Approval to Transfer Tax Foreclosed Property to THE CITY OF 
TROUTDALE, OREGON 

R-6 PUBLIC HEARING - ORDER in the Matter of the Request for 
Approval to Transfer Tax Foreclosed Property to THE CITY OF 
GRESHAM, OREGON 

0200C/8 
cap 
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mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

GLADYS McCOY • CHAIR OF THE BOARD 
PAULINE ANDERSON • DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER 

GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER 
RICK BAUMAN • DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER 

SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER 

AND DEVELOPMENT 
2115 S.E. MORRISON STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-3043 

TWIMC: 

MEMO TO AUTO WRECKER'S RECORDS 

Report of Conversation 
with 

Ken Don, Chief Building Inspector 
City of Gresham 

For Property Located 
at 

28901 S E Dodge Park Boulevard 
Auto Wrecker's Licence Renewal 

06 January 1992 

This Memo is in regard to an inquiry made to the City of Gresham's Building Inspection Division about two 
items at the site address noted above. 

1. An expansion of a building started, but not completed, and 

2. A relatively new on-premises free-standing sign, back lit, and visible from both directions 
of travel on S E Dodge Park Boulevard (which has been completed). 

In a telephone conversation on late Friday afternoon on 03 January 1992, Mr Ken Don, Chief Building 
Inspector for the City of Gresham reported the following regarding the building construction: 

1 . Several months ago one of the C of G's Building Inspectors noted the construction 
activity at the site and advised the occupants that they would have to obtain the proper 
permits. A stop work was given and apparently no furthur construction has taken place 
since. 

2. Mr Don reports that occupants were not willing to apply for required permits. 
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Ken Don, Chief Building Inspector City of Gresham 

During the same 'phone conversation, Mr Don indicated that he also was aware that a new (free-standing) 
sign, complete with electrical wiring, has been installed on the site. 

1 . In checking the C of G's permit records he could find no record of any application having 
been made there or approved through Multnomah County's Zoning Section for a sign 
permit. 

2. Furthur, he noted that an electrical permit would also have been required. We both 
observed that the work on the sign had been completed without either of the two 
required permits having been obtained by the occupants through either office. 

Mr Don was concerned that they had no enforcement powers regarding either of the two above-noted 
zoning violations. 

1 . Regarding the building construction, he felt that his department had gone as far as they 
could by the issuance of a "stop work" order. 

2. As for the new free-standing electrically backlit sign, he felt powerless to do anything at 
this time since it was complete and operational (ie: it is not possible to put a "stop work" 
order on something that has been completed). 

I advised Mr Don that the occupants I owners had applied for a renewal of their auto wrecker's licence and 
that we could recommend denial until the zoning matters had been brought into compliance. Furthur, that 
I would ask the Planning Director, R Scott Pemble, to make this our Department's recommendation to the 
Board of County Commissioners at their next regular meeting on Planning matters on Tuesday, 07 
January 1992. 

~~nJ':Y· ~ 
~4c::v.___ 

(Irving G Ewen, 

Zoning Code Enforcement Office 

CC Mr Ken Don, Chief Building Inspector, City of Gresham Building Permit Department 

R Scott Pemble, Planning Director, Multnomah County 

Mark R Hess, sign permits, Mult Co Zoning 

Sharon Cowley, Wrecking Yard Permits, Mult Co Zoning 

28901 S E Dodge Park Blvd 
Lucky Brothers 
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APPEAL BEFORE MULTNOMAH COUNTY COMMISSION OF PD 2-91, #427 ~~ 
DATED JANUARY 14, 1991 

Madam Chair and Commissioners, Thank you for providing me this 

opportunity to appear before you this morning. My name is Greg 

Lutje and I am an attorney formally representing the interests of 

Don and Geri Rhyne, Chuck and Sadonna Wise, who own property 

immediately adjacent to the proposed project. I also believe it 

is safe to say that I also represent the interests of the balance 

of the nearly 200 petition signers who oppose the Planned 

Development under consideration today. These petition signers 

include nearly 99% of the residents of SE Ramona Street within 4 

blocks either side of the Project and several parents of children 

that attend the adjacent Gibert Park Elementary School. 

I hope that you have had an opportunity to read and review the 

materials that we submitted into the record. The materials 

include the above referenced petition, an affidavit that supports 

our position that the subject site is within an area formerly used 

as an illegal dump, correspondence that relates to a factual 

misrepresentation made by the applicant in his submission 

materials regarding the fire department's approval of the site's 

circulation pattern, a lengthy memorandum from me to the Planning 

Commission outlining our objections to the proposal, photographs 

of the area showing the congestion on Ramona Street near the 

school, and other letters and materials in opposition to the 

proposal, one of which is a letter from Dick St Claire, Principal 
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of Gilbert Elementary, which expresses his concern about the 

safety risks to the students if this project goes through. It's 

kind of scary realizing that I represent the interests and 

concerns of so many people. It makes me appreciative of the 

difficult position that you Commissioners are in because you 

represent the interests of the entire County and your 

constituency. 

It is my goal this morning to assist you in your determination as 

to whether this proposal should be approved as conditioned by the 

Planning Commission, denied or modified. Our ultimate desire is 

to persuade you that the application should be denied because the 

applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate compliance with the 

required criteria under the County Plan and Code. If we cannot so 

persuade you, then we request that you remand the decision back to 

the Planning Commission for compliance with the requirement that 

conditions of approval cannot act as a substitute for findings of 

fact because we feel that the Commission, by imposing conditions 

of approval NO's 5, 6, and 7 has violated Oregon Land Use law by 

deferring a determination of compliance with a mandatory approval 

criterion based on the expectation that more detailed information 

will be developed in the future to demonstrate compliance with the 

standards. We do have a third fall back position that I will 

discuss later. 
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In summarizing our arguments that the applicant has failed to 

fulfill his burden under MCC 11.15.8230(0) of demonstrating that 

the proposed action fully accords with the applicable elements of 

the Comp Plan and other required criteria, I would like to 

concentrate on three topics, all of which begin with the letter 

"T"-~ TRAFFIC, TREES AND TOXICS. 

TRAFFIC. I have prepared this aerial photograph of the area to 

assist in locating this project in relation to the community. The 

photo shows SE Ramona Street, the Project and the school which is 

directly opposite the site. As mentioned above, nearly the entire 

community is in opposition to this project because of the concerns 

about the safety of the elementary students attending Gilbert Park 

School. Ramona is a two lane, local road without curbs or 

sidewalks. The other photographs pictorially demonstrate the 

congestion that occurs in the morning and in the afternoon as 

school commences and ends each day. The single most unifying 

concern with the neighborhood is that this project will 

dramatically increase the traffic flow on Ramona Street and 

consequently, increase the danger to the young students who must 

often dart from vehicles as they walk along the road. 

We appreciate that the County traffic engineer placed 

traffic counters along the road to measure the traffic volume. 

The report confirms that the traffic count is highest during the 

school's ingress and egress periods. But, we feel that the 

traffic engineer's analysis is deficient because it simply relies 

upon a national traffic average for a determination of the safety 
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factor. There is no compensation or adjustment for the narrowness 

of the Road, the fact there are no sidewalks, or the relative 

proximity of the School. The applicant takes comfort in the 

traffic manual's claim that Mobile home parks generate fewer trips 

per day, on the national average, than single family residences. 

But we do not share the applicant's comfort on this issue. This 

project is being touted as being nearly equivalent to a 

traditional subdivision. The applicant has stated that he expects 

his typical tenant to be over 60 years old because that is his 

typical resident in his Troutdale facility. I suggest that the 

demographics of this area are different than in Troutdale, and 

that it is more likely that the residents here will be more like 

the residents of the several existing mobile home parks in the 

area that can be seen from this photo. I would be very interested 

in finding out how many trips per day are generated by the two 

mobile home parks to the west. I think it is interesting to note 

that in 1987 when the County was reviewing the application for the 

31 Unit Park located at 129th and Ramona, the decision was made to 

limit access to the Arterial Foster Road and block off access to 

Ramona Street except for emergency vehicles because of these 

identical concerns regarding children's safety and the proximity 

to the school. I cringe to think that our exuberance towards 

urban infill comes at a sacrifice of safety. 

On a related issue, you will find in the record 

correspondence from me to the Portland Fire Department, and its 

reply. These letters relate to claims made by the applicant in 
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his materials that he had obtained conceptual approval of the 

site's circulation pattern for emergency vehicle access. As can 

be seen, the applicant, in his exuberance to get this plan 

approved, misrepresented what the Fire Department represented. As 

a result, the Planning Commission added condition No. 7 to the 

approval. But, as explained below, a condition cannot be a 

substitute for a finding. The State has established mobile home 

park circulation criteria that the Fire Department utilizes when 

it reviews an application. There is no reason that the tentative 

plan cannot be examined in light of these statewide criteria now. 

TREES. My second main topic concerns the unique natural setting 

of this site. As can be seen from the aerial photograph and other 

photos, the site is adjacent to· the abandoned Bell Rose railroad 

that has become the bike/walking path from Milwaukie to Gresham. 

The site is the location of nearly 40 adult fir trees, some of 

which I presume are Douglas Firs (we're in the David Douglas 

area) . ~ \ ., n n _ . . <l ( · ~ 
l\.i>2o I"'"- « "''\<.lil .,.,;z : "2-3 """-'<"'-~ f.-S"-7 o J - 'I (.h.<_ \Nv-<y 1Je. o-- J~ 

The applicant has made a big tadoo about maintaining as~~ 
many trees as possible. Unfortunately, we do not agree that this 

project, as tentatively approved by the Planning Commission, 

fulfills the requirement under the Planned Development Code 

Section that projects result in "superior living arrangements" and 

properly relate to natural environment in harmonious ways. 
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I was somewhat disappointed when I appeared before the 

Planning Commission and attempted to present this recent article 

in the Oregonian entitled "In Harmony with Nature". It discusses 

some recent developments in Washington County where the developer 

exceeded the bare minimum requirements and spent extra time and 

money to preserve the setting and maintain as many trees as 

possible. One planner is quoted in the article as saying that the 

developer did a "first Class job", and did things the city didn't 

require and exceeded what local and state regulations required. 

It was my belief that this typifies what Planned Developments and 

the Counties' open space policies are designed to foster. 

Unfortunately, the Planning Commission deemed the material to be 

"inappropriate, inapplicable and immaterial to the hearing". I 

hope that this body is more appreciative of the theme that I feel 

the article represents. 

In any event this issue relates to trees, open space, 

density, the unique setting of this site and the potential for 

making Parcher Park an appropriate addition to the community. 

With its access to the corridor and proximity to Powell Butte, the 

site seems ripe for potential. If the site were now in the City, 

it would be included in the Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan, 

and would be afforded close scrutiny for maintenance of as much of 

natural resource as possible. The Planned Development scheme 

allows this body the opportunity to preserve as much of the site's 

natural resources as possible. We request that you exercise your 
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right to see that the site is developed to its full potential.As 

can be seen from the tentative layout, the primary effort has been 

made to cram as many units in the site as possible. No 

accommodation has been made for access to the pathway. No 

accommodation has been made under the Planned Development Code for 

Open Spaces. The applicant touts the minimum 6 X 8 foot (48 sq. 

feet) of back yard space that each unit must landscape. That is 

an area roughly equivalent to a prison cell. Why can't the grove 

of trees to the north east of the property be saved as a Park area 

for the tenants with benches, playground equipment for the 

children, and access to the pathway. 

This locale offers a unique opportunity to create a 

livable and harmonious development that benefits the entire 

neighborhood. Our last goal, if we are unsuccessful with the 

first two, would be to request that you restrict the total number 

of permitted spaces to 20, which is the same number of units that 

would be allowad if this site were to be developed as a standard 

subdivision in the LR5 zone. Such a proposal limitation was 

offered by three of the Planning Commissioners at the December 

hearing. Unfortunately, the proposal did not obtain a majority. 

Such a size limitation would allow more trees to be preserved, 

allow open spaces, be more in harmony with the area and do much to 

allay the concerns of the neighborhood about traffic safety for 

the children. If we are unsuccessful in our first two goals, we 

hope you will entertain such a compromise. 



TOXICS. Comprehensive policies 14 and 15 attempt to direct 

development away from areas with development limitations or 

hazards except on a showing that any harm or adverse effects to 

the public have been mitigated. Although illegal dump sites a 

are not listed limitations, I believe that the fact that the 

record includes a signed and sworn affidavit from a person with 

first hand knowledge of the site's history a dump site and a 

letter from another individual with similar knowledge, there is a 

significant risk that the property's development potential is 

limited in a fashion substantially similar to those factors the 

Policy specifies. As a real estate attorney, I am very much aware 

of the potential hazards of environmental contamination. If I 

were representing a potential buyer of this property and were 

aware of the facts contained in the affidavit and other letter, I 

would recommend at a minimum that a Level II Environmental 

Assessment be performed before closing. And given that the 

contaminants include petroleum products, insecticides, herbicides 

and other toxic materials, this site should have Level III 

remdediation prior to any development. 

While Condition of Approval No. 5 attempts to address 

this issue, a condition of approval cannot substitute for a 

finding of fact. As stated by LUBA in Foland v. Jackson County, "A 

local government may not defer a determination of compliance with 

a mandatory approval criterion based on the expectation that more 

detailed information may be developed in the future to demonstrate 
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compliance with the standard." Thus this body cannot pass on to 

the Building Official the responsibility for determining whether 

this property is safe to develop. The question is not whether 

''structures" such as roads, building foundations or other 

facilities requiring a compacted base can safely be placed on this 

site, but whether the site itself is safe to develop in its 

current condition. Even if the contaminated areas were left 

fallow, the potential for migration of toxic materials to other 

developed areas would exist and the contaminated areas should be 

cleaned up or restricted from trespass. 

The applicant is aware of these environmental concerns. 

On page 6 of the transcript of the 10/7 hearing, he recounts Mark 

Hess advising him of the fact that there was a dump there at one 

time. ''Gee, will I didn't see it and Mark and I walked the 

property. So I went back out and took another look and I still 

didn't see anything that indicated that there probably an illegal 

dump ... Whether there is more fill there or whether there is the 

stuff buried that I don 1 t know about like, I can't really tell 

you. 11 This, is not a sufficient demonstration of compliance. 

Between the initial hearing in october and the continuation date 

in December, the applicant had sufficient time to have a environ­

mental engineer assess the site and submit a report. We feel that 

this alone is sufficient grounds for a denial. 
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SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO GROUNDS FOR REVERSAL OF DECISION OF PLANNING 
COMMISSION APPROVING PD 2-91 

1. The appellant claims that the proposed development does not 
accord with the applicable elements of the comprehensive plan 
including element 13, 14, 16, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 33(a), 33(c), 
37, 38, 39 and 40. 

The purpose of Policy 39, as stated on page 173 of Vol. 2 of the 
Comprehensive Plan, "is to serve as a directive to the County in 
its park and recreation planning program." The subject property 
has not been designate as a park site and was therefore not 
included by Mr. Swan in his application concerning applicable 
comprehensive plan policies.. In addition, a review of the record 
will show that Policy 39 was not discussed in the public hearings 
for PD 2-91, nor was it raised by the Planning Commission during 
their deliberations. 

Policy 40, as indicated in the last sentence on page 175 of Vol. 
2 of the Comprehensive Plan, relates to "industrial, commercial, 
community facilities and multiple family developments." The 
subject planned development is for 25 single family detached 
residences and was therefore not included by Mr. Swan in his 
application concerning applicable comprehensive plan policies. 
In addition, a review of the record will show that Policy 40 was 
not discussed in the public hearings for PD 2-91, nor was it 
raised by the Planning Commission during their deliberations. 

Section 4{1) of the Planning Commissions Decision (PCD) shows 
that each of the plan elements listed in the appellants claim, 
except element 39 and 40, were addressed in Mr. Swans application 
and were considered by the Planning Commission. Paragraph 2 of 
4(1) PCD states that "All findings of the application are not 
incorporated by this reference: changes are recommended in this 
report." However, a review of the PCD does not show any finding 
that indicates non-compliance with any of the applicable 
comprehensive.plan elements. However, there are several findings 
which support various plan policies. 

2. The appellant claims that the application fails to meet the 
applicable provisions of MCC 11.45. The proposal does require a 
lot line adjustment under MCC 11.45. This requirement has been 
recognized by the planning commission as stated in Section 4(2) 
PCD. In addition, the planning commission has attached Condition 
of Approval # 3 (reference page 4 PCD) which requires that the 
lot line adjustment for the subject property be completed prior 
to issuance of placements permits. 



,, 

3. The appellant claims that the application fails to meet the 
standards contained in MCC 11.15.6206{A){3). However, the 
Planning Commission finds in the last paragraph of Section 4{3) 
PCD "that the proposed design and amenities warrant the 
flexibility requested from the base zone, and adequately address 
the PD purposes cited above (ref. purposes finding below under 
criteria {8))." The first paragraph of criteria {8) on page 11 
PCD states "The proposal generally fulfills purposes of the 
Planned development overlay by providing affordable housing 
opportunities, an efficient use of the site, .reduce public costs 
for streets and maintenance, and preservation of significant 
natural features on the site (i.e., mature stand of Fir trees)." 

4. The appellant claims that the proposal fails to meet the 
provisions of 11.15.6206{4) in that open space is not suitable 
for purposes of the proposal. As stated in the comments portion 
of Section 4(4)of PCD "There are no explicit minimum open space 
area requirements for a Planned Development. The site 
would be held under a single ownership and the individual home 
sites would be leased. This is a common and proven means of 
accomplishing the plan and program for a mobile home park." 

5. The appellant claims that the proposal fails to meet the 
provisions of MCC 11.15.6214 in that the development proposal is 
not compatible with the natural environment, the plan is not 
designed to provide freedom from hazards or to offer appropriate 
opportunities for privacy, and the circulation patterns for the 
proposal are inadequate to serve the public and safety of the 
public. 

As stated in the second paragraph of Section 4{5) of PCD "The 
applicant provided a map of trees proposed for removal at the 
December 2, 1991 hearing. The map identified 39-trees on the 
property. The map and table compared the number of trees saved 
with the proposed plan versus that saved with the conventional 
LR-5 subdivision of the site. The PD plan saved 19 trees 
compared to only 13 saved with a conventional LR-5 subdivision." 
This information indicates how the proposal will be compatible 
with the natural environment when compared to a conventional 
development. 

The proposal is for a planned unit development with 25 
manufactured units. Section 3 of PCD states "The October 7, 1991 
Staff Report details applicable Zoning Code provisions. These 
are incorporated by reference." Paragraph 2A of the October 7 
Staff Report states "The zoning ordinance definitions section 
{MCC .0010) includes "Manufactured Homes" in the definition of 
"Mobile Homes." Based on the definition for Mobile Home Parks 
listed in Paragraph 2B of the Staff Report, this proposal is a 
mobile home park and as such must meet the requirements MCC.7715 
for setbacks and fencing requirements. The manufactured homes 
will be placed on each site in conformance with these 
requirements as ensured by the design review established as part 
of Condition of Approval# 1 (Reference page 4 of PCD). 



As stated in the third paragraph of Section 4(5) PCD "Adjacent 
properties are largely developed with single family dwellings, 
particularly to the west and south of the site." The next to 
last sentence in the same paragraph states the planning 
commissions finding as follows: 

"The proposed site layout displays a generally 
compatible design with neighboring road systems, 
buildings and uses." 

6. The appellant claims that the proposal fails to meet the 
provisions of MCC 11.15.6216 regarding open space. However, as 
stated in the second paragraph of Section 4(7) PCD regarding the 
development standards of MCC 11.15.6216, "The proposed home sites 
would have between 4400 to 5900 square feet, and (if the 40% 
maximum space coverage is maintained} approximately 2000 to 3000 
square feet of "open space" on each site. The Commission finds 
this adequately protects significant trees on the site and 
achieves the purposes of the Planned Development overlay on this 
site." 

7. The appellant claims that the proposal fails to satisfy the 
density computation requirements for residential developments 
contained in MCC 11.15.6218. 

Density computations for the proposed PD are listed in the third 
paragraph of Section 4(7) of PCD as follows: 

"LR-5 provisions specify a 5,000 square feet minimum 
lot size for a single family house. The total site is 
138,326 square feet. The Planned Development 
provisions therefore allow a total of 28 units. 
(138,326 divided by 5000 = 27.67 units). The 
application proposes 25-units." 

This density calculation follows exactly the requirements of MCC 
11.15.6218 (A) which states "Divide the total area by the minimum 
lot area per dwelling unit required by the underlying district or 
districts in which the Planned Development is located." 

8. The appellant claims that the development fails to meet the. 
purposes criteria stated in MCC 11.15.6200 since the proposal 
does not result in superior living or development arrangements 
and the development does not adequately relate to the natural 
environment. The Planning Commission comments to MCC 11.15.6200 
are listed in the first paragraph of Section 4(8) PCD as 
follows: 

"The proposal generally fulfills purposes of the 
~lanned development overlay by providing affordable 
housing opportunities, an efficient use of the site, 
reduced public costs for streets and maintenance, and 
preservation of significant natural features on the 
site (i.e., mature stand of Fir trees)." 
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Additional rebuttal to this claim regarding relationship of the 
proposal to the environment is listed in Paragraph 5 above. 

9. The appellant claims the proposal fails to satisfy the 
provisions of 11.15.6206 (A) (9) since the approval applies 
conditions of approval which are substitutes for necessary 
findings. 

MCC 11.15.6206 (A) {9) is a crieria for approval. MCC 11.15.6208 
entitled "Modifications and Conditions", states "In granting 
preliminary approval or final approval, the Planning Commission 
of the Planning .Director may require such modification of the 
Plan and Program, or attach such conditions of approval, as 
necessary to satisfy the policies, purposes or standards of the 
Comprehensive Plan or this Chapter." The Planning Commission 
has approved PD 2-91 with the 7 conditions listed on page 4 of 
the PCD. The reasons for imposing the Conditions of Approval are 
listed in Section 4{9) PCD. The Planning Commission has also 
made findings regarding the Planned Development criteria listed 
in MCC 11.15.6206. These findings are listed on pages 6 through 
11 of PCD. 

10. The appellant claims that the proposed development fails to 
satisfy the provisions of MCC 11.15.7710. However, because of 
the LR-5 Zoning of property and the fact that this is a Planned 
Development, the approval criteria of MCC 11.15.7710 do not apply 
to this application. This statment is confirmed in Paragraph 2c, 
page 5 of the October 7 Staff Report, which states: 

"The property is zoned LR-5 (Urban Low Density 
Residential). Mobil Home Parks are conditionally 
allowed under the Planned Development provisions (Ref. 
MCC 11.15.2630(D)). The Zoning Code specifies approval 
criteria for planned development proposals in MCC 
.6206:" 

MCC 11.15.6206 entitled Criteria for Approval, has 9criteria. 
Section 4 Subparagraphs {1) through {9) on pages 6 through 11 
PCD, provides findings for each of the criteria listed in MCC 
.6206. 

In conclusion, the Planning Commissions Decision on PD 2-91 was 
for approval with 7 conditions. The Decision was based on a 
review of the applicable comprehensive plan policies and the 
applicable ordinances as described in the Staff Reports Dated 
October 7, 1991 and December 2, 1991. In addition, the Planning 
Commission held two public hearings on the proposal and held 
deliberations among the Commissioners on October 7 and December 
2, 1991. The findings supporting the decision are listed in the 
Planning Commission Decision dated December 2, 1991. The 
appellant has not presented information which shows that the 
Planning Commission Decision was in error and I urge you to 
uphold the Planning Commissions Approval of PO 2-91. 

\ 
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Chairman: 

A PORTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
OF DECEMBER 2 1 1991 

PD 2-91 

The next item on the agenda, line 2 is PD2-91, this is a 
deliberation and decision of an application which had a public 
hearing on October 7th. That hearing was continued for written 
comment until November 1, 1991 at which point all public input was 
closed on that and then the Planning Commission has given packages 
of that written material on November. 

Okay, just to refresh who was at the October 7 hearing. Do you 
have attendance for the October 7 hearing. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to remind you that there is actually a ten 
minute rebuttal period that is available to the applicant and 
opponents for this evening. 

Chairman: 
A ten minute oral rebuttal? 

I 

That is correct. 

Chairman: 
Okay, the attendance at the October 7th meeting was Leonard, 
Alsofi, Engle, Atwell, Douglas, Fritz, Hunt. Fry and Eune not 
present. Eune has said that he hasn't read the material in part. 
Fry has also not ---. To clarify the procedures, the written 
testimony was closed but there is an opportunity for oral rebuttal 
ten minutes to each side which we will take available immediately 
following the Staff Report on this request. 

Yes, my name is Mark Hess with the Planning Staff and as you have 
already stated, this is a continuation of a matter that you first 
heard on October 7. File No. PD2-91. We have provided a 
supplemental Staff Report to you which modifies our earlier 
recommendation to and attempted to answer some of the issues and 
questions that were raised at the previous hearing. The background 
again was the first hearing was held on October 7th and several 
issues came up at that hearing and I have summarized these for you 
on page 5 of the revised Staff Report. They were in my list here, 
impacts on traffic volumes and pedestrian safety on Ramona St. 
Past filling andjor dumping activities on the side and its effects 
on the houses on the property, the· residential density of the 
proposal, site coverage increase request from 40% to 50% of each 
house space and the issue of preservation of mature trees on the 
site. 



We've recommended one of two things: you can either approve or 
deny. We are recommending approval with conditions, but we wanted 
to point out right up front in our recommendation that we were 
having some difficulty with one particular criteria. That criteria 
is on page 11 and it is the proposed plan development satisfy the 
purposes of the plan development sub-district and as you go through 
the purposes of the plan development sub-district, one of the 
findings that we felt that you would need to make to approve the 
PD, was that this proposal provides superior living or development 
arrangements and adequately relates the development to the natural 
environment. This was the tough call for us, as to whether the 
proposal as conditioned adequately addressed that standard. So, we 
wanted to point that out for your own deliberation. 

The approval recommendation that we have made includes six 
conditions. Those are identified on page four of the Staff Report 
(supplemental) and the criteria are also contained in the Staff 
Report. I won't to through them verbally but the Staff Report it 
is available at the table at the back of the room if people don't 
already have it. And with that, I will open up for questions. 

Questions for Staff: 

I noticed in here, you say the project could be reduced to 21 or 22 
spaces provided greater preparation. And the number of trees could 
potentially be saved. Do you have any number of trees, or are you 
saying that you would definitely save the trees by doing this? 

Mark: 
It would require a redesign to arrive at that number. I am glad 
you asked that question because it reminds me of an Exhibit B that 
I reference in the text but I haven't given to you. Hold on. I 
have referenced in the text in a couple of spots and that exhibit 
is indicating for you the trees identified on the site, the 
applicant provided a map of the trees on the site on October 7th, 
that you did not see at the prior hearing and the trees that are 
identified as a solid black circle are the trees that would be 
saved under the applicant's proposal. The trees that are open 
circle with a X marked through it are the ones that would be 
removed, and then the trees that are a smaller black circle with 
the ring around them and a question mark on the side are the trees 
that may be removed under the applicant's proposal. The statement 
that you were referring to George, was the one where we said if you 
reduced the number of homes or maintained the 40% lot coverage or 
dedicate open space, that you can save more trees. We haven • t done 
a redesign to come up with new numbers. We are just making that 
correlation that if you have less homes the potential of tree loss 
is less as well. This does give you some idea of where the trees 
are clustered on the site in relation to the proposed improvements. 

Commissioner Alsofi: 
I have a question, are you saying too, that there would be a whole 
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new design in having fewer homes wouldn't necessarily just mean 
redividing it up with fewer numbers, I mean like you could dedicate 
an open area where the trees are. 

Hess: 
That is certainly an option that you could require the developer to 
explore. Clearly if you set a different number cap on it than what 
he is proposing, 22 is the number that we had suggested in the 
Staff Report. It would dictate a new site layout and the space 
lines would be varied and it may be possible; it seemed easy, one 
minor change for example would be to shift the road slightly, the 
center road running north/south through the site, shift it slightly 
to the west and avoid six trees on that corner lot right at that T 
intersection on the southeast corner. 

Alsofi: 
I thought we had some comment or concern about the diameter of the 
street, and if there was adequate turning radius for fire trucks 
and also whether the lot sizes were including those streets and 
their dimensions. It seems to me they were. 

Mark: 
Yes, and I have identified that in the Staff Report, it does appear 
that they are including the area where the sidewalk would be 
adjacent to that 32 foot private street in the lot area 
requirement. It is not including the private street itself but it 
is including a sidewalk area. 

Mark, that is appropriate for a PO 

Mark: 
In terms of ... so you are talking about the public street right-of­
way that. I'm confused on the questions. 

Alsofi: 
I wanted to know if that would still be the way it would be done 
even if you had a fewer number, that is what I am trying to find 
out, whether that was an appropriate thing or not. 

Mark: 
To include the sidewalk area in the calculation of the mobile home 
space. You could specify it either way. There is no hard standard 
regarding that question. 

Commissioner Hunt: 
If this manufactured home development was to meet the LR5 zone 
requirement, in other words if it was a regular house of single 
family dwelling, how many houses could they put on this property? 

Mark: 
On Exhibit A, identifies what we felt was a fairly typical LR5 land 
division split and it comes up with using a public street going 
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into the site, and then a culda sack on the west end and running to 
a stub street running on the east end to serve some developable 
land to the east. It comes up with 20 lots that would meet the LR5 
5,000 square foot standards. It is possible, but unlikely I think 
that you could squeeze a 21st one out of there, but roughly 20 I 
think is what you are talking about under LR5. 

Chairman: 
Further questions for staff? 

we' 11 move ahead with the rebuttal period scheduled allowing a 
maximum of ten minutes to each side. I have a timer that I have 
preset for ten minutes and there will be a little beep that will go 
off when we get to ten minutes. We will begin with the applicant's 
rebuttal. 

Charlie Swan, 11822 SE 36th, Milwaukie, Oregon. I would like to 
say that myself and my staff will do our level best to rebut 48 
minutes of testimony in ten minutes. We will do the best we can 
okay? 

Thank you for permitting me to resume where we left off from our 
first meeting. For your information, my plan to complete our 
portion of the extended hearings will be as follows: 

I would like to rebut previous 48 minutes of opposition testimony. 
I would like to have Mr. Bill Ringnalda, Consulting Engineer and 
Land Surveyor will describe · how the trees on the proposed 
development were located on the map and how we arrived at the 
design we submitted. Mr. Don Crawder, Architect will speak -­
designation, including the lot size and preservation of as many 
trees as possible. Honest engine, we made a real effort to save 
trees. I will make every attempt to brief. However, I feel it as 
incumbent upon me to clearly rebut incorrect assumptions previously 
stated. I will concede that the bulk of these statements were made 
from a position of not understanding what the developer must do to 
have a project approved and not understand what the course of the 
Planning Commission is. I must however apologize for not making 
crystal clear at the first meeting the lengthy process Mr. 
Ringnalda and I went through, making every reasonable effort to 
save as many trees as possible. I intend to correct my poor 
communications. 

We all recognize the standards and criteria for development 
outlined in the Community Development Code, represent the 
collective opinion of the citizens of Multnomah County, which were 
carefully developed, after many numerous public hearings and 
meetings. These rules and regulations were designed to prevent an 
over zealous developer from raping the land and conversely the same 
regulations are designed to prevent over zealous opponents from 
barring reasonable permitted and orderly development. Orderly land 
use is in the best interest of all citizens. 
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I would like to skip on now and say, as far as the revised Staff 
Report, I can concur that items 2, 3, 5 & 6 in their entirety; I 
have some problems with 1 and 4. I shall return to these precise 
issues after my rebuttal to the opposition. 

I would like to paraphrase 48 minutes of opposition testimony. 
Many people express concern for heavy traffic. I felt like the 
traffic was probably satisfactory. I reference Mr. John Dorse 
memorandum dated November 21, 1991 that indicates the traffic level 
is at the A-B level at this time and would be after the development 
is completed. 

I would like to also notice that Mr. Dorse indicated that the 
number of trips generated by manufactured housing development is 
only 4.8 per house as compared to 10 for single family house. So 
if there were 20 single family houses there, that is 200 trips a 
day. If there are 25 manufactured houses there, there is only 120 
trips a day. So, speaking in so far as traffic is concerned, this 
is the best type of development for the area. 

Next, many expressed concerns about illegal fill and dumping. This 
issue is addressed in Staff Conditions of Approval, #5. I concur 
easily with the staff recommendation. 

Next, many expressed concerns about on-site storm water drainage. 
This issue is addressed in Staff Conditions of Approval, #6. :r. 
concur with the staff in total. 

Next, many people addressed concerns about saving as many trees as 
possible. This issue is addressed in condition approval #1. I 
concur with staff in principal only. I plan to clearly demonstrate 
our plan will in fact save many more trees than will the standard 
LR5 development. Please be reminded that in a standard LR5 
development, there is no assurance that any trees will be saved. 
I can agree with staff recommendations on approval #1, except in 
for limiting the number of housing units. Limiting the development 
to 20 units is not reasonable. 22 units would further confuse 
existing Multnomah County permitted density regulations which are 
as follows: 

The Hess Plan, Staff Plan under that plan straight LR5, there 
would be 20 units permitted. 

Units permitted under a maximum LR5 density, I believe that 
we can get 22 lots out of that site. Mr. Hess thought 20, I 
worked it over, I think 22. We could argue about that for 
quite a while. 

Units permitted under the PD designation, which is what we 
have asked for is 28. We should be able to have 28 units 
under the PD designation. 
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Units permitted under Multnomah County Mobile 
regulations, we could put 38 mobile homes on there. 

Home 

I am asking for 25 because it is the ideal size lot. They are all 
55 by 80 or bigger, and for the product we are putting in there, it 
is perfect. Our 25 unit development is well thought out, carefully 
planned and designed to create the best living environment possible 
for this type of housing. And we are experienced and not just 
making some noise. 

Moving on to lot coverage. I could agree with the staff conditions 
for approval #4 except in for the 40% lot coverage. I feel that 
50% is reasonable. Limiting lot coverage to 40% or less would 
limit the perspective home owner to a choice of a smaller product 
only. It seems unreasonable to me that the proposed home owner, 
who is typically a 62 year old couple, would not be permitted to 
choose a home that is the industry standard because it exceeds an 
arbitrary 40% lot coverage. Additionally, experience tells us that 
50% coverage of existing 5, 000 square foot lots, seems to work 
okay. It would logically follow the 50% coverage on smaller lots 
as reasonable as would smaller lots produce smaller buildings. The 
relationship is consistent. And I would like to have Mr. Ringnalda 
and explain how we placed the trees on the map and I think he will 
tell you that there was a mistake in the location of one tree. 
Mr. Ringnalda. 

Mr. Ringnalda: 
Bill Ringnalda, 879 Cottage NE, Salem, OR - Consulting Engineer and 
Land Surveyor. We did locate all of the trees on the property and 
the map that Mr. Hess had. Unfortunately had one error. I have 
with me an overhead which shows the trees and shows lots. What we 
did of course for design process, we start out with the minimum 
size lot and we start out with the number permitted and we work 
from there. We work with the trees, we spent some time out there 
with the electronic equipment locating all of the trees with 
respect to lines, and we finally came up with 25 spaces, not 28. 
We also look at the overall soil situation and the soil survey of 
Multnomah County indicates that it's Multnomah soils and you find 
that on Plate 27, if you want to look at the maps and you find that 
we are dealing with soils that have a high percolation rate; soils 
that you can't build dikes out of because the water runs through 
them and things of this sort, and that the water table is in excess 
of 60 inches for the high water table. And that is in rebuttal to 
something that we heard earlier in testimony. 

As far as discovering a fill site, I was surprised at the last 
hearing when people were testifying that we had a fill site there 
when we have these trees with the root crowns and these are 30 inch 
trees with the root crowns showing. If there had been 4 or 5 feet 
of toxic fill, it would be covered over. I want to give Don enough 
time because he is going to talk about the actual tree situation. 

6 



Chairman: 
Okay, I'll stop the clock while you are handing those out. There 
is a minute and 34 seconds remaining. 

(Other voice) 
In the interest of time, I am handing these out rather than doing 
an overhead, so if you will wait for a moment while you get your 
handouts, I would appreciate it. 

What I have done, just to save you time is to answer Mr. Douglas's 
question about the number of trees could be saved. I've taken Mr. 
Hess's --- LRS subdivision and put it all a trees as we have 
located them on the site. There are the same 39 trees on that 
piece of property as there are on the handout that Bill gave you a 
few minutes ago. The second sheet I gave you is a tabulation by 
lot of all the trees that in my experience I feel could reasonably 
be saved. What you will notice is that on the 20 lots, that LRS, 
you can save, you could save 14 trees with 20 lots. With the 25 
lots in the PD that we are proposing, we can save 19 trees. The 
other thing I would like to point out is the bottom of this sheet, 
you will notice that in the PD your design review will guarantee 
the number of trees that you can save by reviewing the exact 
placement of each unit. You do not have that same guarantee in a 
conventional subdivision. 

Chairman: 
Nineteen seconds to go. Any questions. Thank you, the tree 
surveys are very useful information. Thank you for providing that. 
We'll now look forward to ten minutes for anyone in opposition to 
provide rebuttal. Does the opposition group have a designated 
speaker for the rebuttal. 

Yes sir, and there is going to be two of us. I am going to take 
about five minutes. But first before we start to talk, I would 
like to hand out some materials. 

Good evening, my name is Greg Ludke, I am an attorney and I am 
representing Mr. Don Ryan, who is in opposition to this proposal. 
What I have had distributed to you is a photocopy of some recent 
correspondence I've received from the City of Portland Fire 
Department that goes to the heart of what I think has been a 
serious misrepresentation to this commission from the applicant. 
And I would like to explain to you what has happened. 

On the top of is the cover transmittal sheet, underneath is the 
copy of the letter from Mr. Lynn Davis, Fire Marshall and Jim swigg 
a Senior Engineer. The source of this letter, at the bottom of the 
packet is a copy of a letter that I sent to Rich Butcher of the 
Fire Department in which I brought to his attention, 
representations that have been made by the applicant to this board 
in this materials and asked for him·to set the record straight. 
Underneath then are the copies of those materials and I will just 
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briefly review those. 

The first submittal for Mr. swan is a notation dated 7/05/91, to 
Rich Butcher of the Portland Fire Department where they discuss the 
location of the fire hydrants and the construction of the road. 
Underneath that is a copy of a memo that Mr. Swan sent to Marquess, 
the Planner. It appears to be dated July 30th, confirming a 
conversation he had with Mark. In that under Item 1, he says, 
"Rich Butcher, Fire Inspector - City of Portland has accepted the 
design as submitted concerning fire apparatus, traffic flow and 
equipment movement. " Underneath that then are pages from the 
actual material submitted by the applicant. On page 14, is 
addressing the issues on policy of 38 facilities. In that he makes 
a statement under Item c, under the response, "the appropriate fire 
district has had an opportunity to review and comment on the 
proposal", the applicant says yes. Rich Butcher of the Portland 
Fire Prevention Division has approved the project of concept~ 

Underneath that is further materials from the materials where on 
page 4, where he says, "Rich Butcher, Fire Inspector, verbally 
approved circulation as shown and the tentative plan •.. ", and so 
forth. Then getting back to what I brought to his attention, you 
have from Mr. Butcher's boss at the fire department, a response to 
my letter in which he says basically, "Mr. Butcher provided 
guidelines for water supply and hydrant placement and noted that 
the fire apparatus access would have to be reviewed by the plan's 
examiners." He says in here "None of our plan examiners including 
individuals responsible for reviewing circulation including Mr. P--

' reviewed, or have been requested to review Mr. swan 1 s 
proposal as it relates to circulation. We have not approved the 
project and concept." My concern over this is not so much whether 
Mr. Swan did or did not obtain the fire circulation pattern but: 

1) I believe his credibility is significantly challenged on every 
representation he has made to the Planning Commission on the 
staff as far as the findings and research. 

As I understand from Mark Hess, the applicant will need to go 
through Design Review, and ultimately the fire circulation 
pattern will need to be approved. That is not the issue. The 
issue is as whether a misrepresentation was made to the 
materials and whether that goes to the heart of the 

_____ -~ credibility and whether this board can accurately find that he 
---has --r:n gooa-fa-tth~responded-, -bas-ica-1-1-y-tak-ing--into _question _ 

all of his representations to you and quote things like 
"honest engine" and the whole concern about the trees and 
everything like that. 

2) I have a difficulty with the application. Obviously the 
misrepresentation of the Emergency Vehicle Access Plan. We 
were requested to dial up the ~pplication since the plan will 
not result in superior living or developing arrangement and 
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does not adequately relate to the natural environment. 

I have included in the other materials a photocopy of a recent 
article from the Oregonian, "Designed In Harmony With Nature". 
In that there is a quote on the header, "Anywhere we could 
save existing trees, we did." I believe that if you go 
through this article and see what this developer did, this is 
really what Mr. Swan would have to do to meet the requirements 
to show a superior arrangement. And I don't believe the facts 
in this warrant this kind of consideration and therefore I 
request that you deny the request. 

Specific reasons under the code for plan development and your 
hearings process: There has been an inadequate demonstration. He 
has the burden of proof to persuade this board that he has met all 
of the criteria. You need to show a public need and that it is in 
the public interest and I believe that if you review the materials 
that all of the neighbors and concerned citizens have submitted, 
you will see that several, there is just an overwhelming amount of 
concern for the adequacy and safety of not only the children along 
this road, but for the trees themselves. 

I don't believe Mr. Dorse's analysis of the traffic is adequate. 
I fail to see any adjustment rates, for the fact that the road has 
no sidewalks or any really concern at all about the children and 
the school is almost directly opposite this plan. I mean, that is 
the real issue. It is not so much how much traffic is along Ramona 
Street, it is really whether it can withstand any further impact at 
this specific location and whether this really addresses the public 
need. 

And the other issues would be the over impact of already existing 
mobile home parks for this area and whether, per the code, whether 
this plan is suitable for the property as compared with other 
available property in the other area. And I submit that there 
other more appropriate property for another mobile home park. 

I would now like to defer my time to Mr. Chuck Weiss and he will 
finish off. 

Chairman: 
Okay, I will stop the clock there. 
seconds remaining. 

There are 3 minutes and 36 

My name is Chuck Weiss, my address is 13129 SE Ramona. What I 
don't understand here is this basic thing that is gonna go in here, 
or try and go in here. We are talking about 25 units and then the 
staff recommendation says maybe 22 units. They're comparing it 
with stick frame homes, where all the trees are going to come out. 
We are not here about stick frame homes. That property was for 
sale for two years and nobody bought any of the lots to develop it. 
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People out there want large lots. I tried to emphasize this 
before. I don't think we should be comparing the stick frame 
homes. We want it the way that it is, or to be developed on its 
own. We really feel, and I am speaking for the neighbors, and I 
have talked to almost every one of them that face Ramona, is not 
the deal of stick frame homes. It has nothing to do with this. 
This development goes in, the more homes, mobile homes and 
manufactured homes that go in there; the more that are put in 
there, the less our living environment in that neighborhood is 
going to stay the same way as it is. The more homes that go in, 
the more trees that will come out. I realize that the developer 
has the' right to develop, if he gets the okay on this. But I, the 
opinions here seem to straying away from the fact of us residents 
that live in that neighborhood. We deserve to have it very livable 
the way it is. Everybody along there does not want what is 
happening and it seems like the concern here for the children 
walking along the street (we brought this up before) has hardly 
been mentioned by the developer here. 

You can take all the road counts in the world, it has nothing to do 
with those kids that have to walk down this street from school. 
Road count or no road count, just because it isn't to the maximum 
amount of some traffic safety bureau across the u.s., it has 
nothing to do with it. 

I thing we are looking past too many things here. It is the whole 
problem is the area. If you could look on page two of this revised 
Staff Report and you look at, there is a very large lot on Ramona 
Street towards the one end. Can you that it dwarfs the other lots 
the size of it. Hope everybody can see that. That is a 150 by 150 
foot lot. That is probably the average lot size of our whole 
neighborhood. Now compare and look at all these mobile homes that 
are to be put in there. I don't have anymore words to say than 
that. That just shows you, this is what the neighborhood is about, 
is the lot sizes this size. So, I think the very maximum the 
developer should build, if this is passed would be not to go any 
further than the amount of homes that would be put in under LR5 
stick frame homes, if I am making any sense here. 

Chairman: 
Yes, we understand. 

Weiss: 
I just wanted to make that clear. And the child, the kids have to 
walk down the streets. Their safety is so important and the 
traffic safety count, that has nothing to do with the safety .of the 
children. So, I tried to make it short and sweet. So if you have 
any questions. 

Chairman: 
39 seconds remaining, any questions for Mr. Weiss. 
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Yes, the applicant has said that the mobile home park wouldn't 
create as many trips by automobile, which is where the danger lies 
within the children's passage. As what 20 of the home sites would 
be. In other words, homes have more cars. 

Weiss: 
Yes. 

In that theory it seems like the mobile home would be a safer 
environment for the children than what the other would. 

Weiss: 
In that theory, and that theory only sir. I can't express the 
neighborhood - this property was for sale in LR5 home sites, in 
other words stick frame homes. For two years, nobody bought one of 
the home sites. None of them were sold. You have to live in this 
neighborhood. If people in that two year time have not, if not one 
of those lots was bought or a developer did not come in, they're 
not going to be developed in that small of a lot. I don't see 
where that is the ... I understand the point. All of his homes will 
make less traffic than if you do shove 20 homes in there. I am 
saying 20 homes will never be put in there. It won't happen in 
that neighborhood. It was for sale for two years in stick frame 
homes and nobody bought one of those lots. 

Chairman: 
Okay, Mr. Engle 

Mr. Engle: 
Maybe you could refresh my memory real quick. As I recall on SE 
Ramona, were there sidewalks on both sides of the streets? 

Weiss: 
There are no sidewalks at all. 

Mr. Engle: 
So that is part of the potential conflict. 

Weiss: 
As far as child safety, yes it is, yes. 

Chairman: 
Okay, does the commission have any further questions? 
Thank you Mr. Weiss. Okay that closes the public testimony and 
rebuttal portion of this hearing. Have a discussion deliberation 
from the commission. 

Mr. Chairman, question. The last handout, not Exhibit A, but the 
last handout from Mr. Ringnalda showed an actual increase in the 
number of trees of 6 inches in diameter or larger. They could be 
saved. Particularly with redesign or replacement of manufactured 
housing unit on Lot 3. Does this then become part of the 
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application before us, what was handed to us today. 

Chairman: 
Yes. 

So, if we were to act, it would be for with the least this 
understanding. Mark, have you seen this. 

Mark: 
Is this the tree survey that you are talking about? 

Yes. 

{Other voice) 
Both the tree survey and new design. Particularly looking at Lot 3, 
that corner lot and how it looks like five more trees are being 
preserved. That then becomes part of this application. 

Mr. Chairman: 
Question of the staff. 

{Other voice) 
My question was related to that. The normal process is applicant 
opposed rebuttal and then I know we had some new information. 
Then the opposition got to speak to that new information and I feel 
that I should be able to speak to what they just spoke to. 

Mr. Chairman: 
Yes, I think you raised a good point there. There was new 
information submitted under the rebuttal from the opposition. 
The information relating to the Fire Bureau. It is information we 
didn't have. 

{Other voice) 
It is rebuttal to Mr. Swan's statements before about the fire 
department. 

{Other voice) 
That is not new information. 

Mr. Chairman: 
Let us clarify what Commissioner Alsofi is referring to. Okay, we 
should get these conversations on to the tape here. The question 
is raised that there is new information that should afford the 
applicant opportunity for additional rebuttal. 

Commissioner Alsofi: 
I think that what it is, is rebuttal of some information previously 
submitted by the applicant and as far as the fire department, the 
Oregonian article could be considered new evidence. I mean, it 
seems a little extraneous. I don't think any of us are going to be 
changing our opinion. 
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Mr. Chairman: 
In the spirit of our proceedings, we could reject receiving the 
Oregonian article as being extraneous and immaterial. 

Alsofi: 
I just don't see how the other is new evidence. 

Mr. Chairman: 
The correspondence with the Fire Marshall's Office is ••• 

(Other voice) 
It is our rule reject evidence, once you have already accepted it? 

Mr. Chairman: 
We have the opportunity to look at the submission and deem that it 
is irrelevant and immaterial or inappropriate. 

Mr. Chairman, just a question. Would Fire District 10 have to sign 
off on this regardless of what we do .•• 

Mr. Chairman: 
Prior to building permits. 

(Other voice) 
That is correct. They would be required to review the Designer 
View Plan. 

(Other voice) 
The only issue before us, is the credibility of Mr. Swan. 

Mr. Chairman: 
And in terms of the material case before us, if the Fire Marshall's 
review to request that a redesign of the street provide adequate 
access for fire vehicles, that could alter the design and modify 
the number of trees that would be removed. So we are caught 
between a proposal that is submitted that shows a fairly good 
number of trees could be saved, but there is no confirmation of 
that design being accepted for Fire Marshall. So to deal with that 
uncertainty, the commission might consider approving the specific 
design approval or proposal that was submitted with the specific 
trees to be saved and no other. And if that doesn't work for the 
Fire Marshall, it is come back and take another look at it with the 
Planning Commissioner. 

Hunt: 
Staying with the applicant's proposal, that also staying in the 
frame of an LR5 zone where there would only be 20 lots, I have a 
proposal to the commission. And if you will take your map, third 
page of the Staff Report, eliminate Lots 3, 5, 8, 9 and 10. If you 
eliminate those lots, you would save your cluster of trees in that 
area. You could have access to lots 6 and 7 through Lot 5 and 
still save the trees. You would meet your LR5 zoning requirement 
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as far as the amount of lots that would be allowed. You would 
cluster your homes. I don't think you would have a fire marshall 
problem because this basic design has been discussed already. You 
would be just eliminating the lots where most of the trees existed. 
I like the idea. 

Alsofi: 
Well, one of the problems is the relationship of the size of the 
unit to the lot size. Just by excising certain lots we haven't ••• 

Hunt: 
You are creating an open space area which your giving up the size 
of the lot for the open space, which is, even staff mentions that 
you can do that in here in the report on page •.• Maybe staff would 
like to make a comment. 

(Other voice) 
I guess my comment is that you don't need to get to that level of 
specificity because condition number one, indicates that design 
review can modify the layout to save trees. If you want to call 
out an open space to save a specific cluster or if you want to 
increase the number of lots for the same purpose, I think that is 
all that you really need to do. And then as a part of design 
review, rather than say eliminate lot number whatever, that is my 
comment. 

Hunt: 
But I am just saying, that was an idea as far as, it can be done. 

(Other voice) 
Certainly you have that discretion, yes. 

Hunt: 
And keep an open space. Save the trees and keep in our LR5 zoning 
as far as .... 

Mr. Chairman: 
Further discussion. 

Douglas: 
Yea, I think the applicant has demonstrated here a very good lot 
size as far as manufactured homes are concerned. In the fact that 
38 could be put in here and he is willing to go down to 25. At 
least that is a step in the right direction. I really believe that 
the Fire Marshall is the one to say whether this should be reduced 
or changed. 

Mr. Chairman: 
I have a question for staff. Mark, could you clarify how 38 lots 
might be placed here as a mobile home park, is that an allowed use 
in the LR5 zoning? 
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Mark: 
No it is not. I am not sure what he is referring to. He might be 
referring to mobile home park standards in MR3 or MR4 perhaps, 
which do allow smaller mobile home park space sizes, like 3200 to 
3500 square feet. I am not sure where the 38 comes from. 28 is 
the number that we identified in the Staff Report as the allowable 
units under the.PD provision of the LR5 district. 

Mr. Fritz: 
Under more discussion. The applicant's request that have basically 
waiving the 40% maximum space coverage, I am just wondering and I 
guess I am not compelled to do that and it would seem that it would 
give the applicant some choices, either to go to other smaller 
units which may not, is obviously what the applicant wants to do or 
go to a fewer number of lots and bring in the manufactured housing, 
that would meet a certain market demand in this size. I think by 
setting a ceiling, and I am not compelled to go to the 22 at all. 
I am actually, I actually believe that there was a justification 
for the original condition of 25 but if you keep the current code 
standard of 40% maximum coverage, that is going to probably knock 
this down. I think the economics will just bring down the number 
of units. I am much more comfortable with this most recent map 
showing what trees would be saved. I would love to save that other 
stand, but I think there is an argument to be made there. That 
under a development, for example under Exhibit A, that most of 
those trees could go. I think the arguments in the original Staff 
Report, I am sorry the conclusions in the original Staff Report was 
that the PD as condition the, well, in the original Staff Report 
then change from this one, the proposed PD overlay affords greater 
protection of the significant stand of fur trees on the property 
than does allowing the development with the current zoning. 

(Other voice) 
Other development in the current zoning isn't being proposed. It 
may not ever be. 

(Other voice) 
Or it may be proposed next month. I don't know how to save all 
these trees. I would love to stay with a couple more stands, and 
I don't know if it can be done. I am much more comfortable with 
the map submitted tonight; the tentative plan of Parcher Place than 
I was with the original map. 

Chairman: 
I would agree with that conclusion, that the tree plan superimposed 
on the layout that was submitted this evening appears to allow 
preserving 19 trees which was more that was shown on the map we got 
the application. Superimposing those same trees on Exhibit A 
appears to lead to the removal of more trees than in the 25 lot 
mobile home park proposal. However, the fact that the Fire 
Marshall apparently has not reviewed' and commented on the access 
provisions, and having seen what the Fire Marshall requests in 

15 



--------------------------------- ------

other developments provide for adequate fire access, it appears 
that there is at least good likelihood that the lot layout would 
have to be reconfigured to provide fire access and could lead to 
the loss of more trees. We are faced with uncertainty it appears. 
I would be reluctant to impose an approval with removing only 
certain lots in certain positions and not allowing the applicant 
the freedom to redesign the best fit needs for the Fire Marshall 
and saving trees. 

Mr. Chairman, can I gear that forward? 

Chairman: 
Yes, please do. 

Would you.suggest then, that there would be a condition additional, 
that should Fire District 10 require any reconfiguration of the 
street layouts from the tentative plan resubmitted to us tonight, 
that the whole matter must come back before this ---? Is that what 
you are indicating? I tend to support that. 

Chairman: 
That addresses many of the concerns raised. The neighborhood 
raised some very heartfelt concerns about the character of the 
neighborhood and traffic. I think the evidence submitted from the 
county traffic engineer as far as expected trip generations, the 
mobile home park would generate less traffic on the street than a 
conventional single family 20 lot residential development. It 
appears that the mobile home park would also allow for preserving 
more of the trees which at least in part creates some character of 
the area. The preserve of the trees would help maintain character. 

(Other voice) 
Could you sum that up please? 

Chairman: 
I think Commissioner Fritz is trying to put together a proposed 
motion. 

Commissioner ?: 
I am concerned that we entertained new evidence by looking at the 
letters from, that refer to the fire district. That we allowed in 
rebuttal, I believe. I am not county council so I am not 
absolutely sure. 

(Other voice) 
We ------- a rebuttal. And it was appropriate for a rebuttal, but 
I am not convinced it was a new topic. 

Commissioner ?: 
We have a letter from the Fire District, it is new evidence. I am 
just concerned. 
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Chairman: 
Motion to reopen the rebuttal to allow the applicant to respond to 
allow one minute for the applicant to respond to the letter 
submitted from the Fire Marshall. The only date that shows on what 
we received was November 29, 1991 which apparently is a fax 
transmittal date. Mark, has the applicant received a copy of this 
letter? 

Mark: 
Not to my knowledge. 

Chairman: 
To clarify what we have here in the way of rebuttal, we received 
from Mr. -----, a reprint of the Oregonian dated October 20, 1991. 
We rejected that as being inappropriate, inapplicable and 
immaterial to the hearing. We did receive a series of 8 1/2 x 11 
pages with a cover page dated 11/29/91 including memo from Portland 
Fire Prevention Division and additional copies of information which 
appears to be from the record on the case. Received dates, 
Multnomah County Zoning Division, July 9, 1991, August 2, 1991 and 
also included in that packet is a letter dated November 18, 1991 
from Mr. Ludke to the City of Portland Fire Bureau. We also 
received from the applicant and the applicant's representative's 
three pieces of information. One being a tree survey plotted on 
the applicant's proposed site plan, second piece being the tree 
survey potted on the staff's Exhibit A and the third information 
being a memo from Donald Trotter tabulating the number of trees on 
the lots in the two proposals in the mobile home development 
proposal and the Exhibit A proposal - how many trees would be 
saved. Is this included in your motion. We open one minute for 
rebuttal. 

Okay, further discussion on the motion to reopen the appeal. All 
those in favor? 

I 

Opposed: 

Allow one minute for the applicant and one minute of rebuttal for 
the opposition. Are you ready. 

(Other voice) 
Ready set go. Mr. Ludke wasn't at the meeting that I had with Mr. 
Butcher and basically we talked about circulation and the location 
of the fire hydrants and Mr. Butcher said, "is this the final 
plan?", and I said no because it is all subject to design review. 
I says this is where I think we are, this is what I am going to 
submit. Said, "O.K." left. So that is what it was. 

I would be real happy with any significant change in the fire 
department to bring the thing back because I believe it will stand 
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just like I turned it in. 

Can I answer any questions. Thank you. 

Chairman: 
Is Mr. Ludke or a representative for the opposition available? 

(Other voice) 
I haven't had a chance to look at this. 

Chairman: 
Okay, the three pieces of evidence submitted. 

Tape end •••. 

•.• was to address what I felt had been a misrepresentation. If I 
were to explain why those representations were made to the board in 
the report, I would just simply go to Mr. Swan's letter to Mark 
Hess, this is the one dated July 30th, and it says: "This planning 
delay will cost somewhere between $12,000 and $15,000. I think the 
heart of that is that he wanted to do a quick and dirty job of 
this. What I am suggesting is that all of the representations 
regarding all of the soils and everything, the whole 9 yards be 
examined in light of this, what I consider this to be a blatant 
mischaracterization of the approvals and what had been submitted to 
Mr. Butcher. 

Getting back to the tree issue and the site fill, we haven't talked 
about any of that. 

Mr. Chairman: 
That is the end of the rebuttal. Any questions for Mr. Ludke? 

Okay, we have heard additional rebuttal. 

Commissioner Hunt: 
Most of the public testimony that we got on the previous occasion 
was listed on the background information. I am still concerned 
about allowing the 25 lots. I am not against the PD. I am just 
trying to get an idea from the commission, am I shooting in left 
field, or do you agree that we are talking about less lots? 

(Other voice) 
Let me put a motion out there to amend the conditions of approval 
and see what happens. 

Mr. Fritz: 
Mr. Chairman, I move an amendment to the conditions of approval in 
Condition #1, that the last line reads: Spaces may not exceed 25 
units and would add a 

Mr. Chairman: 
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Mr. Fritz, procedurally, we don't have a motion to adopt the 
commission they recommend the Staff Report. 

Mr. Fritz: 
Okay, I move to adopt the Staff Report .. Under discussion, I would 
move an amendment to the Staff Report under conditions of approval 
to Condition #1,. the last line would read: Spaces may not exceed 25 
units. I would also as part of this amendment propose a new 
Condition #7, which would read: Should Fire District #10 require 
any change in the tentative plan of Parcher Place, Planning 
Commission approval of plan changes must be secured prior to any 
site clearing, grading or tree filling. That would be my 
amendment. I would like to speak to it if there is a second. 

(Other voice) 
Don't you also want to make reference to what site plan in 
particular that would potentially could be altered, what is it A or 
B? 

(Other voice) 
My understanding is the most recent tentative plan is the one that 
is now part of the record. 

Mr. Chairman: 
The one that we received this evening. 

(Other voice) 
As of 12/02/91 

Mr. Chairman: 
The date on that Exhibit is 6/20/91. 

(Other voice) 
That was my only point, just to clarify which site plan. 

(Other voice) 
Yes, it is dated 6/20/91, but it is received by this commission on 
12/02/91. 

Mr. Chairman: 
Discussion of the motion to amend. 

(Other voice) 
I got into a little bit of my preliminary discussion prior to 
actually receiving a rebuttal. I believe the combinations of the 
tentative plan received this evening, 25 unit maximum along with no 
waiver on the mobile home park development standards and the code 
of a 40% maximum space coverage is, and a protection I guess, in 
case there is any changes coming from Fire District 10. It is 
probably going to guarantee a lesser number of units. I feel very 
uncomfortable, 25 was the original request. I don't have any 
compelling evidence to go lower than that, or more than that. I 
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think the justification, I mean the burden has been met, at least 
preliminarily by the applicant for 25 units in a PD. 

(Other voice) 
I don't agree with that. Yea, I don't believe it would result in 
superior living or development. --------

(Other voice) 
I agree. I think we should go lower if we are thinking of 
approval. 

(Other voice) 
I would propose 20 verses 25. Can we amend the amendment? 

Mr. Chairman: 
Well, we have a motion to amend, it is proposing 25 units with a 
maximum 40% coverage. 

(Other voice) 
Personally I think it is a mude issue, because in fact, this is 
brought to the Fire Marshall, and the Fire Marshall goes, "well, 
maybe you can get 20, maybe 18." They are eventually going to end 
up right back where they started. Right here, we will be 
discussing the same issues. So putting a ceiling on how many lots 
can be developed at this point, I think is kind of a waste of time. 

(Other voice) 
The reason I am putting the 20 lot maximum is because that is what 
it would be for houses in LR5 zone. 

(Other voice) 
I am not looking at the Fire Marshall Proposal or any other 
proposal, I am looking at how many houses you could put on. 

(Other voice) 
But I am saying the Fire Marshall's acknowledgement of the plan is 
the final safeguard. 

(Other voice) 
Right. But he may not even allow the 20, I don't know. Me, as a 
Planning Commissioner don't want to approve more than 20/ 

Mr. Chairman: 
In keeping with the underlying zoning density and character of the 
neighborhood. 

Commissioner Douglas: 
The only thing that I can see is that I hate to buy a pig in a ---. 
Actually you could say 20 there, but it hasn't been demonstrated to 
me that that could be fitted in there right under this proposal. 
I don't know, I would rather see something in front of me in 
writing. Here this is it, and if we don't want to accept this 
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tonight, let's not accept it and have them bring back something 
else. But I don't like to go on something that I don't know what 
it is. I feel more comfortable with what they have presented 
providing the Fire Marshall accepts. The one thing that I have in 
question is that by not allowing more than the 40% coverage, we may 
be putting substandard homes there. That I don't like. 

Mark: 
I just want to remind the commission that the fire district does 
not establish the density, that they are simply a reviewing body 
for the adequacy of the circulation and access. 

Mr. Chairman: 
Okay, further discussion on the motion to amend the Staff Report 
recommendation as described by .... 

(Other voice) 
Before I amend Mr. Fritz's amendment, could Mr. Fritz possibly 
change it so that ..•.. 

Mr. Fritz: 
I am not going to let you off the hook .... make your motion. 

(Other voice) 
Okay, my motion would be to change it from the 25 units to the 
amendment .......................•.......•.•. 

Mr. Chairman: 
You want to make a motion to amend. 

(Other voice) 
Okay, I am not sure how I want to word it. I don want to change 
the 22 units to 20 and on the design plan, instead of saying may be 
adjusted from that illustrated in this decision to preserve 
significant trees, design plan, urn, must be adjusted. 

Mr. Chairman: 
Commissioner Fritz is the motion to amend which is what your motion 
to amend is addressing, as already proposed alternate language. 

(Other voice) 
I am going to withdraw my amendment ... yea, my motion. 

(Other voice) 
You could move to amend my amendment to reduce my 25 units maximum 
down to 20 and just stop right there and see ..• 

(Other voice) 
••• what happens. Okay, I'll just amend that. 

(Other voice) 
May I comment on that? The last part of Mr. Fritz's amendment is 
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to have no change on this particular thing. 

Mr. Chairman: 
We don't have a second on that yet. 

(Other voice) 
Also, if you change to the 20 units and you are referring to a plan 
that's got 25 units. 

Mr. Chairman: 
There was no second to Commissioner Hunt's motion to amend 
Commissioner Fritz's motion to amend. Okay, back to Commissioner 
Fritz. 

Fritz: 
Just a couple comments, cuz I don't want to repeat. I believe, 
regardless of whether set it to 25 or 30 units, 25 is what the 
request was for. That is what the plan calls for that we have been 
looking at. That the 40% maximum space coverage and any possible 
changes that Fire District 10 is going to make, is going to put it 
right back in front of us or is going to force the applicant to 
reduce the number of units. 

Mr. Chairman: 
Further discussion on that? 

(Other voice) 
Can I call for the question? 

Mr. Chairman: 
We'll call for the question on Mr. Fritz's motion. All is in favor 
of Commissioner Fritz's motion to amend the motion approval of the 
Staff Report, say I. 

I 

All those opposed: No 

We have four to three. Seven voting. Commissioners Fritz, 
Douglas, Engle, and Leonard in favor. Commissioners Alsofi, Hunt 
and Atwell opposed. So the motion to amend the motion carries. 
Is there further discussion on the motion to adopt the Staff Report 
as amended? All those in favor of adopting the Staff Report as 
amended. 

Mark: 
If I could make a suggestion before you vote on that; 
delete the recommendation in the front there for denial. 
to make a decision one way or the other as far 
recommendation you are going to take. 

(Other voice) 
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i • It was initial motion to adopt the Staff Report to approve with 
conditions. 

Mr. Chairman: 
And delete the paragraph referring to denial. 

(Other voice) 
We voted on the other. 

Mr. Chairman: 
Who was the second? Commissioner Engle. 

Okay, you agree that is what you were seconding? Back to the 
question. All those in favor of adopting the Staff Report, as 
amended, reply by saying I. 

Opposed: No. 

Okay, Commissioners Fritz, Leonard, Engle and Douglas in favor. 
Commissioners Alsofi, Hunt and Atwill opposed. The Planning 
Commission has recommended approval of this request. This 
recommendation will be reported to the Board of County 
commissioners at the next available hearing for planning matters 
and the appeal of our decision must be filed at the Land 
Development offices no later than 4:30p.m., 21 days from today. 

(Other voice) 
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Case: 

A PORTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
OF OCTOBER 7, 1991 

PD2-91 

PD2-91 
at 13303 SE Ramona St. 

Good evening my name is Mark Hess, with the Planning Staff. This 
proposal file no. PD2-91 is a plan development overlay in order to 
develop a 25-unit manufactured home park. The location is 13303 SE 
Ramona street, the applicant is Charlie Swan. The criteria for 
approval, as you know I need to go through those for the record. 
Listed for you beginning on page five of the staff report. The 
properties owned LR-5 which is a low density residential zone and 
mobile home parks are conditionally allowed in that zone as a plan 
development and the criteria for approval of a plan development are 
found in a 11 15.6206. Planning commission action on a preliminary 
development planning program shall be based on findings that the 
following are satisfied: 

1. The requirements of MCC.8230D3, which is referring to 
applicable comprehensive plan policies. 

2. The applicable provisions of MCC11.45, which is the land 
division chapter. 

3. That any exceptions from the standards of requirements of 
the underlying district are warranted by the design and 
amenities incorporated in the development plan and 
program as related to the purposes stated in MCC.6200. 
Those purposes that they're referring to are the plan 
development overlay purposes. 

4. That the system of ownership and the means of developing, 
preserving and maintaining of the proposal. 

5. That the provisions of MCC. 6214 are met, and that is 
referring to the relationship of the plan development to 
the environment. 

6. That the proposed development can be substantially 
completed within four years of the approval or according 
to the development stages proposed under MCC.6220 which 
is referring to staging. 

7. The development standards of MCC. 6212, which is referring 
to minimum site size for plan developments, .6216 which 
is referring to open space improvements in plan 
developments and .6218 which is referring to the density 
computation. 

8. Says that the purposes stated in MCC.6200, again that is 



a reference to the purposes of the plan development sub­
section. 

9. That the modifications or conditions or approval, that 
you may impose, are necessary to satisfy the purposes of 
MCC.6200 the plan development overlay. 

Going on, I've also identified a couple of other ordinance section 
that apply to mobile home parks and they are item D there on page 
six of twelve in the staff report. It says that MCC. 7715 applies 
to mobile home parks in LR5 districts and 7715 provides a number of 
development standards fencing, minimum area of manufactured homes 
lot homes, etcetera, etc. 

The review of the proposal begins on page seven of twelve and we 
have found the proposal consistent with the criteria for approval 
subject to four conditions which we have identified for you on page 
four. The conditions that we're recommending to you are first that 
they obtain designery approval prior to any sight clearing or tree 
removal. There is a significant stand of fur trees on the site 
which we are hoping to maximize the preservation of and the plan 
which you have does indicate some of the trees which they had 
proposed for saving. It does not tell us what trees are coming out 
and I had requested that this part of designer view, the trees 
coming out should be identified as well so that we can a 
determination as to how good of job their doing in preserving those 
fur trees. 

The second one is indicating that any right of way improvements be 
completed prior to issuance of placement permits for 
manufactured homes. Right away improvements would be to SE 133rd 
Place, which is the street running into the sight off of Ramona and 
to SE Ramona Street as applicable. The Engineering Services 
Administrator, John Dorst, has not made a call yet as to what 
improvements would be required on Ramona if any. If that condition 
is recommended to use so that discretion remains with Engineering 
Services. 

Third, is they complete lot line adjustment procedures. There is 
a lot line adjustment that is part of this proposal at the s.w. 
corner of the site they are adjusting the lot, which is indicated 
on their site plan, taking the rear portion of the lot and 
including it in the plan development overlay. 

Fourth, is as I was referring to earlier that the designer view 
plans and the subsequent placement permits would need to 
demonstrate that they comply with the development standards for 
mobile home parks and that is again referring to the minimum site 
size for their homes which is 800 square feet, minimum roof pitch 
of 212, fencing around the perimeter and so on. So those 
conditions are just putting the applicant on notice that they would 
need to complied with as the manufactured homes are placed on the 
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site. I have slides, if you care to see them. 

Yes, I would like to see them. 

This is a view of SE Ramona Street. I'm looking to the east. The 
large fur tree on the left hand side of the slide is right where 
133rd Place would be developed. There is an existing right-of-way 
there but it has never been developed. The developer here would 
build the street essentially from Ramona northward in to the site, 
just past that fir tree. 

That same fir tree is on the right-hand side of the slide here and 
this is looking to the west on SE Ramona Street. As you can see 
this is called a rural road section, meaning that there are no 
curves or sidewalks, gravel shoulders, two lanes, its basically 
flat. 

This is a view looking into the site where 133rd Place would be 
developed. You can see some of the large fir trees that are 
standing roughly in the center of the property. 

This is a view northward. There is an existing house just outside 
the slide on the right hand side. There is a house on the property 
that would be removed. 

This is the cyclone fence which is at the northwest corner of the 
sight. 

Another view, this is a house existing to the very far northwest 
corner. Alot of the site is open, so it is not all in fir trees, 
but there is a big swath where the fir trees dominate the site. 

This is a view looking out to the east over the center open area on 
the site. That is Powell Butte in the distance. 

Another view on the site. There are some goats and this is the pen 
that they are in. 

I believe that this is the little barn or the little house, there 
is a small barn and a small house on the property that would both 
be removed. I think this is the house in this picture. This is 
the house that would be removed. It is located on your site plan, 
when the lights go back on, it's on roughly space #23 near the 
southwest portion of the site. 

This is the southeast corner of the site looking over some of the 
weeds this is the building in the distance is off the property. 
That's poorly exposed but I'm trying to show some of the houses 
that are just to the south, facing on SE Ramona Street. So this is 
sort of the southeast portion of the site. 

Another house also facing on to Ramona Street. And again you can 
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see some of the large firs that are located on this property. 

This is another house, which looking at it from SE Ramona, which is 
on the southeast portion of the site. Another neighboring house to 
the southeast also facing on to Ramona. 

I think this is my final shot, it is looking to the north; I am in 
the eastern boundary. There are blackberries in a swail area in 
the foreground and then the area in the distance is north of the 
former railroad tracks which is now called the Springwater Trail. 
The trail parallels the north boundary of the site. It. is an 
abandoned railroad track that now Portland Parks Bureau is now 
responsible for, I believe. I think that completes it. 

QUESTIONS FOR STAFF: 

Commissioner Hunt: 
Where is the school located? 

Hess: 
The school is located southwest of the property on the south side 
of Ramona. You can see on the map on the back of the front page. 
It is on the lower left side of the map. That's Gilbert Primary 
School. Further down Ramona to the west a few blocks is the middle 
school as well. 

Could you describe the topography of the site? 

Hess: 
It's basically flat. 

You mentioned a swail and the Springwater Trail as part of the old 
Portland Tracks that's turned into the 40 mile loop trail. 

Hess: 
That's correct. 

Johnson Creek. Is this within flood plane distance? 

Hess: 
No, this is above the flood plane by approximately 30 feet. As you 
can see from the contours that are indicated it is roughly 240 feet 
elevation. The Johnson Creek flood plane elevation is around 210 
or 211. So it is not real approximate to Johnson Creek at this 
location. There is a swail area right around the east boundary 
that was kind of hard to get a real good view of but there is a 
little ditch that runs along that northeast boundary and it drains 
to the north towards the old traction line. 

That southwest boundary of the PD which runs due east and west is 
taking that rear portion of that lot which runs on to SE Ramona. 
So it is adjusting that lot line, making that lot smaller and 
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adding it to the PD side. 

Mark, I also had a question on pg. 9 on the issue of the school, it 
says that the proposed layout maximizes safety, and I just wondered 
if you could explain a little about that? Does that have to do 
with the entrance? 

Hess: 
It has to do with the rectilinear patter of the site in terms of 
having a grid pattern, you know it doesn't have obscured site 
lines. There is no hidden lines through curving streets and so 
forth. He's proposing a lighting system and so forth. It will be 
a safety for the future residence of the site. 

Commissioner Hunt: 
Pg. 10-12 on the staff report, number seven where you talked about 
------- Does that include the roads that would be on that 
property? 

Hess: 
No it doesn't. In terms of the density computation. ] 

Hunt: 
Yes. 

Hess: 
No there is not a credit or a subtraction made for the roads. It's 
simply the gross site area is divided by the minimum lot size of 
the zone, which is 5,000 square feet to arrive at the total allowed 
number of units for a PD, which is kind of odd. But, that is 
correct, I double checked that and there is no deduction made for 
roads. 

Any other questions? Does that conclude your staff report? 

Hess: 
Yes. 

Thank you. 

Is the applicant or the applicant's representative here? 

I'm Charlie Swan, the applicant. My address is 1182 SE 36th, 
Milwaukie. Phone Number: 654-5313. 

I 

In order to keep this as short as possible, I would like to say 
that Mr. Hess and I have worked very closely on this and I concur 
with his staff report and his findings. I have no objections, so 
that makes that part real easy. We don't have any argument. There 
are a few things I would like to touch on additionally that have 
come up since we have done most of this paperwork. So, if I have 
your permission may I go ahead with that? 
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Certainly. 

Okay, just as a little background, I like to develop these small 
properties because I keep them. I don't develop them and sell 
them. That only means that I generally spend a little more money 
on them than I would if I was going to develop them and then fill 
them up and sell them to somebody else. I generally keep them. 

Another thing in the way of a quick broad outline for 
clarification. I think that we have three different items here and 
I want to make sure that everybody is thinking about the same 
thing. As time went by there were trailer parks, and I think we 
all have a vision of those, then we had mobile home parks and they 
were these things with these metal sides and flat tops and so 
forth. Today we have what I tend to call manufactured structures, 
which is a term the legislature used and I think I included some 
photos in the packet of the project we just finished and filled up 
in Troutdale. We are quite pleased with that project, we think it 
looks very good. 

So anyway, we're talking about manufactured housing as I see it 
here. Again, just as background, when I look at a property to see 
whether I think I have any interest in developing it. I always 
look the area. I like this area. I walk the land to see what's 
there. This area had been pretty nicely cleared so you could get 
all over it. The blackberries that showed up in the photos were 
primarily on the next properties over, not entirely, but mostly. 
So, as I do this, I keep quite a watchful eye out for anything that 
looks like it could have been used as a dump or massive fill or 
something like that. If you run into those, then we have a 
financing problem. I can't finance the property and people that 
live in the home probably can't finance the home. To dye grass a 
little bit on the difference between trailer parks, mobile home 
parks and manufactured housing. Trailers, financing was available 
for people was primarily through a mouse house or something like 
that. If you could borrow money on it, it was really high. Mobile 
homes would begin to become some conventional financing available. 
For the modern manufacturer housing, 25 and 30 are financing is 
completely available through FHA sources, all sorts of conventional 
sources. So, in the eyes of a lender they consider these permanent 
housing. Less than 2% are ever moved. 

. 
Back to checking out the land, as I went through the land I didn't 
see anything that said to me, "wait a minute there has been a dump 
here, I don't want to go further with this thing. " It looked to me 
like it was clean. 

Mr. Hess reported to me a little later on the one of the neighbors 
had come in and said, "well, there was a dump there at one time." 
Gee, well I didn't see it and Mark and I walked the property. So 
I went back out and took another look and I still didn't see 
anything that indicated that there probably was an illegal dump 
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there of any sort of significance. I checked with John Parcher who 
was is the son of the seller and who has been around all the time. 
And I asked him, I said, "John, it has been reported that we •ve had 
an illegal dump here, what do we have?" John said that when they 
bought that portion of the property, and I'm still not sure where 
the illegal is suppose to be, I haven't figured that one out yet. 
He said there was substantial amount of household trash, old 
refrigerators, old appliances, clothes. He described purses, one 
of the purses which had money so forth and so on. According to 
John Parcher, and I can get an affidavit to this. He says that he 
loaded out about five dumptrucks of trash and hauled them off the 
property. A little time goes by somewhere around 8 or 10 months 
and the Natural Gas Company came through laying new lights and they 
had some of the stuff they were digging out of the trenches that 
they needed to get rid of. They asked John if he had any need for 
any. He said, "Sure, I can take some in the back corner of the 
property." So he took some according to him and they spread out 
with a tractor, I don't know, 5, 6 7 years ago, a while back. As 
near as I can find from talking to him, the fill-up might be a 
couple of feet thick, as far as I can tell. The fill that went in 
there was not engineered. It was spread out with a catipillar 
tractor and driven on top of. Whether there is more fill there or 
whether there is the stuff buried that I don't know about like, I 
can't really tell you. And it's probably not more important to 
anyone in the room than me because if I'm going to own this thing 
six or eight years from now I wouldn't want a building settling 
down into a void that was created by improper fill. Anyway, that's 
what I know about the fill in response to the letter that was 
turned in here. 

Moving on to a traffic concern, I received a letter from a school 
district that spoke to traffic concerns. I did a little research 
on my own. General traffic information from the Institute of 
Traffic Engineers, your probably more familiar with it than I was. 
I discovered that a typical single family generates about ten trips 
per day. Low-rise apartments generate about 6. 6, Condominiums 
generate about 5.2, and Retirement Centers generate about 3.3 trips 
per day. Well my guess was that this type of housing would 
probably generate about four trips per day. The project we just 
completed in Troutdale, our typical tenant is 62 years of age, it's 
a couple. We have 26 units there. There are six children, all of 
which are pre-school, there are none in school. That's it. It 
seems to be pretty typical. Since we have built that park there 
has only been one unit sell. It went on the market and 
interestingly enough it went up about 2% a month in value per month 
from the time the gentleman owned it until he sold it. He was a 
young fellow and the people that bought it were a mother and son 
and they were 55 and 70, something like that. So anyway, less 
children. That is sort of the typical tenant we are looking at out 
here. The elementary schools concern about the traffic, when I 
received that letter I see that the principal there of Gilbert Park 
Elementary School, Dick Saint Claire, had indicated his best guess 
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that it would generate about four trips a day and that was about 
what I guessed so I don't think anybody really knows, but that is 
about where it is. 

So, continuing on with speaking to the traffic situation, I think 
what I'm proposing is less than maximum density if it were built 
all the way out why then it could go to 28 homes and if it were 28 
single family houses that would generate about 280 trips a day. My 
proposal would generate about 100 trips a day for a third as much 
traffic. So I was kind of surprised that the school district 
should have opposition to this because short of zoning or putting 
a moratorium on the whole area for building, I don't know where you 
are going to get a proposal that actually has less traffic. Then, 
my last comment on that particular point is probably completely 
just a personal observation but the principles concerned was you 
know the speed of the traffic down the road. It has been my 
observation that any time you build a wide road, cars go faster. 
Ramona is quite a good little street, but it is not very big. I 
was over there this morning when school was taking up just to see 
and I though the traffic was completely reasonable. So, for my 
tenants I would want it to be a safe operation also. Our proposal 
would simply come out on 133rd Place and then 133rd Place would 
dump into Ramona. 

Additionally, I spoke with Dr. Ron Russell of the David Douglas 
School District and he said he had reviewed the proposal and he 
said that the David Douglas School District was prepared to deal 
with the influx of students, whatever it was. I was also suppose 
to speak with the Sheriff's Office and confirm that the area was 
patrolled. I went out and spoke with Mr. Bob Wayland and showed 
him my project and he confirmed that that area was patrolled. And 
I asked him if he felt like there was anything to do with this 
proposal that could be a special problem to him and describe the 
six foot site obscuring fence that would go all the way around and 
so forth, and he felt like there wasn't any particular problem with 
it. 

So that completes what I have to say to try to make it as short as 
possible. Does anybody have any questions they would like to ask 
me? 

Any questions for Mr. Swan? Before we get to the question, I'll 
note that Mr. Swan did stay within his 10 minute time limit. 

Well, thank you, I didn't time it. I tried. 

I'm not real good at reading maps, so tell me, how will lots 22 
through 25 gain access? Is that directly off of SE 133rd Place on 
a 20 foot road? 

Swan: 
Yes, this is off the 20 foot access there, correct. 
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The other roads though appear to be about 32 feet. 

Swan: 
Yes. If I could expand it a little bit, Multnomah County 
requirement is that this proposal line-up at the state 
requirements. The width of roads line up completely with all the 
state requirements. The state has two different road widths, one 
that is narrower than what I have proposed and does not permit 
parking on even one side of the street, and I've selected the more 
deluxe model. 

My second question is how will the property be marketed? Are we 
talking about 55 and over crowd or are you going to market it as a 
family park? You know that you eluded to the fact that you another 
park that has a largely elderly population so I'm assuming that 
that market is what you are targeting for this property as well. 

Swan: 
The Attorney General's Office takes a very dim view of targeting no 
kids. When we marketed the last one the market acceptance of the 
small property encircled by this fence and so forth was just 
fantastic, I mean all the sites just went away immediately. We 
made absolutely no effort to screen for older people, younger 
people, no kids or anything. That is just the way it came out. 

But didn't you state 60- 70% of the people that typically buy .•• 

Swan: 
The typical tenant is 60 years old. And what I'm finding is, we're 
finding more and more people come in there because this product has 
improved so much. And there is a lot of people that are now living 
on a 10 or 20,000 square foot lot and they are sick to death of 
having to maintain it. They like the small lot. They like to go 
to Arizona for the winter. They like the proximity of some 
neighbors that are staying there. It's becoming a whole different 
crowd of people that are in there. Yes, it is affordable housing 
by today's standards. It is not quite as affordable as trailer 
houses, not quite as affordable as mobile homes, but it has real 
sheetrock walls, real oak cabinets and all that stuff. 

I am very familiar with the product. I recently completed a 
similar sort of study down in Junction City and it really opened my 
eyes in terms of where the manufactured housing community has come 
in the last ten years but I have two other issues too real quick. 
How did you resolve the density issue, I think permissible coverage 
is 40%. 

Swan: 
Oh, as far as each space is concerned? 

Right. 
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Swan: 
I asked that permissible density be increased to 50% coverage 
rather because our standard product today is 24 by 60, if there is 
such a thing as a standard product. I don't like 10 foot wide car 
ports, I think they look a little cheezo. So we built 12. So we 
have 12 by 40, so you wind up with a typical house and a 2 car port 
and a storage shed because my regulations permit no outside storage 
of things. You can't do a body shop in my park and live there. I 
like the larger coverage and the existing Multnomah County coverage 
would prohibit me from putting the house that is most typically 
accepted in the market today. I had none of those problems in 
Troutdale, it is just that the 60 foot house was the typical house. 
It's three bedrooms, two baths, nice house. 

The last issue I had, do you have any ideas how many fir trees are 
over 6 inches in diameter and how many of those you've saved with 
the sight plan that you have provided to us tonight. 

Swan: 
Mr. Ringwald, our engineer and surveyor are here. He brought up 
his new toy that cost a lot of money that can identify where things 
are and he and I and his head surveyor went out there and I stood 
around and was amazed at while they measured where all these things 
were. So we actually measured every tree on the site for diameter 
and put it down exactly where it was. We then pushed some lot 
lines around a little bit and the proposal you see in front of you 
is a product of that. Mr. Hess asked for a copy where the trees 
actually were, I gave it to him today. We're probably going to 
remove, the way this stands, roughly a little less than half. The 
trees that are there are mature and gorgeous and I want to keep as 
many of them as I can. 

Commissioner Alsofi: 
I have a question, I read what appear to be contradictory comment 
in the page four report. It says that it is going to be maintained 
in private ownership in the house sites rented and then later we 
talk about buyers. Now are we talking about individuals buying 
these? 

Swan: 
Oh no. 

Alsofi: 
Then why do I see the term "buyers"? 

Swan: 
Okay. The plan is that my wife and I will retain ownership of the 
property and rent them out. The people that then buy their own 
home and place it on there. I do not buy the home and rent it to 
them. They buy their own home and maintain it. That is why I use 
that term "buyer". I might mention too, that of this group of 
people that are "buying" their own home, about half of them pay 
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cash. So it is not like somebody is crawling out from under a rock 
with $2.00 trying to find a super cheap place to live. 

Further questions? 

I have a question related to the 40% lot coverage. That wasn't 
addressed previously but that would require our consideration of 
changing that standard if the commission found that it wouldn't be 
appropriate to raise the density or coverage to 50% and wanting to 
maintain the 40% coverage standard. Would you want this project 
approved in this form, or would you want to redesign to provide 
larger lots? 

swan: 
Because it takes so long to do one of these, I'd probably say, 
"well let's go ahead" even with the smaller houses. And what that 
would accomplish would be that we would have a lower quality 
product all the way through. I mean I can still rent it in a 
minute. It's easier for me to say, "Okay, we' 11 do that." But Mr. 
Hess and I had some pretty conversations. I fight really hard for 
things that I think would decrease the quality of the project that 
I'm trying to do and I think 40% coverage would really hurt it. I 
would not be as happy with it as I would be the 50%. But I would 
like to be able to have the people put the home on there that is 
the most accepted by the market. I might add also that a typical 
"mobile home" manufactured housing lot is 4100 square feet. These 
run 4700 top 4900. So we're not talking about jamming them in. 
And it is also one of the things that the tenants generally like is 
the smaller lots. And they like the 12 foot car ports, and they 
like the sheds, and they like the 60 foot house, they don't want a 
44 foot house. Those that do buy them. So I would much prefer 
that you said okay on the 50% coverage. 

If the 40% requirements left in with that result in retaining a few 
more fir trees? 

Swan: 
I don •t think that it would make any difference at all in the 
trees. 

What kind of coverage do you have in the Troutdale project? 

Swan: 
Oh about this, about 50. 

Well my concern was that I tend to agree with your assessment, that 
the lot coverage ratio is a little too restricted. I actually, in 
my research I would tend to agree with you in that in fact what we 
are doing here is actually discouraging mobile home development 
with that kind of a coverage. I really don't have a problem with 
the 50% coverage. I know it is not in compliance with the current 
county codes but maybe that is an issue that we need to take a look 
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at or direct staff to take a look at. 

Okay, any further questions for the applicant? 

Okay, thank you. Is there anyone else here who would like to 
testify in favor of this proposal? Is there anyone here who would 
like to testify in opposition to the proposal? 

How many people here are wanting speak in opposition of this 
proposal? Do you have a designated spokesperson to present an 
overall position for your group? 

I think there are a few of us who want to touch on the major 
points. 

Okay we have our time limit. Whoever goes first, if you could 
present your major issues and then other people who would like to 
add addi tiona! new points, we would appreciate it if you don't just 
get up and parade the same issues and concerns. 

My name is Joe Medley and I live at 2383 SE 152nd in Portland, and 
though I have talked with Mr. Swan and Mrs. Blackwell I never 
received official notice of this meeting, so I am glad that I am 
here, partly because I was buying the property that I have adjacent 
to this tax lot 587, on a contract from Mrs. Blackwell apparently 
she received a notice but I never did. That lot has since been 
paid off. 

The points I want to touch on I will do as quickly as I can. The 
issues why I speak in opposition to this development have to do 
with lot size, safety concerns, the need and character and 
environmental impact and I'll go through those really quickly. I 
appreciate Commissioner Hunt's question regarding streets. I 
myself was puzzled how these lots were referred to both in the 
staff report and the proposal as 4900 square feet when a little bit 
of simple math showed that 12 of the lots were under 4500 square 
feet, there were only two over 5,000 and only six that were 4900 or 
larger, and that's because apparently the streets are incorporated 
in the lot size which increases the density in the neighborhood. 

I also stand opposed in the proposal to increase lot coverage to 
50%. I think that just means that you can put more houses in a 
smaller space. If you can put a bigger home, you can put a bigger 
home in a larger lot if you had less lots to put it there. I 
understand the developer is asking for variances to allow him to do 
that, however I believe that a variance should not be dictated by 
the design of the development, but a variance should be dictated by 
the inherent qualities of the land and there is no need for that 
variance if the density is reasonable. As far as safety concerns, 
it was interesting to talk about the traffic only being 100 cars a 
day, but what time of day is that traffic going to be going through 
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Ramona Street? Will it be going through during school hours when 
there are children on that street and already heavy traveled street 
during the times when children are going to and from school with no 
sidewalks and I am concerned about that. I have no problem, as was 
pointed out with the safety in the development. That doesn't worry 
me at all, but I have a great deal of problem with the hazard that 
it proposes for the street outside the development. There were 
references, I didn't hear too many in here but to how this would 
fit in with the character of the neighborhood. I want to make it 
perfectly clear that I personally am not a Nimby. I am sure that 
you know what that means if anybody else doesn't, it's not in my 
backyard. I have no opposition as to high density single family 
dwellings. I bought in this neighborhood, less that three years 
ago, when there were already well over 100 mobile homes within 1/2 
mile radius of this site. There was also a proposal with 117 more 
to be developed within the next year on 136th and Holgate. The 
difference between those sites and this one is that those are on 
streets that are capable of handling high traffic. Holgate, 
Foster, 122nd. Ramona is not such a street and Ramona is an 
eclectic little street. We have low cost homes and expensive 
homes. We have a variety of things. To bring homes of this nature 
isn't a problem but the choice of the site, I think is of great 
concern. As to the trees that have been eluded to, I've looked for 
a spotted owl, but haven't found one. But there is a fine growth 
of trees there that would disappear. Not all of them, but a few, 
quite a few as a result of this project. The services of an 
arberoust were referred to in the staff report as a possibility. 
I would urge that be considered mandatory before any development 
was done on this site. 

As to environmental impact, I too want elude to the dumping. I am 
not just satisfied with the seller saying that "well, I took care 
of that problem." I think what this calls for is an environmental 
audit of the property to make sure that it is safe. That area, 
though it may be 30 feet above the flood plane has a very high 
water table, to the point that I was informed by the next-door 
neighbor to my lot, that a creek was discovered under the street 
when the sewers were put in last year. I think a sight like that 
could propose a potential environmental hazard. 

That's just about it for me. I only have one final request, and I 
would request that according to Oregon revised statute 197763 that 
the record remain open for seven days in pursuit with that statute 
so that other written comments may be submitted. Thank you. 

Questions? Thank you. 

My name is Chuck Weiss, I live at 13129 SE Ramona, on your map 
there directly on the west end of this area. I and three other 
neighbors live on the west end, you can see a little street that 
has been, pardon the expression, "punched" in there, and there is 
lot 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6. I live in lot 2. I own lot 1 and lot 6 
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and we have neighbors in lot 3, 4 and 5. I am not very good at 
this so if I mess up just ask me questions. I am quite nervous 
also. So we are directly west. I have some pictures. First off, 
I have a from the David Douglas School District addressing the 
safety concerns for the children. This is a, a lot of people have 
concerns against this. 

We did receive a copy of a letter from Dick Saint Claire, the 
principal, and we also received a letter from you, regarding the 
solid waste on the site. We did not receive a petition. 

Weiss: 
Yea, that's me. 

Okay, this is a petition with all the signatures. These are people 
that are opposed to this, quite a few neighbors in the area. These 
are some pictures here that show the street just so you can all see 
them. It shows a little housing area where we live, as I just 
described, and shows some other pictures that might be of interest. 

The gentleman that just spoke, I haven't met him previous today, he 
touched on a lot of the stuff that I was going to bring up. The 
thing I am most worried about is the property owner adjacent to the 
east end of this proposed development, and he happens to be here to 
tonight, can speak about probably years and years of garbage 
dumping on that end. Now what it was, this was a very rural area, 
a lot of old-timers etcetera. And apparently they dumped their 
garbage for a lot of years on the east end of this proposed 
development. Two years ago, in the summer of 1989, when the sewer 
was put down Ramona, I believe it is John Parcher, who owns this 
area that is the developer's buying it from. There was 
approximately, and this is a minimum 50 truckloads of topsoil, 
whatever you want to call when they fill in, put over where this 
has been dumped into for a number of years. It doesn't seem to 
have a lot of standing so far tonight, but I am real concerned and 
that is why I wrote that letter. And there again you can see that 
I am not really good at making the right terminology but I'm 
concerned about it. I just wanted to bring that up again. I think 
it would be absolutely ridiculous if anything was let go any 
further until somebody at least got in there, I don't know how 
they'd do it, take soil samples, have something completely checked 
out because I know the developer doesn't want to waste his money on 
a possibility on something coming back through later years from 
now. Okay, that is probably my largest concerns. 

The other is the trees. I look outside my house and I can see a 
lot of these trees. There is a huge amount of adult 50 to 200 year 
old trees. Going by what I have seen, in my opinion, I think maybe 
close to half of them are going to have to come out of there 
studying it the best that I have. I think that is totally 
unacceptable. Granted, stick frame homes the trees would have to 
come out too, but that's not what we are here about. We are here 
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about the developer wanting to put a plan development of mobile 
homes in there. So, I just want to make that clear so that people 
don't get a stray in their mind, they're thinking, "Well it is 
going to be developed sooner or later, the trees are going to go." 
I am not concerned about that. I am concerned about this plan 
development that is proposed going in there. And if anybody has 
any questions, just look at these pictures that I've sent and you 
saw the slides here. There is a lot of open space there, but a lot 
of those trees are going to go. They are going to be gone forever. 

Another thing I am concerned about is the safety of the children in 
the street. You cannot realize unless you are out there at about 
8:00 or 8:30 a.m. or 3:00p.m. in the afternoon. You can't realize 
the safety of these kids going up and down the street, and 
realizing again, sooner or later that somebody might develop this 
area and cars might go in and out of the road there, in my opinion, 
all of the lots in that area, even though it's LR5 the houses are 
on very large lots in that area and there will not be as much 
traffic. I am concerned about these kids walking up and down these 
gravel side streets (the ones that don't take the bus). on Ramona 
between 128th and 136th, that is where is stops, Ramona goes in 
between, there are 38 home sites along there, only seven of them 
have small lots. So I am just trying to give you an idea of how 
large the lots that most of these people have. So, in my opinion, 
although I am not against mobile homes, I am not against 
development, if this particular project gets shoved in there, it is 
not going to be at all in the character of the rest of the 
neighborhood. Now I can't help it that it is LR5, I realize that, 
but the rest of the neighborhood, by in large is very large lots. 
On the other, probably 1/2 block from the proposed development is 
the grade school. Behind the grade school three years ago they put 
in a very large mobile home development. They blocked the access 
of that development on to Ramona. I was here at that three years 
ago. So what I am trying to get across, is they would not let the 

, mobile home park that went in three years ago access on to Ramona 
for fear of the safety concern of all the kids to the school. They 
absolutely would not do it, they stopped it. So this is the same 
basic principal only it is about a block away, what they are trying 
to do now. My deepest concerns on those areas. The livability of 
the neighborhood from what I was told has a lot to do with this. 
I talked to Mr. Hess, I believe it is, down at the Planning 
Commission. He left, he was here; privacy issue and the livability 
of the neighborhood. I was told are two large issues that might 
have some thought to bring up and then I' 11 get this done. And the 
only thing I have to say is, there is nobody that knows anything 
about the livability of the neighborhood or the privacy except us 
neighbors. A proposed developer doesn't know. He doesn't live in 
this neighborhood. And this will create a lot of negativity for 
the livability and privacy of this neighborhood. 

I hope that because I brought up the trees and the garbage area, I 
hope that this will be looked into before any decision is made by 
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you folks. 

Also I have one point to make that the developer said that probably 
the medium age would be 62. Well, the mobile home developed that 
was one block away, that is basically the same thing they told us 
when I was here testifying three years ago. I have been up there 
75% of all the people that live up there are family people with 
kids. I'll try to get back to the subject of kids on this narrow 
little street. So, as much as we would like to believe that maybe 
it might be retirementville or whatever, it is not going to be that 
way, not when it is that close to a school. People are going to 
buy those, they are going to move in there and they are going to 
have their children so they are close to the school. 

Okay. And I have probably taken up enough of your time. I had 
other things but I •.••.. I am not going to leave. I was just 
trying to get it out as fast as I could. 

Commissioner Hunt: 
On the photos that you took, the photos that have the school buses 
on it, is that Ramona Street? 

Yes, I'm assuming that it is probably in the morning. It says a 
million things right there, just the pictures do. 

Questions: 
With regard to your petition, how was that explained to people who 
were signing the petition. The petition, as I read it. The people 
who signed it are opposed to the development. Why are they opposed 
to it? 

The main concern, is the children. Like I said earlier, it is both 
sides of the fence. Sooner or later there are going to be more 
homes in the area. I am not denying that. But in my opinion there 
are not going to be that many homes in that density. So, later 
there is going to be more homes but they are not going to add the 
amount of children and the amount of traffic on that small little 
street, which, three years ago they blocked the entrance from the 
mobile home park on the other side of the school not to go on 
Ramona, they absolutely blocked it. 

A safety concern. That is the way it was described to people? 

Mainly we were very open minded about it. We just told them what 
was going to take place, if it went through, and that was the 
issue. 

Door to door? 

Door to door, talked to some people in front of school. 

Okay. 
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The second question, I have for you is you made a point and I would 
like to have you restate that. How many lots from what distance to 
what distance? 

Okay, Ramona Street from 128th to 136th, it only goes through that 
far and then you have to go right or left on 136th. I think it is 
probably eight blocks. Okay that is the area that these kids and 
the buses and the cars all travel. And this proposed development 
is approximately in the center, a little bit over from the center. 
Okay, what I did was I went over and counted all the houses that 
were on small lots. There were, I am going to say 38 homes, I 
might be off one or two. This is facing Ramona, okay, only seven 
of them are on 5,000 to 7,000 square foot lots. I am trying to 
compare it with the lot size he is going to use. The other 30 some 
homes are all on 10,000 square foot or larger, in some cases huge 
lots. The lots run narrow here. Your home can be in the front and 
the lot runs way back. It is very rural out there. I was just 
using that as a comparison showing how in future development, in my 
opinion, people are going to continue to develop and they are going 
to put homes on large lots and they are not going to add quite as 
much as this plan development. 

The reason I asked is because I just want to get some idea of the 
density. So, basically you have said 38 lots between 8 to 10 block 
distance on Ramona. 

That face Ramona on both sides. And only seven of them are very 
very small. 

Okay Commissioner Douglas: I understand you live in lot #2 in that 
development off to the west. You also own 1 and 6? 

Yes I do. 

What size is your lot that you are living on now? 

Okay the all six lots of this area, the back two you can see are a 
little bit larger. The front four lots are 12,000 square foot. 
The back two lots, if I am not mistaken are around 15,000 square 
foot, 19,000. And those are some of the smallest lots in that area 
by comparison is that little street that we are on there. There 
are several lots like I said that are s,ooo to 7,000 square foot up 
and down Ramona. The area is very rural, very forced so to speak, 
huge old trees. It is hard to ... well the pictures that Mark Hess 
showed the density of it and how some of the land is spread out. 

I also noticed here that a lot of the signatures here on a 135th, 
134th, 152nd Street. Those are all impacted 145th, Playbell. 

You will probably find that about 50% of those signatures are 
people that live right on Ramona and the others are surrounding 
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neighbors in the neighborhood that have kids that go to this 
school. 

Commissioner Hunt: 
You said are other mobile home parks or manufactured homes close to 
this area. Can you give me an idea how much impact is in that 
area? 

There is a very large, I am going to guess, I think about 70 but 
I'm real close unit park, as you are looking at your map with the 
proposed area here, the school, Gilbert Park School it says is 
right there. This area up in here is a very large part. Okay, 
they wanted to access on to Ramona three years ago when they were 
building this park and the neighbors, a bunch of us came down and 
we tried to fight that. We did get it so they have to access on to 
Foster. 

Commissioner Hunt: 
So there are about 70 homes? 

71 I believe, but don't quote me on that, within a quarter of a 
mile. 

Commissioner Hunt: 
Is that the only one? 

Within one mile, there are -----tape ends 

Okay, all those in favor of the motion to continue the hearing for 
ten minutes of rebuttle to each side and final action to November 
4th at 6:00 p.m. All those in favor of that motion 

I 

Opposed: 

No. 

Motion fails. Further discussion. Further motion. 

I move that this matter be moved to our regular December meeting 
and that the record remain open for written evidenc~ for a period 
of fourteen days. 

What is the date of December meeting? 

December 2nd at 6:00 p.m. 

Is it required that we have a time certain, that we have a date 
certain? 

The rules says date. 
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I second the motion. 

Okay we have got a motion in a second. Discussion on that motion. 

I personally don't think that it is necessary for written comment 
to be fourteen days, but •.... staff asked, they are included in 
that. 

I would ask the commission to consider if we are going to leave the 
action go for another 60 days that we give both sides a little 
longer time to gather written evidence. There is no rush to get 
that closed in fourteen days if nothing is going to happen for 45 
days after that. 

Why couldn't we have like a November? 

I would be glad to listen to a suggestive date from the chair. 

Well if were not going to hear this until December, I suggest that 
we leave the date for submitting additional evidence open at least 
a month here. Till November 7th. 

It would be 4:30 p.m. on November 1. 

Okay. 

Further discussion: 

All those in favor of the motion: 

I 

To summarize, recap: 

The record will be open for written material testimony, evidence, 
pictures, anything you want until November 1st, which is a Friday 
at 4:30 .p.m. at the Planning Office. The hearing is continued to 
December 2nd, the time will be announced when we set our final 
agenda. Okay, to get a sense of how many people are here for the 
other items on the agenda, the next item scheduled is 191 NW 
Skyline Blvd. 19100 Skyline. People here for that. The third item 
16016 Macdame Road. Okay, then the fourth item is Louden Road, 
people here for that and the fifth item is SE Division st. Looks 
like we have people for all agendas. Take a five minute break and 
then we'll continue. 

19 



. ·-
t 

Meeting Date: ~99l·d· 1 4 1992 

Agenda No.: ~ 
----~~~~----------------

(Above space for Clerk's Office Use) 

AGENDA PLACEMENT FORM 
(For Non-Budgetary Items) 

SUBJECT: Planning Commission Decision 

BCC Forma 1 December 24, 1991 BCC Informal 
------~(~d~a-t-e~)------~- ----------('d~.a-t~e-.) ________ _ 

DEPARTMENT DES --------------------------- DIVISION Planning -------------=-----------------
CONTACT Sharon Cowley TELEPHONE 2610 -----------------------------
PERSON ( S) 1'1AKING PRESENTATION Planning Staff 

------------~~-------------------------------

ACTION REQUESTED: 

c=J INFORMATIONAL ONLY D POLICY DIRECTION 0 APPROVAL 

ESTIMATED TIME NEEDED ON BOARD AGENDA: 5 Minutes 
-----------------------------------

CHECK IF YOU REQUIRE OFFICIAL WRITTEN NOTICE OF ACTION TAKEN: XX 
-------

BRIEF SUMMARY (include statement of rationale for action requested, 
as well as personnel and fiscal/budgetary impacts, if applicable): 

PD 2-91 Decision of the Planning Commission of December- 2, 1991, with 
recommendation to the Board for approval of a planned~develop­
ment for a 25-unit manufactured home park for property located 
at 13303 SE Ramona Street. 

..., ... ,i! 

~:~fi! 
,., _ .. ,..:t., 

C.") ~-~::: 
o-'·-
zc·-} 

(If space is inadequate, please use other side) 
,---~ 

~i SIGNATURES: 
~ 

~:--··~, 
(:·:::• 
::~::: 
;]::; ~::.:;:;• 
( ........ ~~::-~ 
:' .. •'J ''"''ll''l 
;··~!:~ 

. :•·• ,, .. ' 
~' :•. 
· .. ,,·· 

1'.••.:: 
ELECTED OFFICIAL -< a 

-----------------------------------------------------=~-----

Or ~- // 

DEPARTMENT MANAGER ~ '~ ~ 
----~--~~---~---/~---------=------~==-~=-----

(All accompanying documents mu&f have required signatures) 

1/90 



mUL1T1ti11RH 
CCLJ11T'Y 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
DIVISION OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

2115 SE MORRISON STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 (503) 248-3043 

Decision 

This Decision consists of Conditions, Findings of Fact and Conclusions. 

PD 2-91, #427 

December 2, 1991 

Planned Development Overlay 
(25-space Manufactured Housing Development) 

Applicant requests a Planned Development (PO) zoning overlay on property with a base 
zone of LR-5, low density residential district. If approved, the PD overlay would allow a 
manufactured housing development on the site. The applicant proposes to place 25 manu­
factured houses on the site. . 

Location: 

Legal: 

Site Size: 

Size Requested: 

Property Owners: 

Applicant: 

13303 SE Ramona Street 

Lots 2 and 3, Block 1, Parcher Park, and the North 7,200 Square Feet 
of Tax Lot '591', Section 14-1S-2E, 1990 Assessor's Map 

138,326 Square Feet (Approximately 3.18 Acres) 

Same 

Marilyn Blackwell 13235 SE Ramona Street, 97236 

Charlie Swan, PO Box 22231, Milwaukie, 97222 

Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential 

Present Zoning: LR-5, Urban Low Density Residential District 
Minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet per dwelling unit 

Sponsor's Proposal: LR-5, P-D, Low Density Residential-Planned Development District 
The Planned Development Overlay is required to develop a Mobile 

Home Park in the LR-5 District. 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
DECISION: Approve, subject to conditions, a Planned Development overlay to 

allow development of a 25-unit manufactured home park on a 3.18-
acre site (described above) located near 133rd Place and SE Ramona 
Street; based on the following Findings and Conclusions. 

December 2, 1991 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL! 

1. · Prior to any site clearing, grading or tree felling, obtain Design Review approval of 
all proposed site improvements, landscaping and manufactured home placements. 
The Design Review Plan shall indicate all existing trees on the site with 6-inch or 
greater trunk diameter. The design plan may be adjusted from that illustrated in this 
decision to preserve significant trees on the site. The number of manufactured home 
spaces may not exceed 25-units. 

2. Prior to issuance of placement permits for any of the proposed residences, complete 
Transportation Division requirements for right-of-way improvements to SE 133rd 
Place and SE Ramona Street as applicable. 

3. Complete Lot Line Adjustment procedures between Lot 2, Parcher Park, and Tax Lot 
'591 ',Section 14-1S-2E, prior to issuance of any placement permits. 

4. Design Review plans and subsequent Placement Permit applications shall demon­
strate compliance with the Mobile Home Park Development Standards in MCC .7715 
(e.g., fencing. streeLnames, setbacks, roof pitches, 40% maximum space coverage, 
etc.). Compliance shall be ministerially determined by the Planning Division as part 
of Final Design Review and application for individual Placement Permits. 

5. " ~ ~. 
All existing fill areas proposed for roads, building foundations or other facilities 
requiring a compacted base, shall be tested and meet soil compaction and quality 
standards as determined by a registered soils engineer and as approved· by the 
Building Official. The Building Official may require excavation and/or additional 
soils tests for stability, density or toxicity, to assure filled and other areas on the site 
are suitable and safe for placement of the structures. 

....... """ 

6. An on-site storm water drainage system shall be developed with sufficient capacity to 
detain storm water in dry-wells or retention ponds so no net increase in off-site dis­
charge of storm water flow results from development of the site. An engineering cer­
tification shall be included as part of Design Review which assures satisfaction of 
this condition. 

7. The tentative PD plan submitted at the December 2, 1991 hearing must be reviewed 
and appro~~ by Fire District #10. If the Fire District requires any changes to the 
plan, the amended plan's must be reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission. 

Decision 
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FINDINGS: 

1. BACKGROUND: 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on this matter on October 7, 1991. 
The principle issues and questions raised at the hearing by the Commission, neigh­
bors and others were: 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

impacts on traffic volumes and pedestrian (children) safety on Ramona Street; 
past filling and/or dumping activities on the site, and its effects on the place­
ment of houses on the property; 
density (i.e., number of PD-units versus that allowed by the LR-5 zone); 
site coverage increase (i.e,, from 40% to 50% of each house space); 
preservation of the mature trees on the site; 

The Commission continued the matter to their December 2, 1991 meeting date. The 
record remained open for written comments until November 1, 1991. Materials 
received during the open record period were distributed to the Planning Commission 
on November 8, 1991. These consisted of affidavits (regarding past dumping), a 
memorandum in opposition, petitions in opposition, newspaper clippings, informa­
tion on the Johnson Creek basin (and planning activities underway for the basin), 
photographs, and numerous letters primarily citing the traffic volume and safety 
problems for SE Ramona Street should the project be developed. 

2. APPLICANT'S PROPOSAL: 

3. 

Charlie Swan proposes to develop a 25-unit manufactured home development on SE 
133rd Place, just north of SE Ramona Street. Applicant requests approval of a PD 
overlay on the subject property. The proposed project consists of 25 single family 
residences and the public and private street improvements to serve them. 

Applicant provides the following description of their project: 

"PARCHER PLACE, a proposed, manufactured structure development, is conceived 
as being a 25 space ... housing community, nestled in a grove of mature fir trees, 
constructed on a virtually flat, clean piece of land located at 13303 SE Ramona ... 

"It is intended that all elements of Parcher Place be maintained in private owner­
ship. Homesites may be rented on a continuing 30 day basis subject to terms, and 
conditions contained in 'MANUFACTURED STRUCTURE SPACE RENTAL 
AGREEMENT' attached hereto". 

ORDINANCE CONSIDERATIONS: 

The October 7, 1991 Staff Report details applicable Zoning Code provisions. These 
are incorporated by reference. . 
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4. RE;VIEW OF THE PROPOSAL: 

The following section provides findings for each applicable criteria. 

Planning Commission action on the Preliminary Development Plan and Program 
shall be based on findings that the following are satisfied: 

(1) The requirements of MCC .8230(D)(3); 

Comments: 
The above cited Zoning Code subsection requires that the proposal comply 
with applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan. The application 
addresses the following Comprehensive Plan Policies: 

#13 (Air, Water, and Noise Qualities); 
#14 (Development Limitations); 
#16 (Natural Resources); 
#19 (Community Design); 
#21 (Housing Choice); 
#22 (Energy Conservation); 
#24 (Housing Location); 
#25 (Mobile Homes); 
#33a (Transportation System); 
#33c (Bicycle/Pedestrian System) 
#37 (Utilities); 
#38 (Facilities). 

The application text headed ADDRESSING MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES, pages 1-14, is incorporated by refer­
ence. All findings of the application are not incorporated by this reference; 
changes are recommended in this report. 

The roughly 3-acre site is designated Urban Low Density Residential in the 
Powellhurst Community Plan. The PD request will allow development of the 
site with single family detached residences generally consistent with the low 
density residential designation. In addition, as noted in the application, the 
PD overlay for manufactured houses will allow greater housing choices and 
lower cost housing options to the community. 

The PD overlay enables the Planning Commission to limit removal of the sig­
nificant stand of Fir trees on the. site. A conventional LR-5 subdivision pro­
posal, by contrast, would not include this type of discretion. The PD overlay 
can further Community Design and Natural Resources policies in the 
Framework and Powellhurst plans if conditions of approval are imposed to 
limit tree removal. In addition, restrictions on the space coverage of the 
homes (e.g., a 40% maximum coverage) offers additional protection of signif­
icant trees on the site. 

Conditions of approval are imposed to address several Plan policies. 
Condition #1 requires Design Review prior to site clearing or grading. It 
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; 
addresses policies #16 (Natural Resources) and #19 (Community Design). 
Condition #2 addresses policy #33a (Transportation System). Condition #4 
addresses policies #19 (Community Design) and #25 (Mobile Homes). 
Conditions #5 and #6 address policies #2 (Off-site Effects); #13 (Air, Water, 
and Noise Qualities); #14 (Development Limitations); #16 (Natural 
Resources); and #37 (Utilities). 

(2) The applicable provisions of MCC 11.45, the Land Division Chapter: 

Comments: 

The proposal requires a Lot Line Adjustment under the Land Division 
Chapter. Condition # 3 requires that Lot Line Adjustment procedures be 
completed prior to issuance of placement permits within the development. 

(3) Any exceptions from the standards or requirements of the underlying district 
are wa"anted by the design and amenities incorporated in the development 
plan and program, as related to the purposes stated in MCC .6200. 

Comments: 

The LR-5 District's provisions are detailed in MCC 11.15.2622-.2634. The 
principle differences between the proposed site development and the underly­
ing district relate to dimensional standards (i.e., density, setbacks, frontage). 

Density- PD provisions essentially allow an increased density above that provided 
by the base zone (since the area needed for public streets is not subtracted). A 
conventional LR-5 subdivision of the site would result in only about 20 lots 
(ref. Exhibit A attached). The proposed PD proposes 25 manufactured home 
"spaces". The additional5-units is achieved by proposing home spaces of 
about 4400 to 4900 square feet and using less area for streets. Three pro­
posed spaces do have more than 5000 square feet (i.e., spaces #8, #18, & 
#25). 

Setbacks- The typical siting plans illustrated on space Nos. 14 and 20 indicate the 
rear yard setbacks will be 10 to 11-feet; the base zone requires a 15-foot mini­
mum rear yard. The front setbacks on the plan illustration indicate a 20-foot 
minimum; however, the sidewalks along the private street frontage would be 
located within the front setback area. The non-paved "front yard" area for 
each manufactured home would be about 16 to 18-feet. 

Frontage- Another difference between LR-5 standards and.the proposed PD plan 
are the minimum frontage requirements. In the LR-5 zone, lots are required a 
20-foot minimum frontage on a public street [ref. MCC .2634(E)]. The pro­
posed PD plan includes private streets to serve the proposed manufactured 
home "spaces". Each space, however, would have at least 20-feet of frontage 
on a private street. 
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The question before the Commission is whether the design and amenities 
incorporated in the development plan warrant the above exceptions from the 
LR-5 District standards, and whether the proposed plan sufficiently relates to 
the purposes of the Planned Development subdistrict. The PD purposes are 
quoted below [MCC .6200]: 

.. The purpoaea of the Planned Development aul:7-dlatrlc;t are to pro­
vide a meana of creating planned environ menta through the appll­
c;atlon of flexll:71e and dlveralfled land development atandarda; to 
encourage the appllc;atlon of new technlquea and new tec;hnology to 
c;ommunlty development whlc;h will reault In euperlor living or devel­
opment arrangementa: to uee land efflc;lently and thereby reduc;e 
the c;oata of houalng. malntenanc;e. atreet ayatema and utility net­
worka: to promote energy conaervatlon and c;rlme prevention: to 
relate developmenta to the natural environment and to lnha1:71tanta. 
employera. employeea. c;uatomera. and other uaera In harmonloue 
way a." 

The Planning Commission finds that the proposed design and amenities war­
rant the flexibility requested from the base zone, and adequately address the 
PD purposes cited above [ref. purposes findings below under criteria (8)]. 

( 4) That the system of ownership and the means of developing, preserving and 
maintaining open space is suitable to the purposes of the proposal. 

Comments: 

There are no explicit minimum open space area requirements for a Planned 
Development. The proposal does not include common open space areas. The 
site would be held under a single ownership and the individual home sites 
would be leased. This is a common and proven means of accomplishing the 
plan and program for a mobile home park. Applicant's response is in the sec­
tion entitled PARCHER PLACE, pages 15-16. The Commission finds that in 
order to protect significant trees on the site, the 40% maximum coverage 
should be maintained within the development. 

(S) The provisions of MCC .6214. 

Comments: 

MCC .6214 addresses the Relationship of the Planned Development to the 
Environment.. Applicant's response is detailed in .the section entitled 
PARCHER PLACE, page 12. It indicates that most existing trees will be 
retained and incorporated into the site design. Condition No. 1 requires 
Design Review approval of proposed site improvements. It further requires 
that all existing trees (6-inch or greater diameter) be identified on the Design 
Review Plan and retained to the maximum practicable extent. 

The applicant provided a map of trees proposed for removal at the December 
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2, 1991 hearing. The map identifies 39-trees on the property. The map and 
table compared the number of trees saved with the proposed plan versus that 
saved with a conventional LR-5 subdivision of the site. The PD plan saved 
19 trees compared to only 13 saved with a conventional LR-5 subdiovision. 
If the 40% maximum space coverage is maintained, it should be possible to 
retain more trees. 

Adjacent properties are largely developed with single family dwellings, par­
ticularly to the west and south of the site. Gilbert Primary School is located 
on the south side of SE Ramona Street near the site. The proposed site layout 
displays a generally compatible design with neighboring road systems, build­
ings and uses. Conditions of approval are recommended to further address 
the Relationship of the Planned Development to the Environment .. 

Item (D) specifies that [T]he location and number of points of access to the 
site, the interior circulation patterns, the separations between pedestrians 
and moving and parked vehicles, and the arrangement of parking areas in 
relation to buildings, structures and uses shall be designed to maximize 
safety and convenience and be compatible with neighboring road systems, 
buildings, structures and uses. 

The surrounding area is primarily developed in a grid pattern, with square or 
rectangular parcels oriented on north-south or east-west streets. The proposed 
PD continues this pattern in its private streets and lot and home configura­
tions. There are developable LR-5lands immediately to the east of the site 
and a public street system (as suggested in Exhibit A) could provide future 
public street access to this area. The proposed PD does not provide for a 
future street to serve the land immediately to the east. However, this area 
could still develop (to LR-5 densities) using a private access-way. For exam­
ple, a private access-way serves the lots immediately west of the subject prop­
erty (i.e., the "Gilbert Park" addition). There is sufficient space between 
existing houses to develop a private access-way off Ramona Street to serve 
the vacant land east of the Parcher Park site. Therefore, the proposed PD plan 
does not preclude planned (i.e., LR-5) development on adjoining developable 
properties. 

The Transportation Division provides comment relevant to the above cited 
criteria in a November 21, 1991letter from John Dorst. The Division com­
mented on traffic safety and other issues effecting SE Ramona Street and the 
PD site. Based on the Transportation Division comments, the proposed 
development- as conditioned- is adequately served by the existing trans­
portation system. 

The application indicates the project will be secured by a 6-foot height wood 
privacy fence along the west, south and east perimeters, and a 6-foot chain­
link fence with slats along the north boundary (Note: fence design details 
would be finalized as part of Design Review). Applicant indicates the project 
would include street lighting for security and safety. 
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(6) That the proposed development can be substantially completed within four 
years of the approval or according to the development stages proposed under 
MCC .6220. 

"I believe this project will be completed in less than one year from the date of 
approval. Demandfor this product is unbelievable, I have financing in hand and 
should be able to proceed in accordance with the previously stated schedule, 
excepting a truly wet winter. In that event, we should still be completed by 
November, 1992. The proposal meets the criteria for approval." 

Comment: The Commission concurs. 

(7) The development standards of MCC .6212,.6216 and .6218: 

Comments: 

Applicant addresses these criteria in the section entitled PARCHER PLACE, 
page 9-10. The Commission generally concurs with applicant's findings 
except as modified below. 

MCC .6216 Open Space: 

Applicant's response is in the section entitled PARCHER PLACE, pages 15-
16. There are no explicit minimum open space area requirements for a 
Planned Development. The proposal does not include common open space 
areas. The proposed home sites would have between 4400 to 5900 square 
feet, and (if the 40% maximum space coverage is maintained) approximately 
2000 to 3000 square feet of "open space" on each site. The Commission 
finds this adequately protects significant trees on the site and achieves the 
purposes of the Planned Development overlay on this site. 

MCC .6218 Density Computation for Residential Development: 

LR-5 provisions specify a 5,000 square feet minimum lot size for a single 
family house. The total site is 138,326 square feet. The Planned 
Development provisions therefore allow a total of 28 units. (138,326 divided 
by 5000 = 27.67 units). The application proposes 25-units. 

At the October 7, 1991 hearing, the Commission noted that the PD provisions 
essentially allow an increased density above that provided by the base zone 
(since the area needed for public streets is not subtracted). A conventional 
LR-5 subdivision of the site would result in only about 20 lots (ref. Exhibit A 
attached). Most of the 25 manufactured home spaces proposed are less than 
4600 square feet in area, only three have more than 5000 square feet (i.e., 
spaces #8, #18, & #25). 

The Commission finds that the 25-units in the proposed configuration ade­
quately addresses Planned Development criteria. 
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1 (8) The purposes stated in MCC .6200. 

Comments 

The purposes of the PD overlay are noted above under Criteria (3). Applicant 
responds to this criteria in the section entitled PARCHER PLACE, page 10 
The proposal generally fulfills purposes of the Planned development overlay 
by providing affordable housing opportunities, an efficient use of the site, 
reduced public costs for streets and maintenance, and preservation of signifi­
cant natural features on the site (i.e., mature stand of Fir trees). 

Applicant provided a map of trees proposed for removal at the December 2, 
1991 hearing. The map identifies 39-:trees on the prope~y. The map and 
table compared the number of trees saved with the proposed plan versus that 
saved with a conventional LR-5 subdivision of the site. The PD plan saved 
19 trees compared to only 13 saved with a conventional LR-5 subdiovision. 
If the Fire District requires any redesign, the revised plan must be reviewed 
by the Planning Commission (Ref. Condition #7). 

(9) That modifications or conditions of approval are necessary to satisfy the pur­
poses stated in MCC .6200. 

Comments: 

Conditions of approval are imposed to address the purposes of the PD-over­
lay. Condition No. 1 requires design review of proposed site improvements 
and limits the development to 25-units, No.2 requires street improvements to 
access the site, and No. 3 requires land division approval through the County 
Planning Department for the proposed Lot Line Adjustment. Condition No. 4 
requires that Design Review plans and placement permit requests for each 
proposed house comply with the mobile home park development standards 
(e.g., 40% max. coverage, setbacks, etc.). Condition No.5 requires that a reg­
istered soils engineer perform soils tests for stability, density and/or toxicity, 
to assure filled and other areas on the site are suitable for placement of the 
structures. Condition No. 6 requires that an on-site storm water drainage sys­
tem be designed and certified by an engineer. And Condition No. 7 requires 
approval of the site plan by the Fire District. 

5. ADDITIONAL FINDINGS: 

The original application included a request to vacate the SE 133rd Place right­
of-way. The vacation request was withdrawn. Disregard any references in 
the application materials to the street vacation. 

Section 2 in the October 7, 1991 Staff Report lists the Mobile Home Park 
Development Standards of MCC .7715. The applicant responds to these 
standards in a separate section entitled COMPLIANCE Willi SPECIFIC 
CONDITIONS FOR MOBILE HOME PARKS. These standards specify 
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design details such as fencing requirements, minimum setbacks between man­
ufactured homes, minimum roof pitch and square footage for the homes, etc. 
The subsection requires that mobile homes located within the LR-5 District 
" .. .Be a manufactured home constructed after June 15, 1976, and carry a 
State insignia indicating compliance with applicable Oregon State mobile 
home construction or equipment standards; (and) ... Have a minimum floor 
area of not less than 800 square feet; ... (and) ... Have a roof with a minimum 
slope of 16 percent (2:12) ... ". 

MCC .6222(B) specifies the permitted uses for Planned Developments in the 
LR-5 District. Subsection (2) allows a "mobile home park" outside of a 
Developed Neighborhood as designated in the Community Plan. The 
Powellhurst Community Plan does not identify the subject property as a 
Developed Neighborhood, therefore, the proposal is consistent with this pro­
vision. 

The request includes an exception to the 40% maximum space coverage 
requirements for mobile homes [Ref. MCC .7715(C)]. The 40% coverage 
exception request is described in the application section entitled PARCHER 
PLACE, pages 3 and 4. Staff noted that conventional site built houses in the 
LR-5 District are allowed a 50% lot coverage. However, a conventional LR-5 
subdivision of the site would result in only about 20 lots, and each would . 
have a minimum of 5000 square feet (ref. Exhibit A attached). Most of the 25 
manufactured home spaces proposed are less than 4600 square feet in area, 
only three have more than 5000 square feet (i.e., spaces #8, #18, & #25). The 
proposed increase to a 50% space coverage would permit larger manufactured 
homes to be sited; however, this would also increase the potential loss of trees 
on the site. A site design with three or four fewer houses would likely pro­
vide sufficient area on each space to accommodate the larger manufactured 
homes while maintaining the 40% lot coverage standard. Reducing the pro­
ject to 21 or 22 home spaces could provide greater separation between each 
home and a corresponding increase in the number of trees which could poten­
tially be saved. 

Alternatively, the size (rather than the number) of homes allowed in the 
mobile home park could be restricted to achieve the 40% maximum coverage. 
This too, could improve the potential for tree preservation on the site. 

The Transportation Division submitted written comment on the proposal in a 
letter from John Dorst, Engineering Services Administrator, dated November 
21, 1991. These findings are incorporated by reference. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. The proposed manufactured home park - as conditioned -complies with applicable 
zoning provisions. 

2. The proposed Planned Development- as conditioned- affords greaterprotection of a 
significant stand of Fir trees on the property. 

3. Conditions of approval are necessary to assure the project is developed in compliance 
with applicable Plan policies and Zoning Code provisions. 

Signed December 2, 1991 

~-4<-f ~.-,< ----1 \ 
By Richard Leonard, Chairman ~ 

Filed With the Clerk of the Board on December 12 1991 

Appeal to the Board of County Commissioners 

Any person who appears and testifies at the Planning Commission hearing, or who submits written testimony in 
accord with the requirements on the prior Notice, and objects to their recommended decision, may file a Notice 
of Review with the Planning Director on or before 4:30 PM. on Monday, December 23, 1991 on the required 
Notice of Review Form which is available at the Planning and Development Office at 2115 SE Morrison Street. 

The Decision on this item will be reported to the Board of County Commissioners for review at 9:30 a.m. on 

Tuesday, December 24, 1991 in Room 602 of the Multnomah County Courthouse. For further information 

call the Multnomah County Planning and Development Division at248-3043. 
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

GREGORY G. LurJE 

DIRECT LINE: 503 796-2866 

BAND DELJ:VERED 

Mr. Mark Hess 

PACWEST CENTER, SUITES 1600-1950 

1211 SOUTIIWESTFIFI'HAVENUE • PORTlAND, OREGON 97204-3795 

TELEPHONE: 503 222-9981• FAX: 503 796-2900 • TELEX: 4937535 SWK Ul 

November 19, 1991 

Multnomah County Planning Department 
2215 S.E. Morrison street 
Portland, oregon 97214 

RE: PD 2-91, #427 

Dear Mark, 

Enclosed are documents relating to the above referenced 
Planned Development Application. The materials include two 
revised versions of my November 1 Memorandum to the Commission; 
one of which is redlined to show changes made to the November 1 
document; and the other is a clean copy that I would like 
presented to the Commission if possible. The reason for the 
changes is to correct typos, sentence fragments and other 
non-substantive materials. I think the revised version is easier 
to read. 

I am also enclosing a copy of a letter sent yesterday 
to the Fire Department that probably is self-explanatory. I hope 
the Commission will consider the response that should be coming 
from Rich Butcher when the Commission evaluates the credibility 
of the claims and representations made by the Applicant. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or 
concerns prior to the Hearing on December 2. 

truly yours, 

y4u~ 
Encl. 

PORTlAND • SE.UTLE •WASHINGTON, D.C. 
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GOAL 4 : FOREST LANDS s.:-::.: .. - • - _ ._ _ -.. 
SEC REi ~R'!' : ;· .:>I A: : 

To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base 
and to protect the state's forest economy by making possible 
economically efficient forest practices that assure the 
continuous growing and harvesting of forest tree species as the 
leading use on forest land consistent with sound management of 
soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources and to 
provide for recreational opportunities and agriculture. 

Forest lands are those lands acknowledged as forest lands as of 
the date of adoption of this goal amendment. Where a plan is 
not acknowledged or a plan amendment involving forest lands is 
proposed, forest land shall include lands which are suitable 
for commercial forest uses including adjacent or nearby lands 
which are necessary to permit forest operations or practices 
and other forested lands that maintain soil, air, water and 
fish and wildlife resources. 

USES 

Forest operations, practices and auxiliary uses shall be 
allowed on forest lands subject only to such regulation of uses 
as are found in ORS 527.722. 

Uses which may be allowed subject to standards set forth in 
this goal and administrative rule are: (1) uses related to and 
in support of forest operations: (2) uses to conserve soil, 
water and air quality, and to provide for fish and wildlife 
resources, agriculture and recreational opportunities 
appropriate in a forest environment: (3) locationally dependent 
uses; (4) forest management dwellings that are necessary for, 
and accessory to, forest operations; and (5) other dwellings 
under pr~scribed conditions. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Comprehensive plans and zoning provide certainty to assure that 
forest lands will be available now and in the future for the 
growing and harvesting of trees. Local governments shall 
inventory, designate and zone forest lands. Local governments 
shall adopt zones which contain provisions to address the ~~~ 
allowed by the goal and administrative rule and apply t~~ 
zones to designated forest lands. ,~ 

3 
?.1 \\tct~~~t\$ 
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SECRET ARY 1i r S TA Tf Purpose 

660-06-001 (1) The purpose of the Forest Lands Goal is to 
conserve forest lands. 

(2) To accomplish the purpose of conserving forest lands, 
the governing body shall: 

(a) Designate forest lands on the comprehensive plan map 
as forest lands consistent with Goal 4 and OAR 660, Division 6: 
and 

(b) Zone forest lands for uses allowed pursuant to 
OAR 660, Division 6 on designated forest lands: and 

(c) Adopt plan policies consistent with OAR 660, 
Division 6. 

(3) This rule provides for a balance between the 
application of Goal 3 "Agricultural Lands" and Goal 4 "Forest 
Lands," because of the extent of lands that may be designated 
as either agricultural or forest land. 

Applicability 

660-06-003 The following rule describes how and when 
requirements of the amended Forest Lands Goal and Rule apply to 
local government land use decisions. OAR 660, Ojvision 6 
applies to all forest lands as defined by Goal 4. Governing 
bodies shall comply with the requirements of OAR 660-06-004 
within sixty (60) days of the effective date of this rule: 

(1) Governing bodies shall comply with requirements of 
this amended goal and rules, in the following ways prior to the 
director terminating periodic review, the commission affirming 
the final periodic review order, or the court sustaining a 
commission order affirming the final periodic review order for 
issues covered by this amended goal and rules. Where a 
proposed periodic review order is submitted prior to the 
effective date of this amended goal and rules, the following 
provisions will not apply until three years from the effective 
date of this amended goal and rules (see OAR 660-06-003(4)): 

(a) If a governing body amends a plan policy, then the 
requirements of the amended goal and rules shall apply. 



i 

(b) The governing body shall amend its plan map to 
conform to the requirements of this amended goal and rules. 

(c) The governing body shall amend its plan background, 
inventory or other information in the plan to conform to the 
requirements of this amended goal and rules. 

(d) The governing body shall amend its land use 
regulation to conform to the requirements of this amended goal 
and rules. 

(e) The governing body shall amend its zone map to 
conform to the requirements of this amended goal and rules. 

(f) Implementation decisions made by the governing body 
or its designate shall adhere to the acknowledged land use 
regulations in place at the time the application for the 
decision is made. 

(3) Following termination of periodic review, a governing 
body shall apply the requirements of this amended goal and 
rules as outlined in ORS 197.835 (LUBA Scope of Review). 

(4) Local governments that have submitted a proposed 
periodic review order prior to the effective date of this 
amended goal and rules must amend their comprehensive plan and 
land use regulations to comply with requirements of this 
amended goal and rules, within three years of the effective 
date of this rule. 

(a) Local governments that do not complete the required 
comprehensive plan and land use regulation amendments before 
the expiration of the three-year period will be subject to the 
requirements of this amended goal and rules for all land use 
decisions as defined in ORS 197.015. 

(b) After local governments have completed the required 
amendments to their comprehensive plan and land use 
regulations, and such amendments are acknowledged as provided 
in ORS 197.625, the provisions of this amended goal and rules 
shall apply in the same manner as other goals and rules apply 
to other land use decisions made pursuant to acknowledged 
comprehensive plans and land use regulations. 

(5) Applicability Matrix 

The following matrix is intended to supplement the above 
applicability section. It is intended as a general expression 
of legislative intent. Should confusion or conflicts arise 
over the meaning of the specific language of the rule, the rule 
shall take precedence over the matrix. 
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for notice contained in ORS 197.762, ORS 215.402 to 
ORS 215.438. 

Definitions 

660-06-005 For the purpose of this rule, the following 
definitions apply: 

(1) Definitions contained in ORS 197.015 and the 
Statewide Planning Goals. 

(2) Forest operation means any commercial activity 
relating to the growing or harvesting of any forest tree 
species as defined in ORS 527.620(6). 

(3) Governing body means a city council or county board 
of commissioners or county court or its designate, including 
planning director, hearings officer, planning commission or as 
provided by Oregon law. 

Inventory 

660-06-010 Governing bodies shall include an inventory of 
"forest lands" as defined by Goal 4 in the comprehensive plan. 
Lands inventoried as Goal 3 agricultural lands or lands for 
which an exception to Goal 4 is justified pursuant to ORS 
197.732 and taken are not required to be. inventoried under 
OAR 660-06-010. Outside urban growth boundaries, this 
inventory shall include a mapping of forest site class. If 
site information is not available then 8n equivalent method of 
determining forest land suitability must be used. 
Notwithstanding OAR 660-06-010, governing bodies are not 
required to reinventory forest lands if such an inventory was 
acknowledged previously by the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission. 

Plan Designation Outside an Urban Growth.Boundary 

660-06-015 (1) Lands inventoried as forest lands must be 
designated in the comprehensive plan and implemented with a 
zone which conserves forest lands consistent with OAR 660, 
Division 6, unless an exception to Goal 4 is taken pursuant to 
ORS 197.732, the forest lands are marginal lands pursuant to 
ORS 197.247, or the land is zoned with an Exclusive Farm Use 
Zone pursuant to ORS Chapter 215 provided the zone qualifies 
for special assessment under ORS 308.370. In areas of 
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(2) The following uses pursuant to the Forest Practices 
Act (ORS Chapter 527) and Goal 4 shall be allowed in forest 
zones: 

(a) Forest operations or forest practices including, but 
not limited to, reforestation of forest land, road construction 
and maintenance, harvesting of a forest tree species, 
application of chemicals, and disposal of slash; 

(b) Temporary onsite structures which are auxiliary to 
and used during the term of a particular forest operation; 

(c) Physical alterations to the land. auxiliary to forest 
practices including, but not limited to, those made for 
purposes of exploration, mining, commercial gravel extraction 
and processing, landfills, dams, reservoirs, road construction 
or recreational facilities; 

(d) For the purposes of OAR 660-06-025(2) "auxiliary" 
means a use or alteration of a structure or land which provides 
help or is directly associated with the conduct of a particular 
forest practice. An auxiliary structure is located on site, 
temporary in nature, and is not designed to remain for the 
forest's entire growth cycle from planting to harvesting. An 
auxiliary use is removed when a particular forest practice has 
concluded. · 

( 3) 
lands: 

The following uses may be allowed outright on forest 

(a) Uses to conserve soil, air and water quality and to 
provide for wildlife and fisheries resources; 

(b) Farm use as defined in ORS 215.203; 

(c) Additional local distribution lines within existing 
rights-of-way (e.g., electric, telephone, natural gas, etc.) 
and accessory equipment (e.g., electric distribution 
transformers, meter cabinets, terminal boxes, pedestals), or 
which provide service hookups, including water service hookups; 

(d) Temporary portable facility for the primary 
processing of forest products; 

(e) Exploration for ~ineral and aggregate resources as 
defined in ORS Chapter 517; 

(f) Private hunting and fishing operations without any 
lodging accommodations; 

(g) Towers and fire stations for forest fire protection; 
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temporary use for vacation, recreational or emergency purposes, 
but not for residential purposes. A camping site may be· 
occupied by a tent, travel trailer or recreational vehicle. 
Campgrounds authorized by OAR 660-06-025 shall not include 
intensively developed recreational uses such as swimming pools, 
tennis courts, retail stores or gas stations; 

(f) Mining and processing of oil, gas, or other 
subsurface resources, as defined in ORS Chapter 520, and not 
otherwise permitted under OAR 660-06-025{3){m) (e.g., 
compressors, separators and storage serving multiple wells), 
and mining and processing of aggregate and mineral resources as 
defined in ORS Chapter 517; 

{g) Television, microwave and radio communication 
facilities and transmission towers; 

{h) Fire stations for rural fire protection; 

{i) Utility faciljties for the purpose of generating 
five (5) megawatts or less of power; 

(j) Aids to navigation and aviation; 

(k) Water intake facilities, related treatment 
facilities, pumping stations, and distribution lines; 

(1) Reservoirs and water impoundments; 

(m) Firearms training facility; 

(n) Cemeteries; 

(o) Private seasonal accommodations for fee hunting 
operations may be allowed subject to OAR 660-06-025(5), 
OAR 660-06-029, and OAR 660-06-035 and the following 
requirements: 

(A) accommodations are limited to no more than 15 guest 
rooms as that term is defined in the Oregon Structural 
Speciality Code, 

(B) only minor incidental and accessory retail sales are 
permitted, 

'\ 

(C) accommodations are occupied temporarily for the 
purpose of hunting during game bird and big game hunting 
seasons authorized by the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission, 

(D) a governing body may impose other appropriate 
conditions, and 
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(w) Forest management research and experimentation 
facilities as defined by ORS 526.215 or where accessory to 
forest operations. 

(5) A use authorized by OAR 660-06-025(4) may be allow~d 
provided the following requirements or their equivalent are 
met. These requirements are designed to make the use 
compatible with forest operations and agriculture and to 
conserve values found on forest lands: 

(a) The proposed use will not force a significant change 
in, or significantly increase the cost of, accepted farming or 
forest practices on agriculture or forest lands1 

(b) The proposed use will not significantly increase fire 
hazard or significantly increase fire suppression costs or 
significantly increase risks to fire suppression personnel1 and 

(c) A written statement recorded with the deed or written 
contract with the county or its equivalent is obtained from the 
land owner which recognizes the rights of adjacent and nearby 
land owners to conduct forest operations consistent with the 
Forest Practices Act and Rules for uses authorized in 
OAR 660-06-025(4) (e), (1), (r), (s) and (v). 

(6) Nothing in OAR 660-06-025 relieves governing bodies 
from complying with other requirements contained in the 
comprehensive plan or implementing ordinances such as the 
requirements addressing other resource values (e.g., Goal 5) 
which exist on forest lands. 

New Land Division Requirements in Forest Zones 

660-06-026 (1) Governing bodies may approve land divisions 
pursuant to acknowledged comprehensive plan provisions for 
authorizing new land divisions in forest zones pending the 
evaluation described below: 

(a) An evaluation of acknowledged provisions that 
authorize new land divisions below 80 acres in forest zones 
shall be conducted by the governing body to determine whether 
the land division standards in the plan have worked to achieve 
compliance with the amende~ Goal 4. In conducting the 
evaluation, governing bodies shall provide findings based on 
substantial evidence that the acknowledged land division 
standards have worked to assure: · 

(A) the opportunity for economically efficient forest and 
agriculture practices typically occurring in the area, and 
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Forest Management Dwellings in Forest Zones 

660-06-027 (1) Forest management dwellings may be allowed 
in forest zones provided the governing body makes findings 
based on substantial evidence that the requirements of 
OAR 660-06-027 are met. For the purpose of OAR 660-06-027, 
necessary for and accessory to are defined as: 

(a) "Necessary for" means the dwelling will contribute 
substantially to effective and efficient.management of the 
forest land to be managed by the resident(s) of the dwelling. 

NOTE: (The Commission intends that this requirement create 
a relationship between the approval of a dwelling and the 
ongoing forest management of the land. It means that the 
principal purpose for locating a dwelling on forest lands 
is to enable the resident to conduct efficient and 
effective forest management. A dwelling is necessary where 
the occupant must spend an extensive amount of time on 
forest management. This definition precludes a dwelling 
which simply "enhances" forest management. This definition 
also does not demand that a dwelling be absolutely required 
for forest management or .that the production of trees is 
physically possible only with a dwelling.) 

(b) "Accessory to" means that the dwelling is incidental 
and subordinate to the main forest use. 

(2) The governing body shall determine whether the 
dwelling is necessary for and accessory to forest operations 
including cultured Christmas trees as defined in 
ORS 215.203(3). That determination shall be based at a minimum 
on the following information provided by the applicant. The 
applicant shall provide information necessary to complete the 
form attached in Appendix A of this rule or its equivalent 
regarding the condition and productivity of the lands to be 
managed, the plan for management of these lands including a 
chronological description of commercial forest management 
activities to be undertaken by the resident(s) or under 
contract and estimates of yield, labor and expenses. Also, 
information is required showing the site for the proposed 
dwelling and a description of related fire safety measures. 
The information must be sufficient to enable the Oregon 
Department of Forestry within 45 days to determine that: 

(a) The information describing the productivity and 
current condition of the forest land to be managed is complete 
and accurate; and 
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( determined by the governing body needed to remove totally the 
temporary dwelling and accessory structures from the parcel and 
any additional costs for legal proceedings; 

(c) The governing body shall determine whether the 
prospective resident(s) has complied with OAR 660-06-027(7) (a) 
within 60 days of the end of the time period prescribed in 
OAR 660-06-027(7)(a). If the prospective resident(s) has not 
complied with such requirements, the governing body shall 
secure the removal of the dwelling unless an extension is 
granted. An extension of not more than two (2) years may be 
granted if the governing body has subst~ntial evidence on which 
the finding can be made that, due to natural disaster or 
illness, completion of the requirements in OAR 660-06-027(7)(a) 
was not possible; 

(d) The governing body shall enforce the terms of this 
agreement if the prospective resident(s) fails to meet the 
stocking and survival requirements of OAR 660-06-027(7)(a) for 
the ·lands to be managed within five years unless the temporary 
dwelling ahd accessory structures already have been removed or 
unless an extension has been granted under 
OAR 660-06-027(7)(c); 

(e) When the governing body has determined that the 
prospective resident(s) has complied with the requirements of 
OAR 660-06-027(7)(a), the temporary dwelling may be replaced by 
a permanently constructed dwelling. 

(8) A written statement recorded with the deed or written 
contract with the county or its equivalent is obtained from the 
land owner which recognizes the rights of adjacent and nearby 
land owners to conduct forest operations consistent with the 
Forest Practices Act and Rules. 

(9) An application for a forest management dwelling is 
not complete for the purpose of requiring a governing body to 
take final action on the permit within 120 days, as required by 
ORS 215.428, until all the required information including the 
re.view and evaluation by the Oregon Department of Forestry 
required by OAR 660-06-027(1) is submitted to the governing 
body. 

(10) It is the responsibility of the governing body to 
make the final determination that the requirements of 
OAR 660-06-027 have been met. 

(11) Nothing in OAR 660-06-027 relieves governing bodies 
from complying with other requirements contained in the 
comprehensive plan or implementing ordinances such as the 
requirements addressing other resource values (e.g., Goal 5) 
which exist on forest lands. 
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(b) In eastern Oregon, the parcel is composed primarily 
of soils which are: 

(A) capable of 0 to SO cf/ac/yr and where this parcel and 
at least all or part of 7 other parcels exist within a 160-acre 
square when centered on the center of the subject parcel, or 

(B) capable of above SO cf/ac/yr and where this parcel 
and at least all or part of 11 other parcels exist within a 
160-acre square when centered on the center of the subject 
parcel. 

(8) Parcels within urban growth boundaries shall not be 
counted to satisfy the eligibility requirements under 
OAR 660-06-028(7). 

(9) If road access to the dwelling is by a road owned and 
maintained by a private party or by the Oregon Department of 
Forestry, the Bureau of Land Management, or the United States 
Forest Service, then the applicant shall provide proof of a· 
long~term road access use permit or agreement. The road use 
permit may require the applicant to agree to accept 
responsibility for road maintenance. 

(10) Nothing in OAR 660-06-028 relieves governing bodies 
from complying with other requirements contained in the 
comprehensive plan or implementing ordinances such as the 
requirements addressing other resource values (e.g., GoalS) 
which exist on forest lands. 

(11) Dwellings not related to forest management shall not 
be allowed pursuant to OAR 660-06-028 thirty (30) days after 
the commission adopts goal and rule amendments establishing 
secondary lands. 

Siting Standards for Dwellings and Structures in Forest Zones 

660-06-029 The following siting standards or their 
equivalent shall apply to all new dwellings and structures in 
forest and agriculture/forest zones. These standards are 
designed to make such uses compatible with forest operations 
and agriculture, to minimize wildfire hazards and risks and to 
conserve values found on forest lands. A governing body shall 
weigh the standards in OAR 660-06-029 together with the 
requirements in OAR 660-06-03S to identify the building site. 

(1) Dwellings and structures shall be sited on the parcel 
so that: 
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area; and maintain adequate access to the dwelling for fire 
fighting equipment vehicles in accordance with the provisions 
in "Protecting Your Home from Wildfire," (National Fire 
Protection Association). 

Fire Safety Design Standards for Roads 

660-06-040 The governing body shall establish road design 
standards, except for private roads and bridges accessing only 
commercial forest uses, which ensure that public roads, 
bridges, private roads and driveways are constructed so as to 
provide adequate access for fire fighting equipment. Such 
standards shall address maximum grade, road width, turning 
radius, road surface, bridge design, culverts, and r.oad access 
taking into consideration seasonal weather conditions. The 
governing body shall consult with the appropriate Rural Fire 
Protection District and Forest Protection District in 
establishing these standards. 

Uses A~thorized in Agriculture/Forest Zones 

660-06-050 (1) Governing bodies may establish 
agriculture/forest zones in accordance with Goals 3 and 4, and 
OAR 660, Division 6. 

(2) Uses authorized in Exclusive Farm Use Zones in 
ORS 215.213 and ORS 215.283, whichever is applicable, and in 
OAR 660-06-025, OAR 660-06-027 and OAR 660-06-028, subject to 
the requirements of the applicable section, may be allowed in 
any agriculture/forest zone. 

(3) Notwithstanding OAR 660-06-050(2), nonfarm dwellings 
authorized under OAR 215.213(3) or ORS 215.283(3) may be 
allowed on land not receiving special tax assessments under 
ORS 321.730 or ORS 321.815 three (3) out of the last five (5) 
years. 

(4) Dwellings and related structures authorized under 
OAR 660-06-050(2) and (3) in agriculture/forest zones may be 
allowed subject to the requirements of OAR 660-06-029 and 
OAR 660-06-035. , . 

New Land Division Requirements in Agriculture/Forest Zones 

660-06-055 A governing body shall apply the following 
standards to new land divisions in agriculture/forest zones. 
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Regulation of Forest Operations 

660-06-060 The Forest Practices Act (ORS 527.620 to 
ORS 527.990) as implemented through State Board of Forestry 
rules (OAR 629-24-101 to OAR 629-24-648) regulates forest 
operatibns on forest lands. The relationship between the 
Forest Practices Act and land use planning is described in 
ORS 527.722 to ORS 527.726. OAR 660-06-025 does not authorize 
county governing bodies to regulate forest operations or other 
uses allowed by ORS 527.620 to ORS 527.990 and OAR 629-24-101 
to OAR 629-24-648. 

MJR/sp 
<oar> 
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FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Name THIS SPACE FOR coUNTY s UsE ONLY 

Date Rece1ved Date Approved Date Oen1ed 

Street Address 

State 

Tax Lot Number 
.or Parcel Number 

Telephone Number 

Z1p Code 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 
TO BE MANAGED 

Owned or Managed 
under Contract? Section Twp. 

COMPLETE QUESTIONS BELOW 

Rge. Date Acqu 1 red Acres 

1. Is the predominant purpose of this land to grow and harvest trees of a marketable species 
and/or to grow and harvest Christmas trees? 

Yes No 

2. To what extent do livestock use the property for grazing. (Kinds of animals, number of head, 
length of grazing, etc.) 

3. Is any portion of the land subject to a lease option which permits it to be used for any 
purpose other than the growing and harvesting of trees? Yes No If yes, briefly 
explain 

4. Is the property currently assessed under: 
1. Designated Forest Land? 
2. Farm Use? 
3. Western Oregon Small Tract Option Tax? 

If yes, Certificate Number 
Has the property been removed from one of the --------------­
above special assessments? ·If yes, date removed -------------

Yes No 
Yes No 
Yes- No-



7. PRESENT STAND CONDITION - AN INVENTORY AND DESCRIPTION OF THE OWNERSHIP 
IN ITS CURRENT CONDITIONS. 

A. SHOULD INCLUDE A DESCRIPTION OF THE VEGETATIVE COVER TYPES ON THE 
PROPERTY. AREAS OF COMMERCIAL TIMBER SPECIES (DOUGLAS-FIR, 
PONDEROSA PINE, HEMLOCK, WHITE FIR, SPRUCE, RED ALDER) SHOULD BE 
IDENTIFIED BY SPECIES AND BY AVERAGE TRUNK DIAMETER ON DIAMETER 
RANGES. BRUSH AND SCRUBBY HARDWOOD NEED NOT BE IDENTIFIED BY 
SPECIES. 

B. SHOULD INCLUDE AN ESTIMATE OF THE TREE STOCKING LEVEL OF 
COMMERCIAL SPECIES. THIS IS AN ESTIMATE OF DENSITY AND MAY BE 
PRESENTED BY A RANKING OF LOW, MODERATE, OR HIGH. 

C. SHOULD INCLUDE FOREST SITE CLASSES. THIS IS AN ESTIMATE OF GROWTH 
POTENTIAL OF THE LAND. TWO SITE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS ARE 
ACCEPTABLE: 

TYPE 

1. FIVE CLASS SYSTEM: SITE I (HIGHEST POTENTIAL) TO SITE V 
(LOWEST). 

2. SEVEN CLASS SYSTEM BASED ON ANNUAL CUBIC FOOT PRODUCTION: 
SITE 1 (HIGHEST> TO SITE 7 (LOWEST). 

(THESE CLASSIFICATIONS ARE NOT THE SAME AS THE SOIL 
CONSERVATION SERVICE'S AGRICULTURAL SOIL CLASSIFICATION 
SYSTEM WHICH RATES SOILS ON CAPABILITY FOR PRODUCING CROPS OR 
PASTURE.) 

DIA. 
ACRES SPECIES AGE RANGE STOCKING 

SITE 
CLASS # SLOPE 

D. ATTACH A COVER TYPE MAP. 

E. 

1. A MAP INDICATING THE BOUNDARIES OF THE DIFFERENT VEGETATIVE 
TYPES LISTED ABOVE, STREAMS, ROADS, AND EXISTING OR PLANNED 
STRUCTURES SHOULD BE INCLUDED. A MAP SCALE OF 1" - 1000' OR 
LESS IS DESIRABLE. 

2. INDICATE ANY AREAS WHERE YOU PLAN TO CULTIVATE CHRISTMAS TREES. 

ATTACH A SOILS MAP, IF AVAILABLE, SHOWING SOIL TYPES MAPPED BY THE 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE (SCS), FOR YOUR PROPERTY. ASSISTANCE 
IN OBTAINING THIS INFORMATION CAN BE OBTAINED FORM THE LOCAL 
(COUNTY) OFFICE OF THE SCS OR THE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE. 
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NARRATIVE OR CONCLUSIONS 

TYPE # 

NAME, PHONE NUMBER AND SIGNATURE OF PERSON WHO PREPARED PLAN IF DIFFERENT FROM 
APPLICANT, PREPARER'S NAME: PHONE: _____ _ 

PREPARER'S SIGNATURE: ________________ __ DATE: _____ _ 

DECLARATION 

I declare under penalties of false swearing CORS 305 305.990(4) that I have 
examined this document and any accompanying papers, and to the best of my, 
knowledge they are true, correct and complete. 

Applicant's Signature Applicant's Signature Date 

X X 
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FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN INSTRUCTIONS 
(Not part of the rule) 

This plan is designed to be filled out by the property owner. Some 
necessary information can be obtained from the local offices of the 
Oregon Department of Forestry and the Soil Conservation Service. 
Additional information and assistance on preparing management plans 
may also be obtained from private forestry consultant. 

Upon completion of the management plan, it needs to be submitted to 
the local Oregon Department of Forestry office at: 

ADDRESS WILL BE INSERTED 

The Department of Forestry will then review the plan to assure that 
the necessary information has been provided. If the plan includes 
all the required information, then the Department of Forestry will 
determine if: 

1. The information describing the productivity and current 
conditio~ of the forest land to be managed is complete and 
accurate. 

2. The forest management plan is likely to result in productive 
occupation of the site for the required timber management 
and/or Christmas tree cultivation purposes in terms of 
stocking, stand density, and harvest. 

NOTE: At least two weeks prior to starting any management 
activities on the property, contact the local Oregon State 
Forestry Department office for Notification of Operation and 
Permit to Operate Power Driven Machinery and other requirements 
under the Oregon Forest Practices Act and Oregon Fire Laws. 

Description of property to be managed: 

If you do not know the legal description of the property to be 
managed, information describing the property can be obtained from 
the county assessor or from a title insurance company. 

Question 1: 

If your major reason for owning the land is to grow and harvest 
forest tree species and/or grow and harvest Christmas trees, then 
mark yes. 

Question 2: 

If livestock are grazed on the property, describe the kinds of 
animals, number of head of each kind and the extent of the grazing 
season. 



that will limit or prevent the use of various forest management 
practices such as logging, application of herbicide, site 
preparation, thinning, etc., or Christmas tree culturing practices. 
Listed below are some obstacles or natural features that may limit 
intensive management. 

A. Above ground transmission, power, arid telephone lines. 

B. Underground power, telephone, cable TV, gas, and water line. 

c. Water well on property or neighbors property near property 
line. 

D. State and county roads. 

E. Location of buildings and residences on property and 
neighboring properties. 

F. Steep slopes over 30% 

G. Class I,tClass II, Classiisp streams on property or adjacent 
property. Contact the local Oregon Department of Forestry 
office for stream type information. 

H. Natural springs. 

For example, the illustration provided by the sample type map under 
the instructions for question 7D has three limitations shown for 
intensive forest management. These are: 

A. The house located on the property, which may limit the type of 
harvesting, if any that would be done in the vicinity. This 
would be especially true if there was a well located near the 
house. 

B. The stream, which may limit the type of harvesting in its 
vicinity as well as the number of trees that might be harvested 
in the area. The stream would also restrict the type of 
reforestation activities in that area such as use of herbiciqes 
to control competing brush. 

c. The house on the adjoining property, which might limit the type 
of management practices that you could conduct along that 
property line. · 

Question 7: Present Stand Condition 

The purpose of this section is to provide an inventory and 
description of your forest land in its current condition. 

Question 7A: 

Description of the vegetative cover types refers to dividing the 
property into various vegetative types or stands. Each stand 
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When drawing a timber type map, it is very easy to draw the stands 
too small and detailed. You should draw the stands based on the 
primary cover or tree type in that stand. Showing quarter and half 
acre pockets of trees as individual stands can very easily make the 
map overly detailed and give type sizes that are not a practic~l 
size to manage. 

The above sample timber type map is an example of how such a map 
might look. You will note there are only three major types of 
trees on the 80-acre parcel. 

The three types are typical for western Oregon. 

DF -This would be a stand of primarily Douglas-fir. It may 
also contain some red alder, big leaf maple, or even other 
conifers such as western red cedar. However, the 
predominant tree in this s~and is Douglas-fir; so the stand 
is labeled as Douglas-fir. 

DF, RA - This is a stand containing a mixture of Douglas-fir 
and ~ed alder, a very common mix in Oregon. In the 
example, there is a fairly even mixture of both trees, so 
the stand was labeled as containing both. The stand may 
also contain other types of scattered hardwoods or 
conifers. 

RA -This is a stand of primarily red alder bordering a stream. 
In western Oregon forests, it is common to find alder 
growing. The stand may also contain scattered Douglas-fir, 
western red cedar and big leaf maple. However, the stand 
is typed as alder, because it is the primary species. 

The sample timber type map also shows a house, road, and stream. 
In addition, there is a house that is shown on the adjoining 
property to the east. 

Question 7D: 

Soil type maps are available at the local Soil Conservation Service 
or Cooperative Extension Service offices. A soil map should be 
attached to your management plan. 

Question 8: 

The example provided is based upon the information included under 
the inventory information used for the instructions for question 7. 
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NARRATIVE OR CONCLUSIONS 

9. 

TYPE # 

NAME, PHONE NUMBER AND SIGNATURE OF PERSON WHO PREPARED PLAN IF DIFFERENT FROM 
{-·-.:. APPLICANT, 
\ .. ) PRE PARER Is NAME: PHONE: -----

PREPARER'S SIGNATURE: ________ DATE: ____ _ 

DECLARATION 

I declare under penalties of false swearing (ORS 305 305.990(4) that I have 
examined this document and nay accompanying papers, and to the best of my 
knowledge they are true, correct and complete. 

Applicant's Signature Applicant's Signature Date 

X X 



MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

Multnomah County Planning Commission 

Greg Lutje, on behalf of Don Rhyne 

PO 2-91, #427; Application for 25 manufactured housing 
development at 13303 S.E. Ramona Street (Parcher Park) 

November 1, 1991 

This memorandum is submitted pursuant to MCC 11.15.8225 

on behalf of Don Rhyne who is the owner of real property 

immediately adjacent to the proposed development site. The 

Planning Commission during the hearing on october 7, 1991 left 

open the opportunity for submission of written statements until 

the close of business on November 1, 1991. This memorandum will 

provide evidence and argument against the application under review 

and contains facts showing the manner in which the interests of 

Don Rhyne will be adversely affected by a decision contrary to 

Mr. Rhyne's position on the application. 

As indicated in the Staff Report dated October 7, 1991, 

the Planning Commission's action on the application shall be based 

on findings that several criteria have been satisfied. The first 

of these criteria is satisfaction of the requirements under 

MCC .8230(0) (3), which requires the applicant to persuade the 

Planning Commission that the proposed action fully accords with the 

applicable elements of the Multnomah County Comprehensive Plan. 

Applicant Has Not Adequately Demonstrated That The Application 
Fully Accords With The comprehensive Plan. 

Under Policy 2, this body must apply conditions to its 

approval of land use decisions where it is necessary to protect the 
/ 
' ' 
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public from the potentially deleterious effects of the proposed 

use. The following discussion will demonstrate why the proposed 

development does not meet all required standards, and demonstrate 

why the project's off-site effects to the surrounding properties 

or the community warrant appropriate conditions for approval to 

minimize those effects. 

Policy 13: Air. Water. Noise Qualities. 

On page 2 of the portion of the application addressing 

the various policies of the Comprehensive Plan, applicant states 

that. 

"storm drainage will be maintained, insofar as 
possible, on site. Rainwater will be captured 
in rain gutters, channeled to the inverted 
crown streets and then carried to properly 
sized dry wells. All of this is located on 
the property. We have every reason to believe 
that dry wells will do a satisfactory job as 
the soil in the area percolates very well." 

This claim of storm drainage capacity and soil 

percolation should be substantiated by an adequate demonstration 

that applicant has tested and engineered the dry wells sufficiently 

to warrant this development. The coverage of the land area by the 

streets, mobile home sites and other improvements will 

significantly reduce the area of soil eligible for water 

percolation and applicant should be required to demonstrate the 

adequacy of his claims upon this issue. 

Policy 14: Development Limitations. 

Under this Policy, the county is committed to direct 

development away from areas that may have a "high seasonal water 
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table within zero to 24 inches of the surface for three or more 

weeks of the year: and a fragi-pan less than 30 inches from the 

surface." During testimony provided at the October 7 hearing, 

several landowners in the area testified as to the existence of a 

high water table within the general area of the subject property. 

As a condition for approval, applicant should be required to 

provide verifiable evidence that the subject property is not 

subject to water table or fragi-pan problems. Applicant's answers 

of "no" to the questions does not sufficiently demonstrate that 

applicant has verified t~e claim with sufficient evidence. 

Under strategy D2, Policy 14 of the Comprehensive Plan 

states that the county development standard should include 

provisions for drainage and retention of vegetation and significant 

natural or habitat areas where these will mitigate natural hazards. 

Applicant should be required to fulfill its burden of proof by 

demonstrating that its proposed drainage system and retention of 

vegetation will alleviate th.e problems created by its proposed 

coverage of the area with streets, mobile homes and other 

improvements. 

Policy 19: Community Design. 

Under this Policy, the County is required to maintain a 

community design process which locates development proposals in 

terms of scale and community impact with the overall purpose being 

a complimentary land use pattern. Although staff is recommending 

that one of the conditions of approval be Design Review approval of 
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all proposed site improvements, applicant should be required to 

demonstrate prior to approval by the Commission that the proposed 

development is complimentary to the existing neighborhood use 

pattern. Applicant states in the portion of its application which 

addresses Policy 19 that it is applicant's belief that the existing 

neighborhood will hardly know of the existence of the proposed 

development. If that is so, then it is questionable why so many of 

the community and parents of children attending the nearly 

immediately adjacent grade school are in opposition to this 

proposal. 

Applicant has submitted its proposed site layout but has 

not provided quantitative data with regard to an inventory of 

existing trees and has not provided any quantitative data with the 

number of trees that will be removed or impaired as a result of the 

development plan. Prior to the approval by this body, applicant 

should demonstrate the actual effect of its proposal upon the site. 

This would allow the Planning ·Commission the capability of 

reconfiguring the proposed site layout to accommodate the goal of 

leaving the trees and other natural vegetation in as natural state 

as possible. 

With regard to circulation, applicant states that general 

circulation "should be more than adequate." Applicant has not 

submitted any data to support such a claim. Applicant states that 

it intends to construct a 28-foot inverted crown asphalt road even 

though such a construction is contrary to county road standards. 
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Applicant claims that Rich Butcher of the Portland Fire Department 

has indicated that the circulation and turning radius in the 

project are satisfactory for fire purposes, but 

document so acknowledging in the record. 

there is no 

With regard to parking, applicant states that each space 

shall have off street parking for not less than two cars with 

parking permitted only on one side of the road. Applicant further 

states that "there should be plenty of parking for all concerned." 

It is questionable whether a 33.5 foot,width hard surface which 

would be narrowed by the width of parked cars will be adequate for 

fire and emergency vehicle access in an emergency situation. As 

required by MCC 11.15.8230, the burden of proof is upon the 

applicant to demonstrate that parking and emergency'vehicle access 

will be adequate for the proposed site. 

With regard to its obligation to preserve and enhance the 

amenities of the natural and developed environment, applicant 

states that "every effort is being made to retain as many as 

possible of the large fir trees now on the property." Applicant 

has failed to submit any supportive data of this claim. Before the 

application should be approved, applicant should be required to 

perform a complete inventory of the number of trees and provide 

verifiable data on how many trees will remain standing after the 

proposed development. 

In its response to the requirement that the individual 

development contribute to the quality of the environment and 



Memo to Multnomah county Planning Commission 
November 1, 1991 
Page 6 

surrounding neighborhood, applicant responds that its design for 

Parcher Place will be similar to Buxton Place which applicant 

claims has demonstrated tremendous public acceptance. This claim 

is questionable because Buxton Place has been open for only a few 

months and hardly has had sufficient time to be analyzed by the 

public. 

In his response to the requirement that the application 

consider the soil capabilities, and natural vegetation of the site 

plan, applicant states that "the soil is extremely sandy with 

outstanding drainage capabilities." But applicant fails to support 

its claim with any verifiable data. Again, applicant claims that 

it plans to preserve where possible as many of the large fir trees 

on the site but has no supporting data indicating how many trees 

are there currently and how many will remain standing after the 

proposed development. 

Policy 20: Arrangement of Land. 

Under this Policy, the county is committed to assure a 

complimentary blend of uses and reinforce community identity and 

create a sense of pride and belonging. Applicant has failed to 

address any of the issues contained within this Policy in its 

application: and as demonstrated by the nearly unanimous opposition 

by the community, Parcher Park will not reinforce a sense of 

community identity or foster a sense of pride and belonging. 
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Policy 21: Housing Choice. 

In its response to the issues of this Policy, applicant 

claims that its typical tenant is age 62, yet applicant has failed 

to demonstrate any supporting data for such a claim. Applicant has 

produced no demographic data to support such a claim, and based 

upon the demographics of the immediate area, it is more likely that 

Parcher Park will be inhabited by couples and single parents with 

children. Consequently, the children should be provided with an 

environment with adequate open areas and recreational areas to 

safely play in, but Parcher Park contains no such areas. 

Policy 24: Housing Location. 

As a major residential project, Parcher Place must be 

demonstrated by applicant to be nondeleterious to the neighborhood; 

Under the access criteria for a major residential project, 

applicant must demonstrate that "site access will not cause 

dangerous intersections or traffic congestions, considering the 

roadway capacity, existing and projected traffic counts, speed 

limits and number of turning movements." This development has the 

potential of creating 25 new home sites with the concomitant 

traffic impacts. This will potentially create between 7 and 10 

trips per day, per unit: or two hundred fifty additional trips per 

day. Southeast Ramona Street is a two-lane road with a paved area 

only 18 feet 4 inches wide with no sidewalks. There is a 

tremendous amount of traffic on a street of this size resulting 

from ingress and egress to the school, both by parents in 
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automobiles and by the school buses. 

The only access to this project would be within 300 feet 

of the driveway to Gilbert Park School, and, as supported by the 

petitions and testimony of parents and neighbors, this project's 

impact on the immediate neighborhood has the likely affect of 

significant impact. Applicant has failed to produce any 

quantitative data to fulfill its burden of demonstrating that the 

proposal will not severely and adversely affect the neighborhood, 

and this body should not approve the project until the applicant 

has so demonstrated that Ramona Street can support the increased 

traffic resulting from the project. 

Another important factor is that S.E. Foster, which is 

approximately 10 blocks to the south of Ramona, is due to undergo 

significant construction work in the near future as it is planned 

as a major transitway and be widened to five lanes. During the 

time of such construction, S.E. Ramona Street will likely be the 

alternative route for traffic. Applicant has failed to demonstrate 

its burden that Ramona Street can support both this increased 

traffic due to the construction as well as the mobile home park. 

Applicant's response of "yes" in the application to this 

issue is not adequate to fulfill applicant's obligation to prove 

that its proposed action fully comports with this element of the 

Comprehensive Plan. It is also questionable whether the scale of 

this development is compatible with the surrounding uses. Parcher 
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Place has the potential of being a 25-unit manufactured subdivision 

in an area largely comprised of single family residences. Such a 

saturation of home sites is inappropriate considering the existing 

development of the area. As required under Item 2(C)(5) of the 

major residential project criteria, the site layout for Parcher 

Park fails to adequately respond to "the existing community 

identity." consequently, this body should either deny the 

application as proposed, or significantly reduce the number of 

mobile home sites to allow the project to be more compatible with 

the surrounding uses and maintain the existing community identity. 

Policy 25: Mobile Homes. 

Under this Policy, the housing policy locational criteria 

under Policy 24 must be appropriate to the scale of the 

development. The property site is currently zoned LR5 which 

requires a minim~ lots size of 5,000 square feet for a homesite. 

Applicant has consistently claimed that Parcher Park is equivalent 

to a subdivision, yet only three of the proposed 25 homesites 

exceeds the minimum lot size requirement under the LR5 designation. 

Such a development seems an abnormality and inappropriate when 

compared to the home sites of the neighborhood. In order to 

maintain the compatibility of the project with the existing 

residential developments, applicant should be required to decrease 

the total number of home sites in its proposal so that each mobile 

home site is at least 5,000 square feet, not including the roadway 

areas. 
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Policy 33A: Transportation System; Policy 34: Trafficways. 

Under these two policies, the county is obligated to 

implement a balanced, safe and efficient transportation system 

which (a) protects social values and the quality of neighborhoods 

and communities: and (b) provides a safe, functional and convenient 

system. Southeast Ramona Street is classified by Multnomah County 

as a "local street. 11 Because of such classification, any new 

development along the street should closely be evaluated to 

determine its impact on the capacity of the street. With such 

close proximity to two grade schools and the resulting bus and 

parent traffic, the neighbors' concern about the deleterious affect 

of this project on S.E. Ramona and the community is reasonable. 

Applicant has failed to show that its proposed development will not 

exacerbate the already existing traffic problems and consequently, 

until such a demonstration has been adequately made, the Planning 

Commission should deny applicant's request. 

Policy 37: Utilities. 

In its response to the drainage issue under this Policy, 

applicant states that it plans to use dry wells and contain the 

surface water on site. Applicant makes the further claim that the 

water runoff can be handled on the site and that adequate provision 

has been made. Applicant has failed to produce any evidence of any 

testing by a qualified mechanical engineer to support its claims. 

Until applicant has so demonstrated, the development should be 

denied. 
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Policy 38: Facilities. 

Under this Policy, the appropriate school district must 

be provided an opportunity to review and comment on the proposal. 

The school district has done so and indicated that it has very 

serious concerns about the safety of its students due to the 

traffic impacts that this project will have upon S.E. Ramona 

Street. These concerns are well taken and substantiated by a 

petition and other written evidence submitted by parents and 

neighbors in the area. Applicant claims that Rich Butcher of the 

Portland Fire Department has approved the project "in concept," but 

has failed to supply any materials supporting such a statement. 

Policy 39: Open Space and Recreation Planning. 

Applicant has not addressed this Pol icy in its proposal •. 

Although applicant states that each mobile home site will be 

required to have a private open space no less than 48 square feet, 

the proposed site plan contains no recreation or open areas for 

children to play in. Given the demographics of the area and the 

fact that the other mobile home parks within the vicinity have on 

the average .5 children per unit, it is reasonable to conclude that 

there will be between 12 and 15 children in this development. 

Consequently, with mobile home sites at such close proximity, 

applicant should be required to provide adequate recreational space 

for the children that will be tenants; as well as visitors of the 

older people that may inhabit the project. 

Additionally, this area is within close proximity to the 
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Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan being implemented by the City 

of Portland. This site also is within the area to.be annexed by 

the City of Portland and, consequently, some consideration should 

be made to ensure that any development of the area is compatible 

with the Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan. With the site being 

adjacent to the abandoned railroad lines and immediately southwest 

of Powell Butte, this area has great potential for park and other 

recreational use. The fact that the original subdivision is named 

Parcher Park, indicates that the site has always been deemed to be 

a place of great natural potential. The protection of the natural 

resources results in increased protection from natural disasters, 

increased sense of place, uniqueness, visual diversity and 

aesthetics and provides a greater education and recreation 

opportunity. Therefore, every effort should be made to limit this 

conflicting use in a manner which protects the resource. 

Applicant's Requested Exceptions from the standards or Requirements 
of the Underlying District Are Hot warranted and Consequently the 
Request Should Be Denied. 

Applicant is requesting an exception to the 40% maximum 

space coverage requirement for mobile homes as provided under 

MCC 11.15.7715C. As noted in the staff report, applicant attempts 

to justify its request for a variance from the 40% coverage levels 

by stating that the typical new home is approximately 1680 square 

feet. When the area of the required two vehicle car - port of 480 

feet and the nearly 100 square feet of a required storage shed are 

added to the typical new home size, the total lot coverage is in 
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excess of 2250 square feet. Instead of granting applicant's 

request for a variance of the 40% coverage parameter, applicant 

should be required to increase the size of the lots so that the 40% 

coverage limitation may be kept intact. To do otherwise would be 

contradictory to Comprehensive Plan Policy No. 39 which relates to 

open space and MCC 11.15.6216 which also relates to open space. 

All but three of. the 25 manufactured home sites on applicant's 

tentative plan are less than the 5000 square feet minimum 

limitation under the LR 5 Zone designation. It is requested that 

as a condition for approval of this application, the Commission 

require that the minimum lot size for this project shall be no less 

than 7100 square feet to accommodate a 2272 square foot home plus 

a 480 square foot car port plus a 96 square foot storage building 

which would have a total lot coverage of 2848 square feet. Such 

a minimum lot size requirement is permitted under the discretion 

granted the Commission under the Plan Development Chapter of the 

Multnomah County Code and is consistent with the policy to maintain 

open space, and is consistent with the 40% maximum lot coverage 

requirement. Staff's analogy to conventional site built houses 

which allow a 50% lot coverage is inappropriate in this instance 

because of the specific requirements generated under the provisions 

of the Comprehensive Plan and the Code. Larger lot size 

requirements for this application would also allow for more trees 

to be preserved and to maintain a greater degree of the natural 

setting provided by this property. 
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Applicants narrative discussion on this topic refers to 

typical new home sizes but provides no data to support this 

position. Applicant should be required to inform the Commission 

what percentage of manufactured homes sold within the most recent 

years fall within the 1,680 square foot typical manufactured home 

size. 

Under MCC 11.15.6206(A)(4), applicant must demonstrate 

that its development preserves and maintains open space in a 

suitable fashion. Applicant speaks grandly of the large grove of 

fir trees on the site but provides no data on actual number of 

trees in excess of six inches in diameter or how many trees will be 

left standing under applicant's current site plan. No park or play 

area is included in this project to accommodat~ the needs of any of 

the children that likely will be tenants of the project. Applicant 

proposes to mandate that each tenant of the park have access to an 

outdoor private area of not less than 48 square feet. It hardly 

seems reasonable for children to be expected to grow up with the 

backyard measuring only six feet by eight feet. Applicant should 

be required to set aside sufficient space within the park to 

accommodate playground and other open space areas for the occupant. 

Additionally, it is reasonable to expect that tenants will have 

pets which likely will be small dogs and cats and that such pets 

will need adequate area for hygienic purposes. In sum, the 

opponents suggest that applicant has failed to adequately support 

this proposed project by demonstrating a sufficient need to 
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overcome the 40% lot coverage requirement or support his 

requirements under the code for open space areas. 

Applicant Has Failed to Demonstrate Adequate Compatibility with the 
Existing Natural Environment as Required Under MCC 11.15.6214. 

Applicant states in its response that "every effort is 

being made to save as many of the large trees on the site as 

possible." Applicant has failed to supply any data to support such 

a contention. Until an inventory of the existing number of trees 

on the site has been prepared and compared to the number of trees 

that will be lost due to development, an objective determination 

cannot be made as to whether applicant is in compliance with this 

development criteria. 

Applicant also states that run off water will ·be 

contained in "appropriate drywells," but again fails 'to 

substantiate the claim with any data from the verifiable and 

objective source. Until applicant has provided verifiable data 

relating to drainage, stability, and toxicity, this body cannot 

make an informed evaluation of the proposal. In its response to 

the solar exposure issue, applicant states that 84% of the home 

sites have a north to south setting, "thus taking full advantage of 

all solar advantage possible." It would seem that home sites with 

an east to west setting would have greater solar access. 

Applicant states that "there will be very little site 

modification, excepting removal of trees 'where necessary' in order 

to place homes correctly." Again applicant fails to provide any 

quantitative data regarding the number of removal of trees. 
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Under • 6214 (d) applicant must address the issue of access 

points to the site, interior circulation patterns and the 

arrangements of parking areas in relation to the buildings so that 

the design will maximize safety and convenience and "be compatible 

with neighboring road systems, buildings, structures and uses. " 

There is only one access to the proposed development and 

consequently there will be a significant impact onto the already 

overtraveled local street, s. E. Ramona. Applicant fails to provide 

any data substantiating its claim that the interior circulation 

patterns will be sufficient to accommodate emergency vehicle needs 

or that the parking areas will be sufficient. Although each rented 

space will have two parking spots, on street parking will be 

provided on one side of the street which will significantly 

diminish the actual travelable width of the road which may 

significantly impact emergency vehicle access when necessary. 

Equally critical will be the impact of this potential 

development upon the neighboring road systems which concerns are 

justifiably brought forward by the area residents. 

Inadequate Open Space Under .6216. 

The Code states that open space shall not include rights 

of way, driveways or open parking areas. Other than the mobile 

home sites themselves, the proposed plan does not provide for any 

open areas within the project. Such a development in inconsistent 

with the neighborhood and contrary to requirements under this Code 

provision. As stated in subpart C of this Code, "open spaces 
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containing natural features worthy of preservation may be left 

unimproved * * * to assure protection of the features." If, as 

applicant contends, the existing trees are of such value, then the 

precise number of trees which will remain standing after 

development should be known before the project is approved. 

Contrary to Staff's claim that the proposed site layout "maximizes 

safety and convenience and displays a compatible design with the 

neighboring road systems," the development of this project will 

have a deleterious affect on the road and safety of the children 

attending Gilbert Park Elementary School which is immediately 

opposite the project. The Commission should consider requiring 

that the applicant insure that proper open spaces within the 

development be maintained by dedicating such open spaces as may be 

appropriate by the recording of covenants or restrictions on the 

project. 

Additional concerns. 

As evidenced by first hand documents prepared by 

adjoining land owners, a portion of the proposed site once was the 

site of an illegal dump. Before applicant's request is approved, 

applicant should be required to demonstrate that the area is free 

from toxic and hazardous wastes. 

summary. 

On behalf of Don Rhyne and the other affected land owners 

and parents of children attending Gilbert Elementary School, this 

Memorandum is submitted to the Planning commission as a written 
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statement in opposition to the application. The primary concerns 

involve maintaining the site in a compatible nature with the 

neighborhood by maintaining as many trees as possible, the traffic 

impact on the already congested Ramona Street, the high water table 

of the subject property, and the potential that the site includes 

toxic or hazardous waste resulting from its use as a former dump. 

It is requested that the Planning Commission deny the application 

on the grounds that applicant has failed to demonstrate the public 

need for the requested change in the classification of the property 

in question and that applicant has failed to demonstrate that the 

action fully accords with the applicable elements of the 

comprehensive plan and other provisions of the Multnomah County 

Code. As an alternative to denial of the application, it is 

requested that the commission not allow applicant's request to 

increase the 40% site coverage maximum but instead require 

applicant to increase the lot size of the site to maintain the 40% 

parameter and require that applicant demonstrate with particularity 

that the subject property is free from toxic and hazardous waste, 
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has adequate drainage and is not part of a high water table, and 

reduce the total number of units in the plan to reduce the traffic 

impact on the sole means of access. 

Submitted on behalf of Don Rhyne 

Gregory G. lutie 
Gregory G. Lutje, Attorney 
Schwabe, Williamson and Wyatt 
Pacwest Center, suites 1600-1950 
1211 s.w. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204-3795 
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DIRECI' LINE: 503 796-2866 

PACWEST CENTER, SUITES 1600-1950 

12ll SOUI'HWESTFIFTHAVENUE • PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-3795 

TELEPHONE: 503 2.22-9981• FAX: 503 796-2900 • TELEX: 4937535 SWK Ul 

November 18, 1991 

Mr. Richard Butcher 
City of Portland Fire Department 
55 s.w. Ash 
Portland, Oregon 97204-3590 

Dear Rich: 

RE: statements of Charlie swan Relating to Fire 
Department's Approval of Mobile Home Park Circulation 
Plan 

This letter is a follow-up to our recent telephone 
conversation regarding the above referenced matter. As we 
discussed, r am enclosing with this letter copies of materials 
that were presented by Mr. swan to the Multnomah County Planning 
Commission. These materials include: (1) a memo dated July 5 to 
you from Mr. Swan: (2) a memo dated August 1 from Mr. swan to 
Mark Hess, County Planner: and (3) copies of pages (#4 and #14) 
from Mr. Swan's development plan. I believe that the 
representations made by Mr. Swan to the Commission in these 
materials may not be accurate and r request your assistance in 
setting the record straight as to what actually occurred. 

As you are aware, Mr. Swan is attempting to obtain a 
zone change from the County to allow him to construct a mobile 
home park near South East 133rd and Ramona Street. One of the 
requirements for obtaining such an approval is a presentation of 
a preliminary development plan which includes a narrative 
description of the program elements, one of which relates to 
access and circulation. 

The text of a portion of page #4 to enclosure item (3) 
states that: 

"Rich Butcher, ••• verbally approved circulation as 
shown in the 'Tentative Plan of Parcher Place, {in so 
far as the fire department is concerned,} ' •.. as 
presented to Mr. Butcher, at his office 9:40 A.M. July 
5, 1991." 

PORTLAND • SEATTLE •WASffiNGTON, D.C. 



Mr. Richard Butcher 
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In addition, Mr. Swan states on page #14 of enclosure 
item {3), that "Rich Butcher of the Portland fire prevention 
division has approved the project in concept." This comment was 
given in response to a requirement under the County's 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 38- Facilities, that fire protection 
districts be provided an opportunity to review and comment on 
proposals. 

As I understand what really happened, you did consult 
with Mr. Swan about the location and number of fire hydrants that 
would be necessary for the project, but you or your department do 
not, and did not in this case review, comment or approve the 
project's circulation pattern as indicated by Mr. swan in 
enclosure items {2) and {3). 

I also wish to confirm that Don Patty is with the 
portion of the Fire Department that evaluates and approves 
circulation patterns, and that to date, he has not seen or is in 
a position to evaluate the adequacy the circulation patterns of 
Mr. swan's plans. 

If the contents of this letter are in accord with your 
understanding of the events, then I request that you, and perhaps 
Mr. Patty, write a letter to the Multnomah County Planning 
Commission, in care of Mark Hess, County Planner, in which you 
inform the Commission of your position regarding Mr. swan's 
statements to the Commission. I am also enclosing a copy of the 
Notice for the Hearing on December 2 which includes the relevant 
information for your letter. Please copy me with any 
correspondence which you send and contact me if you or Don have 
any questions. 

cc: Mark Hess (w/ encl.) 
Don Rhyne (wjencl.) 

Very truly yours, 

SCIII\1\IIE VVJLU,\,\ISO~ &. \-\1\';\Tf 
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To: 

From: 

I 

Rich Butcher 
Fire Inspector City of Portland 
55 S.W. Ash 
Portland, Oregon 
823-3769 

Charlie SW'an 

97204-3590 

P.O. Box 22231 
MilW'aukie; Oregon 97222 
654-5313 
652-7056 = Fax 

Subject: Parcher Place, a to be built Mdnufactured Housiug 
community, located @ 13303 S.E. Ramona, Portland. 

Hi: Thank you for being able to meet with me this 
morning on such short notice. It is my goal to be able to 
complete this project, prior to the beginning of the Portland 
monsoon season. Every day I can gain through the permit process 
truly helps. In the event I misunderstood anything from o~r 
meeting, please contact me immediately in order that we may 
resolve the problem. 

CONFIRMING OUR MEETING OF 7/5i91 9:40 A.M. THIS DATE; 

THE FOLLOWING ITEMS ARE SATISFACTORY: 

11 One fire hydrant only, located on the North 
West corner of lot one, will be satisfactory for the entire 
development as presented. Please find map attached. 

2] It is my hope to build the streets with an 
inverted crown. Street width shall be, 28' of asphault to 4' 
sidewalks on one side of the street & 1.5' concrete, "step out 
strip" on the other side. Parking permitted on one side of the 
street only. {Hard surfaced street/sidewalk/stepout width 33.5' 
total.} The "hammerhead" turn around, as presented, will be 
satisfactory. Copy of map attached. 

3] The .fire hydrant \llill be fed by a ·6" line 
from the substantial Gilbert Water District line now located in 
South East Ramona & 133 rd. 

Charlie Swan 
CC: Mark Hess, Multnomah County Planning 

Wm. Bill Ringnalda L.S. ~.E. 
Multnomah County 

Zonmg Divtstcn 
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(503) 654-5313 Office 
(503) 652-7056 FAX 

3ox2223l Milwaukie. Oregon 97222 

From: 

a &~ .&.. n. l"l C U ;::> I Planner 
Multnomah County Oregon 
2115 S.E. Morrisson St. 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

Charlie Swan 
P.O. Box 22231 
Milwaukie, Oregon 97222 
654-5313 

Subject: Parcher Place, a proposed manufactured housing 
community located @ 13303 S.E. Ramona, Portland, 
Oregon. 

Hi: I had been out of town so I did not receiver your 
7/22/91 letter until 7/30/91. Had I been in town, I would have 
responded immediately to your position on street vacation and 
not lost the critical month. This planning delay will cost me 
somewhere between $12,000 & $15,000. I am not pleased about 
this, however, it appears this delay ~auld not have been easily 

.avoided. On to the subject at hand. 

CONFIRMING OUR CONVERSATION AT THE COUNTER @ 4:10P.M. YESTERDAY 
7-30-91. 

11 Street vacation must have staff support or be completed 
before we can proceed with the c~nditional use process. 

Note: Rich Butcher, Fire Inspector, City of Portland has 
accepted the design as submitted concerning fire 
apparatus, traffic flow and equipment movement. 

2) In the event John Dorst, {Multnomah County R/W 
supervisor}, will support the design as submitted, you 
will support, or at least not oppose, the design of the 
project as submitted, in so far as traffic flow is 
concerned and will not "require" a circle turn around. 

3] If you are going to permit me to proceed, I will have 
to submit an application for street vacation. 



Response: I shall submit the proper letter within 
the next few days. 

Submittal of this request, has been 
substantially delayed due to a "changing 
of the guard", and my ten day vacation. 
My daily appointment record indicates, I 
first spoke with Dick Howard concerning 
this project on June 7, 1991. 

I am glad the street vacation process 
issue has been resolved. 

In the event you feel there is a misunderstanding concerning 
any of the above points, please contact me immediately in order 
that we may resolve any differences forth with. 

Charlie Swan 
CC: Janes Waggoner P.C. 

John Dorst 
Bill Ringnalda P.E. L.S. 

Multnomah County 
Zomng Oiv!SIC!l 
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oversized large lot. This coverage seems reasonable to me. 

In the event of 40% coverage, a very large portion of the 
new publicly accepted product would be eliminated. Parcher 
Place woulq be permitted to accept only smaller homes which would 
discriminate against the typical buyer. 

Our typical buyer of the new manufactured housing 
product is a 62 year old couple. These people are discovering 
the new manufactured housing product is of a quality level that 
did not ex.ist, even a few years ago, and they like it. 

I would like to request that the lot coverage standards for 
Parcher Place be increased from 40% to 50%. 

I firmly believe this lot coverage increase will vastly 
improve the livibility of Parcher Place. 

RECAPITULATION: The flexibility of the planned development 
concept would permit lot coverage to be 
increased from 40% to 50%. Please do so. 

Now, back to the subject at hand. 

b. Means of access, circulation and parking. 

Response 

Access is from S.E. 133rd and Ramona via a 
private, landscaped, entrance road. 

Circulation is conventional. 

Rich Butcher, Fire Inspector, City of Portland 
55 S.W. Ash Portland, Oregon 97204-3590 
823-3769 verbally approved circulation as shown 
on the "Tentative Plan of Parcher Place, {in so far 
as the fire department is concerned,} a mobile 
home park," drawn by WM. F. Ringnalda P.E. L.S., 
as presented to Mr. Butcher, at his office 
9:40 A.M. July 5, 1991. See exhibit "B" 

Each space shall have 12' X 40', off street 
covered parking which is generaily satisfactory 
for two cars. 

Additional parking will be permitted on one side 
of the street only. See exhibit "B" 

4 



f -
i ' . 

' . 

n 
0 

l J 

u 
c 

I"" 
L 

1 . 
L 

I. Communications facilities are available. 

Response Yes Botn Phone & cable T.V. systems are 
in place at this time. 

Policy 38 Facilities 

School 

A. The appropriate school district has had an opportunity 
to review and comments on the proposal. 

Response No, however I will make these inquiries 
and have their response available prior 
to the time of the public hearing. 

Fire Protection 

B. There is adequate water pressure and flow for fire 
fighting purposes; 

Response Yes 

c. The appropriate fire district has had an opportunity to 
review and comment on the proposal. 

Response Yes Rich Butcher of the Portland fire 
prevention division has approved the project in concept. 

Police Protection 

D. The proposal can receive adequate local policy 
protection in accordance with the standards of the 
jurisdiction providing police protection .. 

Response I believe it can however this f~ct has 
not been confirmed at this time. I will confirm this 
situation prior to the up coming public hearing on this 
project. 

14 



Notice of Public Hearing 
Planning Commission 

. . · . . :···-· . . ·, 

·. -·--;_: . 

De~~' orEnv~ronJ.je..tal Sertices · ···· ·· · :c · 2ns sE Morrison street 
Division of' Planning and Development . • · . Portland, Oregon 97214' · ·. 
----~;.....-~.;;;..----.:...------------------------~.....;;...;..;;;.;~ ,·.,.· .. , __ 

Yoa me DMtecl to allald or ICPd wdltea Comment regUfing a public hcariD& to bC_bcld CJil·tbC foDoWma ilem 011 tbe dale IDd .t die time md : -
plac:e indicalecl below. The euct time may. be lala' depeading Oil die agenda ICbccluk. 1he beariD& wiD. be caoduc:sccl punuanl to tbe Plaaaing .. 
Qxmni«ioa'l Rlllu of~ (eadoied). AD iDterestecl parties may appear llldleltify. Failure to laisem issue m pcr1oa. or by kucr, or failure to . . . ··. · 
proYicle suffideat spcc:ific:i1y to .now die PlmDiDg Commi•lion 1111 opportuni1y to rapood to die iaac pCcludCs lppC8l to UJBA 0111bat issue. . ·•·· . , 

A n:cotil"iimdarioa 011 die item wiD. be aa!OUIICed at lbe dose of the heuiDg. or upoa c:orciDnmc:e to. a lime c::Crtain.. A wriuaa ~oo 
wiD. be filed with the Cedt of the Boud cf Coanl.y Commislionen within 1Cil days of .tbci llllioaacclncot Rcoouuumclllioal may be appciJcd to tbe . 
Board of Caaaty Coounillionen by cilher die appJbal or chOse ~ AppealiiiUIIl be filed wida the Divisioo of PJaaa.iaa lllld Devdqlaieot .. 
wilhin teil days after die dccisioo is filed with die Clerk of die Board. AppealfODDS me avaiJabJe at211S SB MOrrlsoo Street.: ·<. · \ · ·. . • :: :. . , . . . 

· · A Staff lb:part wiD. be available • ao COlt JCYeD 4aya prior to tbe heaJDai. AD materials pthnju.i:d by lbo appticlal wiD. be availablefor Dupee- .. , .•.•:; , • , .. 
tioo at least~ days prlorto lbe hearing, aDd may be pun:bucd at rcuooable coat. Forfllltbcrillfoimadoa. caD ShanD Cowley at-248-3043 ••. ; .•. ,.ic, · · 

PlaimingCnmmi•lionMembcn: Al-Sofi- Atwill-Douglu-Frltz-fly-Hum-Jnglc-Leoaanf- Yooo .. · 
-=--~-="':":~~---~==-...-~~=---.....;..--=~--::=--~~-=-==-=---~~=---=--~-- ): .· ·•. 
Date: 12/02/91 · Time: 6:20 p.m · Place: Room 602, Multnomab County Courthouse .·_. 

Low Density Residential, Planned-Development District · · , Line2. 
(25-Lot M8nufactured Housing Development) .•• · ,. · 

Applicant requ~st8 change in zone d~signation from LR:..s, low density residential district to LR-5, 
P-D, planried-development, for a proposed 25:.lot manufactured housing developme~~ to be Inain..: · .. 
tained in. private ownership. · 

The Planning Commission opened the bearing on OctOber 7, 1991, and continued the matter . 
to December 2, 1991 to cOnsider additional evidence regarding traffic, soil conditions, density,. 
and other issues regarding the proposed site dfSign. · · 

Location: 

Legal: 

Site Size: 

Size Requested: 

Property Owners: 

Appticant: 

Comprehensive Plan: 

Present Zoning: 

13303 SE Ramona Street 

Lots 2 and 3, Plus North 7,179 Square Feet of Tax Lot '59', 
Plus North 4,600 Square Feet of SE 133rd Place (being vacated), 
All in Block I, Parcher Park,1990 Assessor's Map 

-142.905 Square Feet (Approximately 3.281 Acres) 

Same 

Marilyn Blackwell13235 SE Ramona Street, 97236 

Charlie Swan, PO Box 22231, Milwaukie, 972'12 

Low Density Residential 

LR-5~ Ulb(m Low Density Residential District 
Minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet per-dwelling unit 

Sponsor's Proposal: LR-5. P-D, Low Density Residential-Planned Development District 
Planned-Development permits the development of properties to a pre-detennined plan 
to provide flexibility and diversification in design and economies in land developmenL 

MH PD 1-91 
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FETITICN c:J= PF\tF'ERTY 
CW'EFS CFf1l3IN3 ZeN: DESl~TICN 
~ FRil'1 L.R-5 TO LR~ 
AT 13303 S. E. ~ 

t\le11 the undersigned, opPQ!Illl:! a c:twl~ in the designatien of the zcne en property 
located at 13:303 S.E. Rafnt:nal Portland, Oregen. t\le believe the devel~t of a 
manufactured ~ park at th s lccatien \<D.tld endanger the residents in the area by 
dramatically inc:reasiflQ traffic: en Raml::rla Sti"'E!i!!!!t, which adjoins Silbert Park 
Ell!!!mfl"l~ Sc:hccl.. Tt'lli! density in cur neit;~hbcrhC:lcd al...-eady is too great due to the 
aPPrQYal of at least two large mobile hl::mit parks in the irMB::Iiate vicini tv. t\le 
fEl the park will adversely effect a.tr neit;~hbcrhood by making SiQnific:ant. c::tamands 
en all"'tii!ady overtaxed services, including Bilbert ~ Scheel 11 l!!lcx::l.al agencies, fire 
and pel ice services 
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PETITICN CF PRCPER1Y 
CWERS rFfOBII\G ZCI\E IESI~Tltl\1 
~ FRl'1 LR-5 TO PD . 
AT l::s:303 S.. E. ~ S 



. -........ 

F'ETI TI Cl\1 CF PF\O:'ERlY 
CW\EF\'S CPPOSIN3 ZCJ\E DESIGNATICN 

D--IPN3E FF\01 LR-5 TO LR-5. PD 
AT 1::::.:::.C>.3 S. E. ~ Slf<EET 

We. the undersigned, oppose a change in the designation of the zone on property 
located. at 1::::.:::").3 S.E. Ramona. Portland. Oregon. We believe the developnent of a 
manufactured home park at this location would endanger the residents in the area by 
dramatically increasing traffic on Ramona Street. which adjoins Gilbert Park 
Elementary School. The density in our neighbori-.Dod already is too c;reat due to the 
approval of at least two large IOC>bile home parks in the iiTJITIE:'Ciiate v1cini ty. We 
feel the park will adversely effect our neighborhood by making sit;:~nificant demands 
on already overta}·:ed services, including Gilbert Wood School, soc1al agencies, fire 
and police services 

ADDRESS 

.{ 



PET ITI Q\1 CF PF\'OFffiTY 
M£J;S CFPOSII'£ ZO\E DESIGNATIQ\1 
~ Ff..OVI LR-5 TO LR-5. PD 
AT 13:::-.CC S. E. F<AI'1J\IA STREET 

We. the undersigned, oppose a change in the designation of the zone on property 
located. at 13:::~)3 S.E. Ramc:na. Portland. Oregon. We believe the develoPfi'JE!f1t of a 
manufactured home park at this locatiai wo..1ld endanger the residents in the area by 
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BOAAD OF DIRECTORS 
lofTY Griffith, Chairman 
Mike Centonl. VJCeCholrmon 
Frieda Christopher 
Don larson 
Rod Monroe 
Jim Olsen 
Jeff Reardon DAVID DOUGLAS PUBLIC SCHOOLS MULTNOMAH CO. DISTRICT NO. 40 

GILBERT PARK ELEMENTARY • Richard St. Claire, Principal•13132 SE Ramona St .. Portland, OR 97236 • 256-6503 

October 2, 1991 

Division of Planning and Development r /) ~ -q(· 
Multnomah County 
2115 S.E. Morrison St. t' 
Portland, Or. 97214 ~ c:!. _ 
Dear Sir: t:_ /t?/7/J"'~ ,/k-

The proposed 25 lot manufactured housing development planned for the area 
adjacent to 13235 S.E. Ramona St. poses a concern to myself and our parent 
organization. Gilbert Park Elementary School currently serves 563 students who 
access the school primarily on Ramona Street either by bus or walking. The 
paved area of the street is 18' 4" with no established sidewalks. Outlets 
from Ramona Street are limited in that the only thru streets intersect Ramona 
at 128th and 136th which tends to funnel traffic by the school located at 
131st and Ramona. Alice Ott Middle School, located at 123rd and Ramona, also 
contributes to the traffic by our school, but 128th and 122nd relieve some of 
the congestion. 

Prior to approval of the development, I suggest the Planning Commission 
address the issue of student safety. Twenty five units will have the capacity 
of adding 100 trips per day to Ramona Street. (Based on 4 trips per day per 
unit - one car per unit.) A prior planning commission did address this issue 
on Feb. 9, 1987 when they approved a 31 unit, later expanded to 51 units, 
mobile home park located on 12928 S.E. Ramona. "The concerns of the neighbors 
regarding pedestrian and vehicular access to S.E. Ramona Street are elevated 
due to the removal of all but emergency access to that street, while the 
safety of the residents is protected through the provision of Fire Department 
approved crash gates." Our level of concern was high at that time as 462 
students accessed the school on Ramona Steet. As of Sept. 3, 1991 our student 
population has increased by more than 100 students (563) and we do not see an 
alternative route for the additional traffic generated by the new development. 
Please consider the safety of our students prior to approving the proposed 
manufactured housing development. · 

The School District is aware of its responsibility to serve all children 
within the District, but Gilbert Park Elementary School is presently at its 
capacity to adequately serve students. If the manufactured housing development 
is approved, children from the development may be transported to a less 
populated school. Copies of this letter will be sent to the property owner and 
applicant as prior notice of our intent to meet the educational needs of the 
children in the new development. 

Sincerely, 

~ lE ~ lU \YllE [D) 
OCT ·i 1991 

~ccf--J7?//~-~. 
Dick St.Claire, Principal 
Gilbert Park Elementary School 

Multnomah County 
Zoning Divis1cn Learning today for living tomorrow ... David Douglas Schools 
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TO: MULTNOMAH COUNT'i PLANNING COMMISSION 

. j;iJ,.,:~. -"!/ /1 ) 

lt)~~zf~ 
AlFIPAYIT OF DEBBIE HbUER ~ 

RE: PO 2-91, #427 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) 
) 

ss. 
County of Multnomah 

I, Debbie Hauer, being first duly sworn, do depose and say: 

1. I have lived at 13345 s.E. Ramona, Portland, Oreg n 

97236 for approximately 34 years. 

2. My grandparents, the Henry Alberts, owned the Par her 

property for 20 of the 34 years that I have lived here. 

3. I can see the Parcher property from my back yard 

is at the West end of my property. 

4. I have had personal knowledge of garbage dumping n the 

property from 1963 to 1986. Although I am not proud of the this 

fact, I have personally observed or taken part in garbage d roping 

on that particular piece of property and have witnessed dum ing on 

the property by members of my immediate family as well as b 

friends and neighbors. 

5. I have personally seen the following refuse dumpe on 

the Parcher property in the gully: tin, roofing, paper, gl ss, 

old paint cans, paint thinner, cans, metal boiler, hot 

heaters, clothes washer/dryer, plastic bleach bottles, yard 

debris, styrofoam and old motor oil. 

6. After Mr. Parcher bought the property, I personal y 

witnessed him dump rubber tires and many pickup loads of re use of 

1 - AFFIDAVIT OF DEBBIE HAUER 



unknown origin. In later years the dumping by Parcher has een on 

the West side of his property, farther from my property lil . 

7. I have seen many dutnp trunks come to the Parcher 

property, in the last 1-2 years. They were hauling rocks d dirt 

and dumped their loads in the gully which is the area previ usly 

used to dump household refuse. 

8. I have not seen any garbage removed from the pro rty 

since Parcher purchased the land. 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) ss. 

County of ffLu t;J:iD£r;eyVh ) 

A~.,~ This instrument was acknowledged before me this 
I 'l.IVerr) J::1Pt 

of Oete~er, 1991, by Debbie Hauer. 

NOTARY PUBLIC FOR OREGO 

St- day 

My Commission Expires:~r-~¥ 

2 - AFFIDAVIT OF DEBBIE HAUER Multnomah County 
lonina Divis1on 



· .. ._._/ 

MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 

TO: Multnomah County Planning Commission I. 7 .P ~ ~ 
Greg Lutje, on behalf of Don Rhyne a/... ~..:=,.,.,-( FROM: 

RE: PD 2-91, #427; Application for 25 manufactu ed housing 
development at 13303 S.E. Ramona Street (Parcher Park) 

DATE: November 1, 1991 

This memorandum is submitted pursuant to MCC 11.15.8225 

on behalf of Don Rhyne who is the owner of real property 

immediately adjacent to the proposed development site. .As 

provided by the Planning Commission during the hearing on 

October 7, 1991, the opportunity for submission of written 

statements was left open until the close of business on 

November 1, 1991. This memorandum will provide evidence and 

argument against the application under review and contain facts 

showing the manner in which the interests of Don Rhyne will be 

adversely affected by a decision contrary to Mr. Rhyne's position 

on the application. 

As indicated in the Staff Report dated October 7, 1991, 

the Planning Commission's action on the application shall be based 

• 
on findings that several criteria have been satisfied. The first 

of these criteria is satisfaction of the requirements under 

MCC .8230(D)(3), which requires the applicant to fulfill its 

burden to persuade the Planning Commission that the proposed 

action fully accords with the applicable elements of the Multnomah 

County Comprehensive Plan. 

(66054) 
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Applicant Has Not Adequately Demonstrated That The Application 

Fully Accords With The Comprehensive Plan. 

Under Policy 2, this body must apply conditions to its 

approval of land use decisions where it is necessary to protect 

the public from the potentially deleterious effects of the 

proposed use. The following discussion will demonstrate why the 

proposed development does not meet all required standards, and its 

off-site effects on the surrounding properties or the community 

warrant appropriate conditions to approval to minimize those 

effects. 

Policy 13: Air, Water, Noise Qualities. 

On page 2 of the portion of the application addressing 

the various policies of the Comprehensive Plan, applicant states 
, . ..--....,. 

( J that 
.. ~~ .......... ~' 

"storm drainage will be maintained, insofar as 
possible, on site. Rainwater will be captured 
in rain gutters, channeled to the inverted 
crown streets and then carried to property 
size dry wells. All of this is located on the 
property. We have every reason to believe 
that dry wells will do a satisfactory job as 
the soil in the area percolates very well." 

This claim of storm drainage capacity and soil 

percolation should be substantiated by an adequate demonstration 

that applicant has tested and engineered the dry wells 

sufficiently to warrant this development. The coverage of the 

land area by the streets, mobile home sites and other improvements 

will significantly reduce the area of soil eligible for water 

percolation and applicant should be required to demonstrate the 

adequacy of his claims upon this issue. 

(66054) 
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Policy 14: Development Limitations. 

Under this policy, the county is committed to direct 

development away from areas that may have a "high seasonal water 

table within zero to 24 inches of the surface for three or more 

weeks of the year; and a fragi-pan less than 30 inches from the 

surface." During testimony provided at the October 7 hearing, 

several landowners in the area testified as to the existence of a 

high water table within the general area of the subject property. 

As a condition for approval, applicant should be required to 

provide verifiable evidence that the subject property is not 

subject to water table or fragi pan problems. Applicant's answers 

of "no" to the questions does not sufficiently demonstrate that 

applicant has verified the claim with sufficient evidence. 

Under Strategy D2, Policy 14 of the Comprehensive Plan 

states that the county development standard should include 

provisions for drainage and retention of vegetation and 

significant natural or habitat areas where these will mitigate 

natural hazards. Applicant should be required to fulfill its 

burden of proof by demonstrating that its proposed drainage system 

and retention of vegetation will alleviate the problems created by 

its proposed coverage of the area with streets, mobile homes and 

other improvements. 

Policy 19: Community Design. 

Under this policy, the County is required to maintain a 

community design process which locates development proposals in 

terms of scale and community impact with the overall purpose being 

:~'---/ a complimentary land \).Se pattern. Although staff is recommending 

(66054) 
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that one of the conditions of approval be Design Review approval 

of all proposed site improvements, applicant should be required 

prior to approval by the Commission that the proposed development 

is complimentary to the existing neighborhood use pattern. 

Applicant states in the portion of its application which addresses 

Policy 19 that it is applicant's belief that the existing 

neighborhood will hardly know of the existence of the proposed 

development.· If that is so, then it is questionable why so many 

of the community and parents of children attending the nearly 

immediately adjacent grade school are in opposition to this 

proposal. 

Applicant has submitted its proposed site layout but has 

not provided quantitative data with regard to an inventory of 

( ) existing trees and has not provided any quantitative data with the 

number of trees that will be removed or impaired as a result of 

the development plan. Prior to the approval by this body, 

applicant should demonstrate the actual effect of its proposal 

upon the site. This would allow the Planning Commission the 

capability of reconfiguring the proposed site layout to 

accommodate the goal of leaving the trees and other natural 

vegetation in as natural state as possible. 

With regard to circulation, applicant states that 

general circulation "should be more than adequate." Applicant has 

not submitted any data to support such a claim. Applicant states 

that it intends to construct a 28-foot inverted crown asphalt road 

even though such a construction is contrary to county road 

standards. Applicant claims that Rich Butcher of the Portland 

(66054) 
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Fire Department has indicated that the circulation and turning 

radius in the project are satisfactory for fire purposes, but 

there is no document so acknowledging in the record. 

With regard to parking, applicant states that each space 

shall have off street parking for not less than two cars with 

parking permitted only on one side of the road. Applicant further 

states that "there should be plenty of parking for all concerned." 

It is questionable whether a 33.5 foot width hard surface which 

would be narrowed by the width of parked cars will be adequate for 

fire and emergency vehicle access in an emergency situation. As 

required by MCC 11.15:.8230, the burden of proof is upon the 

applicant to demonstrate that parking and emergency vehicle access 

will be adequate for the proposed site. 

With regard to its obligation to preserve and enhance 

the amenities of the natural and developed environment, applicant 

states that "every effort is being made to retain as many as 

possible of the large fir trees now on the property." Applicant 

has failed to submit any supportive data of this claim. Before 

the application should be approved, applicant should be required 

to perform a complete inventory of the number of trees and provide 

verifiable data on how many trees will remain standing after the 

proposed development. 

In its response to the requirement that the individual 

development contribute to the qualify environmental and 

surrounding neighborhood, applicant responds that its design for 

Parcher Place will be similar to Buxton Place which applicant 

·-.. / claims has demonstrated tremendous public acceptance. This claim 

(66054) 
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is questionable because Buxton Place has been open for only a few 

months and hardly has had sufficient time to be analyzed by the 

public. 

In his response to the requirement that the application 

consider the soil capabilities, and natural vegetation of the site 

plan, applicant states that "the soil is extremely sandy with 

outstanding drainage capabilities." But applicant fails to 

support its claim with any verifiable data. Again, applicant 

claims that it plans to preserve where possible as many of the 

large fir trees on the site but has no supporting data indicating 

how many trees are there currently and how many will remain 

standing after the proposed development. 

Policy 20: Arrangement of Land. 

Under this policy, the county is committed to assure a 

complimentary blend of uses and reinforce community identity and 

create a sense of pride and belonging. Applicant has failed to 

address any of the issues contained within this policy in its 

application; and as demonstrated by the nearly unanimous 

opposition by the community, Parcher Park will not reinforce a 

sense of community identity or foster a sense of pride and 

belonging. 

Policy 21: Housing Choice. 

In its response to the issues of this policy, applicant 

claims that its typical tenant is age 62, Yyt applicant has failed 

to demonstrate any supporting data for such a claim. Applicant 

has produced no demographic data to support such a claim, and 

\ . .._,_./ based upon the demographics of the immediate area, it is more 

(66054) 
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likely that Parcher Park will be inhabited by couples and single 

parents with children. Consequently, the children should be 

provided with an environment with adequate open areas and 

recreational areas to safely plan in, but Parcher Park contains no 

such areas. 

Policy 24: Housing Location. 

As a major residential project, Parcher Place must be 

demonstrated by applicant to be nondeleterious to the 

neighborhood. Under the access criteria for a major residential 

project, applicant must demonstrate that "site access will not 

cause dangerous intersections or traffic congestions, considering 

the roadway capacity, existing and projected traffic counts, speed 

limits and number of turning movements." This development has the 

potential of creating 25 new home sites with the concomitant 

traffic impacts. This will potentially create between 7 and 10 

trips per day, per unit; or two hundred fifty trips total. 

Southeast Ramona Street is a two-lane road with a paved area only 

18 feet 4 inches wide with no sidewalks. There is a tremendous 

amount of traffic on a street of this size resulting from ingress 

and egress to the school, both by parents in automobiles and by 

the school buses. 

The only access to this project would be within 300 feet 

of the driveway to Gilbert Park School, and, as supported by the 

petitions and testimony by parents and neighbors, this project's 

impact on the immediate neighborhood has the likely affect of 

significant impact. Applicant has failed to produce any 

', quantitative data to fulfill its burden of demonstrating that the 

(66054) 
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proposal will not severely and adversely affect the neighborhood, 

and this body should not approve the project until the applicant 

has so demonstrated that Ramona Street can support the increased 

traffic resulting from the project. 

Another important factor is that S.E. Foster, which is 

approximately 10 blocks to the south of Ramona, is due to undergo 

significant construction work in the near future as it is planned 

as a major transitway and be widened to five lanes. During the 

time of such construction, S.E. Ramona Street will likely be the 

alternative route for traffic during this construction period. 

Applicant has failed to demonstrate its burden that Ramona Street 

can support both this increased traffic due to the construction as 

well as the mobile home park. 

Applicant's response of "yes" in the application to this 

issue is not adequate to fulfill applicant's obligation to prove 

that its proposed action fully comports with this element of the 

Comprehensive Plan. It is also questionable whether the scale of 

this development is compatible with the surrounding uses. Parcher 

Place has the potential of being a 25-unit manufactured 

subdivision in an area largely comprised of single family 

residences. Such a saturation of home sites is inappropriate 

considering the existing development of the area. As required 

under Item 2(C)(5) of the major residential project criteria, the 

site layout for Parcher Park fails to adequately respond to "the 

existing community identity." Consequently, this body should 

either deny the application as proposed, or significantly reduce 

-...._._/ the number of mobile home sites to allow the project to be more 

(66054) 
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compatible with the surrounding uses and maintain the existing 

community identity. 

Policy 25: Mobile Homes. 

Under this policy, the housing policy locational 

criteria under Policy 24 must be appropriate to the scale of the 

development. The property site is currently zoned LR5 which 

requires a minimum lots size of 5,000 square feet for a homesite. 

Applicant has consistently claimed that Parcher Park is equivalent 

to a subdivision, yet only three of the proposed 25 homesites 

exceeds the minimum lot size requirement under the LR5 

designation. Such a development seems an abnormality and 

inappropriate when compared to the home sites of the neighborhood. 

In order to maintain the compatibility of the project with the 

(___..,_) existing residential developments, applicant should be required to 
·. / 

decrease the total number of home sites from its proposal so that 

each mobile home site is at least 5,000 square feet, not including 

the roadway areas. 

Policy 33A: Transportation System; Policy 34: Trafficways. 

Under these two policies, the county is obligated to 

implement a balanced, safe and efficient transportation system 

which (a) protects social values and the quality of neighborhoods 

and communities; and (b) provides a safe, functional and 

convenient system. Southeast Ramona Street is classified by 

Multnomah County as a "local street." Because of such 

classification, any new development along the street should 

closely be evaluated to determine its impact on the capacity of 

' ...... ./ the street. With such close proximity to two grade schools and 

(66054) 
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the resulting bus and parent traffic, the neighbors' concern about 

the deleterious affect of this project on S.E. Ramona and the 

community is reasonable. Applicant has failed to show that its 

proposed development will not exacerbate the already existing 

traffic problems and consequently, until such a demonstration has 

been adequately made, the Planning Commission should deny 

applicant's request. 

Policy 37: Utilities. 

In its response to the drainage issue under this policy, 

applicant states that it plans to use dry wells and contain the 

surface water on site. Applicant makes the further claim that the 

water runoff can be handled on the site and that adequate 

provision has been made. Applicant has failed to produce any 

evidence of any testing by a qualified mechanical engineer to 

support its claims. Until applicant has so demonstrated, the 

development should be denied. 

Policy 38: Facilities. 

Under this policy, the appropriate school district must 

be provided an opportunity to review and comment on the proposal. 

The school district has done so and indicated that it has very 

serious concerns about the safety of its students due to the 

traffic impacts that this project will have upon S.E. Ramona 

Street. These concerns are well taken and substantiated by the 

petition and other written evidence submitted by parents and 

neighbors in the area. Applicant claims that Rich Butcher of the 

Portland Fire Department has approved the project "in concept," 

(66054) 
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but has failed to supply any materials supporting such a 

statement. 

Policy 39: Open Space and Recreation Planning. 

Applicant has not addressed this policy in its proposal. 

Although applicant states that each mobile home site will be 

required to have a private open space no less than 48 square feet, 

the proposed site plan contains no recreation or open areas for 

children to play in. Given the demographics of the area and the 

fact that the other mobile home parks within the vicinity have on 

the average of .5 children per unit, it is reasonable to conclude 

that there will be between 12 and 15 children in this development. 

Consequently, with mobile home sites at such close proximity, 

applicant should be required to provide adequate recreational 

space for the children that will be tenants; as well as visitors 

of the older people that may inhabit the project. 

Additionally, this area is within close proximity to the 

Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan being implemented by the City 

of Portland. This site is within the area to be annexed by the 

City of Portland and, consequently, some consideration should be 

made to ensuring that any development of the area is compatible 

with the Johnson Creek Basin Protection Plan. With the site being 

adjacent to the abandoned railroad lines and immediately southwest 

of Powell Butte, this area has great potential for park and other 

recreational use. The fact that the original subdivision is named 

Parcher Park, indicates that the site has always been deemed to be 

a place of great natural potential. The protection of the natural 

'~ resources results in increased protection from natural disaster, 

(66054) 
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increased sense of place, uniqueness, visual diversity and 

aesthetics and provides a greater education and recreation 

opportunity. Therefore, every effort should be made to limit this 

conflicting use in a manner which protects the resource. 

Applicant's Requested Exceptions from the Standards or 

Requirements of the Underlying District Are Not Warranted and 

Consequently the Request Should Be Denied. 

Applicant is requesting an exception to the 40% maximum 

space coverage requirement for mobile homes as provided under 

MCC 11.15.7715C. As noted in the staff report, applicant attempts 

to justify its request for a variance from the 40% coverage levels 

by stating that the typical new home is approximately 16,080 

square feet. When the area of the required two car car port of 

( .. _) 480 feet and the nearly 500 square feet of a required storage shed 

are added to the typical new home size, the total lot coverage is 

.I 
; 

in excess of 2200 square feet. Instead of granting applicants 

request for a variance of the 40% coverage parameter, applicant 

should be required to increase the size of the lots so that the 

40% coverage limitation may be kept intact. To do otherwise would 

be contradictory to Comprehensive Plan Policy No. 39 which relates 

to open space and MCC 11.15.6216 which also relates to open space. 

All but three of the 25 manufactured home sites on applicant's 

tentative plan are less than the 5000 square feet minimum 

limitation under the LR 5 Zone designation. It is requested that 

as a condition for approval of this application, the Commission 

require that the minimum lot size for this project shall be no 

,,____ less than 6, 000 square feet to accommodate a 2, 072 square foot 

(66054) 
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( home plus a 480 square foot car port plus a 96 square foot storage 

building which would have a total lot coverage of 2,368 square 

feet. Such a minimum lot size requirement is permitted under the 

discretion granted the Commission under the Plan Development 

Chapter of the Multnomah County Code and is consistent with the 

policy to maintain open space, and is consistent with the 40% 

maximum lot coverage requirement. Staff's analogy to conventional 

site built houses which allow a 50% lot coverage is inappropriate 

in this instance because of the specific requirements generated 

under the provisions of the Comprehensive Plan and the Code. 

Larger lot size requirements for this application would also allow 

for more trees to be preserved and to maintain a greater degree of 

the natural setting provided by this property. 

) 
/ 

Applicants narrative succession on this topic refers to 

typical new home sizes but provides no data to support this 

position. Applicant should be required to inform the Commission 

what percentage of manufactured homes sold within the most recent 

years fall within the 1,680 square foot typical manufactured home 

size. 

Under MCC 11.15.6206(A)(4), applicant must demonstrate 

that its development preserves and maintains open space in a 

suitable fashion. Applicant speaks grandly of the large grove of 

fir trees on the site but provides no data on actual number of 

trees in excess of six inches in diameter or how many trees will 

be left standing under applicant's current site plan. No park or 

play area is included in this project to accommodate the needs of 

any of the children that likely will be tenants of the project. 

(66054) 



•• • 
Memo to Multnomah County Planning Commission 
November 1, 1991 
Page 14 

Applicant proposes to mandate that each tenant of the park have 

access to an outdoor private area of not less than 48 square feet. 

It hardly seems reasonable for children to be expected to grow up 

with the backyard measuring only six feet by eight feet. 

Applicant should be required to set aside sufficient space within 

the park to accommodate playground and other open space areas for 

the occupant. Additionally, it is reasonable to expect that 

tenants will have pets which likely will be small dogs and cats 

and that such pets will need adequate area for hygienic purposes. 

In sum, opponents suggest that applicant has failed to adequately 

support this proposed project by demonstrating a sufficient need 

to overcome the 40% lot coverage requirement or support his 

requirements under the code for open space areas. 

Applicant Has Failed to Demonstrate Adequate Compatibility With 

the Existing Natural Environment as Required Under MCC 11.15.6214. 

Applicant complains in its response that "every effort 

is being made to save as many of the large trees on the site as 

possible." Applicant has failed to supply any data to support 

such a contention. Until an inventory of the existing number of 

trees on the site has been determined and compared to the number 

of trees that will be lost due to development, an objective 

determination cannot be made as to whether applicant is in 

compliance with this development criteria. 

Applicant also states that run off water will be 

contained in "appropriate drywells," but again fails to 

substantiate the claim with any data from the verifiable and 

... / objective source. Until applicant has provided verifiable data 

(66054) 
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relating to drainage, stability, and toxicity, this body cannot 

make an informed evaluation of the proposal. In its response to 

the solar exposure issue, applicant states that 84% of the home 

sites have a north to south setting, "thus taking full advantage 

of all solar advantage possible." It would seem that home sites 

with an east to west setting would have greater solar access. 

Applicant states that "there will be very little site 

modification, excepting removal of trees 'where necessary' in 

order to place homes correctly." Again applicant fails to provide 

any quantitative data regarding the number of removal of trees. 

Under .6214(d) applicant must address the issue of access points 

to the site, interior circulation patterns and the arrangements of 

parking areas in relation to the buildings so that the design will 

maximize safety and convenience and "be compatible with 

neighboring road systems, buildings, structures and uses." There 

is only one access to the proposed development and consequently 

there will be a significant impact onto the already overtraveled 

local street, S.E. Ramona. Applicant fails to provide any data 

substantiating its claim that the interior circulation patters 

will be sufficient to accommodate emergency vehicle needs or that 

the parking areas will be sufficient. Although each rented space 

will have two parking spots, on street parking will be provided on 

one side of the street which will significantly diminish the 

actual travelable width of the road which may significantly impact 

emergency vehicle access when necessary. 

Equally critical will be the impact of this potential 

(66054) 
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development upon the neighboring road systems which concerns are 

justifiably brought forward by the area residents. 

Inadequate Open Space Under .6216. 

The Code states that open space shall not include rights 

of way, driveways or open parking areas. Other than the mobile 

horne sites themselves, the proposed plan does not provide for any 

open areas within the project. Such a development in inconsistent 

with the neighborhood and contrary to requirements under this Code 

provision. As stated in subpart C of this Code "open spaces 

containing natural features worthy of preservation may be left 

unimproved*** to assure protection of the features." If, as 

applicant contends, the existing trees are of such value, then the 

precise number of trees which will remain standing after 

development should be known before the project is approved. 

Contrary to Staff's claim that the proposed site layout "maximizes 

safety and convenience and displays a compatible design with the 

neighboring road systems," the development of this project will 

have a deleterious affect on the road and safety of the children 

attending Gilbert Park Elementary School immediately opposite the 

project. The Commission should consider requiring that the 

applicant insure the proper open spaces within the development be 

maintained by dedicating such open spaces as may be appropriate by 

the recording of covenants or rest'rictions 'on the project. 

Additional Concerns. 

As evidenced by first hand documents prepared by 

adjoi·ning land owners, a portion of the proposed site once was the 

site of an illegal dump. Before applicant's request is approved, 

(66054) 
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applicant should be required to demonstrate that the area is free 

from toxic and hazardous wastes. 

Summary 

On behalf of Don Rhyne and the other affected land 

owners and parents of children attending Gilbert Elementary 

School, this memorandum is submitted to the Planning Commission as 

a written statement in opposition to the application. The primary 

concerns involve maintaining the site in a compatible nature with 

the neighborhood by maintaining as many trees as possible, the 

traffic impact on the already congested Ramona Street, the high 

water table of the subject property, and the potential that the 

site includes toxic or hazardous waste resulting from its use as a 

former dump. It is requested that the Planning Commission deny 

( the application on the grounds that applicant has failed to 

demonstrate the public need for the requested change in the 

classification of the property in question and failed to 

demonstrate that the action fully accords with the applicable 

elements of the comprehensive plan and other provisions of the 

Multnomah County Code. As an alternative to denial of the 

application, it is requested that the Commission not allow 

applicant's request to increase the 40% site coverage maximum but 

instead require applicant to increase the lot size of the site to 

maintain the 40% parameter and require that applicant demonstrate· 

with particularity that the subject property is free from toxic 

and hazardous waste, has adequate drainage and is not part of a 

(66054) 
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high water table, and reduce the total number of units in the plan 

to reduce the traffic impact on the sole means of access. 

on behalf of Don 

utje, Attorney 
Schwabe, il ·amson and Wyatt 
Pacwest Cen r, Suites 1600-1950 
1211 s.w. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204-3795 

JR?IE~!EDW!E~ 
. NOV 1 1991 

Multnomah County 
Zoning Diviston 

(66054) 
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ClWI\ERS OPF'CJSII\E ZOI\E DESII3\IATION 

G-IAJ'.GE FF\'OM L.R-5 TO L.R-5. F'D 
AT 1~03 S. E. RPMONA STf;£8 

:~ 

' 
tlJe, the undersigned, oppoc....e a chc:111ge ir) the designation of the zon~ on property 

_located at 13:(>3 S.E. Ramona~ Portland, Oregon~ VJe believe the development of a 
manufactured rome park at· th~s location I'JOI..tld endanger the residents in the area by 
dramatically increasing traffic on Ramona Street, which adjoins Gilbert Park 
Elementary School. The density in o...tr neigryborhood already is too great due to the 
_approval of at leas·t two large mobi.le_t"QrJE'.park~_..i,n .t~_immediate.vlcini:ty. ___ We .... 
feel the park will adversely effect o...tr nei~hborhood by making significant demands 
on alre~dy over~a~·:ed services, including GLbert Wc:cd School, soc~al agencies, fire / 
and pohce serv~ces ~().j · 

DATE. ~~~e~ 
I ofk/i f eft-# . 

----------~·~v~~ 
----~ .,/ 
----~\j>' ' 

- -----.--.--.·~-· ------------- -· -----... -.: .. 
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We, the Ltndersigne!d, opposse a. c:hmnge in the desigQaticn of the zcne perty 
loc:ate!d at 13:!.(>3 S.E. Ramc.:na, Port::.and, Oregcn.. We believe the developlil!!flt a 
manufac:ture!d hone park at ttus loc:aticn \IIIO.tld endanger the rnidents in the area by 
dramatically increasing traffic on R~cna Street, which adjoins Gil~rt Park 
Elii!illli!l'1tary School. The . densi t.y in cur neighborhood already is too great dl.te to the 
approval of at least t".c large mobile hone parks in the ilm\Ediate vicinity. We 
feel the park will adversely effect OLtr neighborhood bv making ~Signi fic:ant demands 
cn already overta)·:ed services, including Gilbert Wocx:i School, soc1al agencies, fire 
~1d police services 

_ _...,.. __ 
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October 31, 1991 

Division of P1arining and Development 
Multnomah County 
2115 SE Morrison St. 
Portland Or. 97214 

,·In regard to the proposed mobile home park development at 13303 SE Ramona 
St., it is our position as the committee members of "Parent Coalition" and 
"Child Watch" of Gilbert Park Elementary School, that the proposal being 
presented to the Division of Planning and Development be opposed! 

As an organization concerned with.the safety and welfare of our children, 
we feel that the increased population and traffic in this area would be 
detrimental. Gilbert Park Elementary and it's community have been address­
ing these issues since 1987. Due to the alarming number of potential child 
abductions since May 1991, the need to focus our time and energy on this 
very serious problem become inevitable. We are increasingly being threat­
ened by would be kidnapper's, child molesters and gang members and are 
certain that the increased density would heighten the risk of crime in 
our community. 

Please consider these important concerns and issues, and respect the wishes 
of our communit,.y.. · 

Thl~L 
'Lwd t&-,IJ~;ta_/u-W.!wi 
r1st1e DuncM' ' 

Jewel Coffman-West 
The Parent Coalition 

P.S. Please see attached document's 

fR? IHa na fDJ 
NOV 1 1991 

Multnomah County 
Zonrng Division 
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Gilbert Park-area parents. and officials start 'child wale~' I 
2 incidents involving strangers spur program 
to help grade-school students get home safely 
By MELISSA STEINEGER 
Correspondent, The Oregonian 

Parents and officials in the Gilbert Park 
Elementary School area are starting a "child 
watch" in response to recent incidents in 
which children were accosted by strangers 
on their way home from school. 

Parents stationed at key intersections will 
begin watching students as they walk home 
from school and will be meeting youngsters 
at school buS stops. Officials have cautioned 

the youngsters to be wary of strangers. 
About 100 students walk home from Gil­

bert Park each day and about 450 ride home 
. on buses. 

Principal Richard St. Claire said that he 
and a group of parents developed the strate­
gies after two recent incidents. 

In the most serious one, a 13-year-old girl 
living within the Gilbert Park attendance 
boundary was raped in March by a stranger 
who kidnapped the girl as she was walk­
ing near Southeast 122nd A venue and Foster 

Road about 3 p.m. · 
The girl was not a student at Gilbert Park, 

which is nearby at 13132 S.E. Ramona St. 

Last week, St. Claire said, two girls who 
are students at Gilbert Park said that a man 
chased them while he was driving a van. The 
girls reported the license number to police, 
St. Claire said, but the police said that they 
could not take action because the man had 
not gotten out of the van. 

St. Claire said that based on those two in­
cidents he called police to see what the 
school could do to protect youngsters. St. 
Claire said that he was surprised to learn 
that police agencies know of almost 600 sex 
offenders in the Portland area. 

"The problem is larger than I thought it 
was," St. Claire said. 

The school does nat want to alarm resi­
dents St. Claire said, but by cautioning chil­
dren, 'telling them they should walk home in 
groups, and having parents play a larger 
role in after-school safety, he hopes to 
reduce any danger to students. 

St. Claire said that he recently told young­
sters in grades four through six to be careful 
and to walk home in groups because there 
seem to be more people who prey on chil­
dren during the spring months. 

"Our old rule to walk in 'twos' doesn't 
seem to work anymore," S~. Claire said. 
Walking in groups provides more than 

safety for the individual student, he said he 
told the children, because it helps protect the 
youngster's classmates and friends. : 

St. Claire said that he met with young~t 
students to remind them of the school's gen~ 
eral rules about strangers. St. Claire said: 
that he told them to be concerned about 
strangers. 

"It has frightened the parents tremen­
dously," said parent Terri Flitcraft. She said 
that she and other parents hope to send a· 
message to would-be sex offenders to stay 
out of the Gilbert Park neighborhood. ' . 

Other schools may heed the Gilbert Park 
child watch and start their own program, 
she said. 
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Message No: 01 Received From: MENLOP at 10:33 on 9/10/91 

ALERT 
TWO MENLO PARK FIRST GRADERS WERE APPROCHED BY A MAN AFTER SCHOOL 
YESTERDAY. HE TOOK POLORID PHOTOS OF THE CHILDREN GIVING ONE TO 
THE CHILDREN AND KEEPING ONE. HE WAS DESCRIBED AS BEING AN ADULT 
WITH BLACK STRAIGHT HAIR, BLUE EYES, SLENDER, AND CLEAN SHAVEN. HE 
WAS DRIVING A BLACK CAR-MAKE AND YEAR UNKNOWN 

SEPT. 10, 1991 10:22 A.M. 

- --------- -- -----------------------------------
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Morning Bulletin Thursday October 10 2 1991 

NO "ESL" today unless Mrs. Micheel picks up the student. 

Teachers: If possible please turn in your completed Spelling Probes 
before school. Parent volunteers will be ready then to correct 

Thanks, Janet M. 

Staff:···· ··Please put any completed United Way donation cards in my .box . by 
Friday. Thanks, Janet M. 

Tomorrow's "2020" meeting is postponed until next Tuesday. 

Reminder - You can pay your social dues to Toni in the office - anytime. 
($10.00 for ~ertified and $5.00 for classified.) 

Any coffee drinkers who have not brought a 3lb. tin of coffee may want to 
bring one in. We do need 1 tin of decafe. 

"LIVING SAFELY IN A DANGEROUS WORLD" - Seminar Wednesday, October 30 -
Gilbert Park Library - ·7:00 p.m. Presented by' Citizens Against Crime. 
(Let the office know if ·you are interested in attending.) 

There is a notice in the faculty room Re: Poinsettia Sale 
the MOMS Club of Portland. 

- a fund raiser for 

~ 
\) Anyone with a library card can ride the MAX train 

FREE all day. 
~ 
~ 

.. .. , ... -~ ... 

Floyd Light MS Silver Anniversary - 7:00 p.m. 
Vision Screening for grades K-1-3-5 in the 

Computer Room. 
Safety Assembly with Officer Orazette 

;r.·....,.....,..~--='f-... < --~~ - s.~-- ~-~-- ' .. .,~~~ 
~?tul>ENT~J.NFORMA'~:~.ON~t- #PLEASE· SHARE.,~ ••••••••• 

Today a parent stopped by the office and reported that she almost hit two of 
our children with her car. They had darted out of their car in the middle of 
the street and ran in front of another car. It was very dangerous and some­
that could have been avoided if they had crossed the street in a safe manner. 
They should have waited until the traffic cleared and then crossed the street. 
Please be aware that we have many cars and busses coming into Gilbert Park and 
it is important to practice safe methods of walking to school and crossing the 
streets. 
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DAVID DOUGLAS PUBLIC SCHOOLS MULTNOMAH CO. DISTRICT NO. 40 
GILBERT PARK ELEMENTARY • Richard St. Claire, Principal• 13132 SE Romano St. Portland. OR 97236 • 2 :.:-::.sc:: 

September 10, 1991 

Dear Parents: 

The safety of our students to and from school is of high concern for 
everyone involved with children. Last year we initiated a "Child Watch" 
program that basically addressed three major concerns: 1. The safety of 
children to and from school. 2. Problems that occur beyond the school 
crossings and bus stops. 3. Long term plans to address weaknesses in the 
judicial system. 

What are we currently doing? Parents have volunteered before we formally 
begin our "Child Watch" program to supervise Safety Patrol crossings. The 
"Child \-latch" committee has met and developed strategies to alert neighbor­
hoods then the "Block Home" organization if a problem occurs in our attendance 
area. David Bordeaux from the Adult Parole/Probation Office will be making a 
presentation to us during "Parent Orientation Night" and is currently working 
with our "Child Watch" committee to address all area's of child safety. The 
Multnomah County Sheriff's Office will present child safety assemblies. 
Officer Gary's presentation with his puppet "Toby" is very effective and Sgt. 
Orazetti will again bring his "Robot" to discuss safety issues. Our new School 
Psychologist, Janet Miner will be working with our "Child Watch" program and 
is developing a personal safety curriculum which will be presented to parents 
prior to implementation. 

Alerts to parents have two basic purposes. First to raise the level of 
concern of our parents and community to the dangers that our children face. At 
this point we are all too aware of the potential dangers. Secondly to alert 
parents to clear and p~ent dangers to our children. Our mind set must be 
such that everyday presents a potential for a problem. We must avoid a heavy 
dependence on notices to protect our children, they only tell us what we 
already know. Please become involved in our "Child Watch" program, it is the 
only effective means of dealing with a problem that will not go away by 
itself. 

/tjs 

Sincerely, 

pt~/'-..-::fl C.~~c-~ ,, 
Dick St.Claire, Principal 
Gilbert Park Elementary School 

Learning today for living tomorrow ... David Douglas Schools 
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October 22, 1991 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development /Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

Dear Mr. Hess: 

I am writing this letter in a dual capacity. I am the lead secretary at 
Gilbert Park Elementary School, 13132 S.E. Ramona St. I am also a resident of 
Southeast Portland, 1342 S.E. 120 Ave., Portland, Ore. 97216. 

My first concern, re: the proposed Mobile Home Court for the land near 
Gilbert Park School, is for the students at Gilbert Park. If you will come 
and see, our street has no sidewalks and is quite narrow. Our students must 
walk the entire length from either access to Ramona St., at 128th or 136th, if 
they are walking children. In addition to the normal traffic of cars and 
busses, we also have a great many parents who transport their children, 
especially on rainy days. These additional cars make our parking lot and 
Ramona St. very busy. We are talking about children as young as '5' needing to 
be visible by vehicles. These children are not always as attentive as they 
might be due to their natural, youthful behavior. We ask that you keep in 
mind the fact that there are 570 students coming to and going from our school 
- either by bus, car or on foot - every day. 

My office windows face Ramona St., and in the morning at my computer as I 
look out the window - I cannot imagine our coping with the additional traffic 
this mobile home court would generate. I question the city of Portland's 
concern for these young children. Are tax dollars so important that we must 
experience a tragedy before someone believes this is an inappropriate addition 
to Ramona Street? 

This last question is where my concern as a resident of Southeast 
Portland starts. Tax dollars - my tax dollars! I am angry that the City 
Council, the Planning & Development Division, and Multnomah County 
Commissioners are not doing their best to protect my property values and those 
of this quadrant of Portland by limiting the number of mobile home develop­
ments being considered and receiving approval for Southeast Portland. South­
east Portland has it's fair share of low income housing, and for some reason I 
get the feeling mobile home courts do not raise property values and therefore 
"Southwest" Portland is not nearly as susceptible to their mushrooming 
ability. 

Both Gilbert Park Elementary School students and the residents of South­
east Portland need to have strong support for quality developments and less 
crowded proposals ie. mobile home courts. We residents of Southeast Portland 
want the same stability or potential for increases in our property values as 
our neighbors on the wes.t side of the Willamette river. Are you watching Ot1t 
for us and our children or just the tax dollars? The quality of life you 
envision for Portland as a whole may very well depend on your answers. 

~lE~~nH~ 
/. . NOV 1 1991 

Multnomah County 
Zoning Divistcn 

~:~1~ ;?.~~~ 
Mrs. Dennis R. Sullybrook ~- .. 
1342 S.E. 120th Ave. 
Portland, Ore. 97216 v 
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November 1, 1991 

I would like to submit a brief statement to you regarding 
Mr. Swan's proposed mobil home development on SE Ramona. 

At the hearing on Oct. 7, 1991, Mr. Swan talked about his 
mobil home park located in Troutdale and made comparison 
reference to this proposed d~velopment on Ramona St. We 
were told that at one time there where ~railer parks, then 
mobil home parks and now a more upscale of Manufactured 

·Housing Development's'; and that was what Mr. Swan's intent 
was for this development. 

We drove out to Troutd~le to view what his "upscale Manu­
factured Housing Development". wa-s like. We even went as 
far as to talk to some of the resident's to see how well 
the development was accepted in their neighborhood. This 
is what we found. 

This park was developed on a field that w~s over grown with 
berry bushes and there were really no trees to speak of that 
had to be removed. In other words, just a large field that 
was not kept up and over grown with unsitely bushes. The 
increase of traffic was unknown because the park sits along 
Two very heavily traveled streets. Already very noisy from 
exsisting traffic! As we drove into the park.the first two 
homes that face the entrance had nice, small landscaped yaids. 
After entering the park ~e found just ~ row of typical. mobil 
homes side by side with not much room at all between them, 
car's parked on both side's of the road and some thing's be­
ing stored out beside the homes. The obscuring fence as Mr. 
Swan would refer to, was not obscuring our view of the home's 
from the street at all! I could only see a huge field of 
mobil home's. 

The comparison of this park and this proposed development is 
not a fare comparsion by far! 

Sincerely, · 
5uultJ?f..a tilz..Lt.-~ 
Sadona Wise 

{ffi IE © IE ~ W IE ID) 
. NOV 1 1991 

Multnomah County 
Zoning DivisiOn 
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October 26, 1991 

Division o·f Planning & Development 
Multnornah County · 
2115 SE Morrison St. 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

Dear Mr. Hess & Planning Commission Members: 

I am writing to you in regard to the proposed Mobile Horne Park 
development at 13303 SE Ramona St. I have several issues to 
address concerning such a devel6prnent both as a resident on SE 
Ramona St. and as a member of the Gilbert Park Community. 

Six years ago after many months of looking we bought our horne 
here on Ramona St. What attracted us to this area was so many 
things; it is a somewhat rural area with many large Fir and Pine 
trees, some wildlife, a couple of small farm house's up the road 
with pastures of cows and horses, a view of both Mt. Scott and 
Powell Putte and wonderful schools for o~t children tor·be educated 
in. One of those school's being Gilbert Park Elrnentary School 
which has been named one of the nation's top schools by the U.S. 
Departrnen t of Education. (Please see article on back page.) 

It is my concern and the concern of many others in the Gilbert 
Park area that the above mentioned development is not in keeping 
with the atmosphere of our neighborhood and that it poses a great 
safety problem to our children! 

We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to and from 
school on Ramona street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 569 
students at the present time. The paved area of the road is only 
18' 4" wide and has no sidewalks. We have a tremendous amount of 
traffic on Ramona street daily including the school buses for both 
Gilbert Park Elementary School and Alice Ott Middle School (located 
at 127th & Ramona). If the above mobile horne park is allowed to 
go in, we will be dealing with a minimum of 100 more trips of traffic 
per day. The only access to this park would be within 300 feet of 
the driveway to Gilbert Park Elementary School! Keep in mind that 
these are young children we're talking about from ages 5 to 12 years 
old and some of them barely big enough to be seen over the top of 
a car. At this age children are not always watching out for traffic 
as they should. If these were your children would you want this 
park approved at this location? 

' . . . . ! . . . . . 

On Feb. 9, 1987 a proposal for a 30 unit (later to become a 51 unit) 
mobil horne park, located at 12928 SE Ramona, was brought before the 
planning commission. The neighbors in the community were very op­
posed to this park because of the increased traffic to Ramona St. 
and the children that travel on it to and from school. This park 
was approved with the condition of no access to SE Ramona St. The 
parks entrance and exit are located on SE Foster Rd., a road capable 
of handling this type of traffic flow. 
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We also have another mobile home park located at 122nd between 
Foster Rd. and Ramona St. and a smaller· one on 128th just north 
of Foster Rd. 

A recent approval of a 117 unit mobile home park already under 
construction at 136th & Holgate will again add to our concerns 
of the children that travel·to and from school. Although the 
park is not located on Ramona st~, the cars using 128th and 136th 
as an access to the new development concerns us as both the above 
streets are within the student walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. 

Does this sound like alot of mobile homes to you? All of these 
parks are located within less then a 1 mile radius of our school 
and Ramona St. It is in my opinion that we are being over ran by 
such mobile home parks in our community. I don't think we need 
another one on Ramona St. 

The construction to improve and widen Foster Rd. to 5 lanes from 
122nd to 136th is due to begin in the spring of 92'. This again 
will impact the traffic on Ramona St. due to detour's of traffic 
and construction. We feel this needs to be taken into considera­
tion as this will also add to the volume of traffic on Ramona St. 

Environmental issues are another area of concern. The city of 
Portland recognizes this area of SE Portland under the Johnson 
Creek Corridor Plan District, (Environmental Overlay) that needs 
to be protected. The significant Fir trees and the small wild~ 
life that habitats here woJ.Ild ,not be preserved under this develop­
er's plan, and·once you've rembved·them, they're gone forever and 
you've taken som~thing from this environment that cannot be re- · 
placed. (Please see attached Johnson Creek Basin Plan District 
map and supporting document's.) 

There also is concern for the "dumping" on the proposed property 
to be developed. This seems to be common knowledge of the resi­
dents in the neighborhood, especially the elder's, who claim any­
thing and everything was dumped here for many, many years! The 
house I live in faces the proposed property to be developed and I 
have never seen one truck load of garbage removed from there. What 
I have seen is trucks loads upon truck loads of fill brought into 
the property all hours of the day and night to cover up the garbage. 
I would think this would raise some serious questions in your minds 
as to how safe this land is for development. 

My last concern r~d like to address is as a homeowner and taxpayer. 
We have made our home here and take great pride in it and our neigh­
borhood. I invite you to come and take a closer .look at the issue's 
brought before you. I believe we have several s~rious concerns here 
to be considered before a development 6f this size be allowed at 
this location. · 

Sincerely, 

_s'ac.i cr~ t't.-1uu.t__) 
Sadona Wise 
13129 SE Ramona 
Portland, Oregon 

St. 
97236 

~!EltlEH1Effi) 
· NOV 1 1991 

Multnomah County 
zoning Divistcn 
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OREGOS ADML'IiiSTRA 11'\.'l: Rl.'LES 

CHAPTER 660. Dr\'ISIOS 16 LAI'-iD COSSERVA 110S A.~D DEVl:t..OP~ff:.""T COr.C.fiS.SIOS 

01\'ISIO!'i 16 

REQl."IRE~fE'TS ASD APPLICA110S? 
PROCEDCR.ES FOR COMPL 'i'I:NC WITH 

ST A TEWIOE COAL 5 .. -

Jn,tntor") Goal 5 Rc-soui"'Cft • 
660-16-000 (I) The inventory proceu Cor StatewuSe 

Plannina Goal 5 bc~ns wi\h the collection of available ~ta 
from ;u many sources as pouible inc:ludina ea:pert5 in the fteld, 
local citizens and landowncn. The local aovemment then 
anal)·zes and refines the data and determines whether there is 
sufficient information on the location, quality and quantity or 
each resource sile to property complete the ~I 5 proces~. 
Thi\ .analysis also inc-ludes v•hcther a particular natural area IS 
''ccolog:iall)· .:nd ~ientifically sianificant'', or an open space 
area is "needed'', or a !'Cenic area is "outsandina", u 
outlined in the Goal. Based on the evidence and local aovcm­
ment's analysis of lhose data, the local aovemment then 
determines ~·hich re50Urce sites arc of sianificancc and 
includes those sites on the firul pi<U\ inventory. 

(2) A ••valid" inventory of a Goal 5 resource under 
subsection (5)(c) of this nde must include a determirution of 
the location. quality, and quantity of each of the resource sites. 
Some Goal 5 resources (e.a .• nalural areas, historic sites, 
mineral and aggr~:ptc sites, scenic waterways) arc more 

. · ·--,, sitc·spec:ific than others (c .a., ifOund .... ·acer. cner&Y sources). 
\ For sile·spcc:ific resources, determination of locatio" must 

_) include a description or map or the boundaries of the resource 
si1e and of the ampact area to be aHccled. if different. For 
non-sitc·specifi~m.-dctermination must be as specific: 
as possible. 

()) The determination of qua/it>· requires some considera­
tion of the resource site's relative value, as compued to other 
cumplcs of the same resource in at least the juri~diction itself. 
A dclermination of quofftity requires consider<ttion of the 
relative ~b ... ndance of the resource (of any eiven quality). The 
level of detail that is provided will depend on how much 
anform:llion is a .. ·ailablc or "obtainable". 

(4) The in.,.entory completed at the local level, includina 
?ptions (5)(a), (b), and (c) of this n.~le, will be adequate Cor Goal 
compliance unless it c:an be sho..,.n to be bas.ed on inaccurate 
d:ua, or docs not adequately address location, quality or 
quantity. The issue of adequacy may be raised by the Depart· 
mcnt or objectors, but final determination i1 made by the 
Commission. 

t5) Based on data c:ollec:ted, analyzed and refined by lhe 
IN:al aovc:mmcnt, as outlined above, a juri\diction ~~ three 
1->asic option1: 
· (a) Do Not Include on Inventory: Based on information 
that is available on .location. quality and quantity. the local 
lo~'ernmcnf might dcterinine thai a ~11 icufar resource site is 
not imporunt enough to ~·atTant inclusion un the plan invento­
ry, or is not required to be included in the inventory ~sed on 
the specific Goal scandards. No funher action need be taken 
with regard to these sites. The loc:alaovernmenl is not required 
to justify in its comprehensive plan a decision not to include a 

~
particular lite in the plan in.,.enlory unless challenged by lhc 
Department, objectors or the Commission b.scd upon 

_contradictory inform..tion. 
(b) Delay Goal 5 Process: \!.'hen some information ia 

available, indiating the possible eaistcn::e of a rc~rcc site, 
but that information is not adequate to identify .... -ith panic:ul.ari­
ty the location. quaiil)' and quantity of the resource site, the 
local government should only include the ~ite on the comprc· 
hensive plan in.,.entory as a special cateaory. The loc:&l 
ao~emmenl must C:Aprcu its inlenl rclali.,·e 10 the r.esource site 
throug.~ a plan ?Qiicy 10 address thai resour;e site and _proceed 

lhrouih the Goal ' process in the future. The: plan should 
inc:lude a time·fnune for this review. Special implementing 
measures uc not appropriate 0t required for Goal 5 compla­
anc:c purpos.es until adequate information is available to enable 
funher review and adoption of such measures. The statement 
in the plan commits the local aovcmment ID addrcu the: 
resource site throuah the Goal ' proccu in t,.,e J'C)'t· 
ac:knowlcd&ment period. Such future actions could require a 
plan amendment. 

(c) Include on Plan Inventory: \\'hen information is 
available on location, quality and quantity, and the .leal 
aovemment has determined a site to be sianificant or imporant 
as a result of the data collection and analysis process. the local 
aovcmmcnt must include the site on its. plan inventory and 
indicate the location. quality and quantity or the ~source site 
(sec above). Item~ included on this inventory must proceed 
lhrouih the remainder of the Goal 5 process. 

Stat. Aueh.: ORS 01. Ill A 197 
HMI; LCD S-J981(Temp). I. A cf. $-UJ; LCD 7-1911, f. A d. 

6-29-11 

[£0. NOlL; Tl>c leal of Temporwy Rules i1 1'10( printed in the 
Or~on Admini,U"lUivc Rules Compilation. Copie~ may be oOI.&Incd 
from the adoplif\1 ~ncy or the Se-cretary ol Stale.) 

ldtntll')o Connictlnc U~es · 
660-IG-005 It is the responsibility of local aovcmmcnt to 

identify c:onOic:ts with inventoried Goal S rcsuurcc sites. This is:.· . 
done primarily b~ uaminingthc uses allowed in broad zoninai·. · 
districts cs~blished by the jurisdicti~>n (e ·I·· forest and 
acricuhural zones). A c:onOic:tina UK is one which. if aJJowcd, 
c:ould n~ptivcly impact a Goal 5 resource site. Where c:onOict· 
inc uses have been identified, Goal' resource: lites may impact 
lhosc uses. These impacts mus.t be cons.idercd in analyzinc the 
economic:, social, environmcnt.al and encrl)' (ESEE) consc· 
qucncn: 

(I) Pres.erve the Resource Sire: If there arc no conOictini 
uses for an identified resource site, the juris.diction mus.t adop! 
policies and ordinance provisions, as appropriate, which ins.ure 
prnervation or the resource site. 

(2) Determine the Economic:. Social, Environmental,. and 
Ener&Y Consequences: If connictina uses. arc identified. the 
economic, social, environmental and encr&r c:onscquenc~s of 
the conOic:tina us.es must be determined. Both the impacts. on 
the resource sile and on the connictina usc must be considered 
in analyzina the ESEE consequences. The applicability and 
requirements of other Statewide Plannina Goals must also be' 
considered, where app_ropriatc, at this s~gc of the process. A 
determination of the ESEE consequences of identified 
conOictinc uses is adequate if it enables a jurisdiction to 
provide reasons. to uplain why decisions arc made for specifi; 
sites. 

· · Swf,·Aui.Jt.; ORS 01.· Ill Al97-
Hilla: LCD S-1981(Tcmp). f. A ef. ,.._.1: LCD 7-1981, f. A d. 

6-29-11 . 

(ED. NOTE: Tl>c lUI of Temporary Rules ~ 1'10( printed in &he 
'Orcaon Admini"rali•c Rulu Compib&ion. Copies may be obt~ncd 
from the adop&ina aacncy or &he Se-cretary of Stale.) 

~~clop Prot,..m to Achlt"'~ ttw Coal . 
66G-It.-OIO Based on the determination of the economac. ('­

social. environmental and encray consequences, a jur·~:tict!on \_:-~ 
must "develop a progam to achieve the Goal". Assumans 
there is adequate information on the loc:alion. quahty, and 
quantity of the resource site as well as on the _na~ur_e ~r th_e 
conOictinJ usc and ESEE consequences, a JU~•sd•claon as 
eapectcd to "resolve" conrticts with ~pccific sites m_any of the 
foiJo,..ina three ways Ji,ted below. Compl_i~nce wath Goal 5 
shall also be based on the plan·, overall ab•hty to protect and 
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' OR£GOS ADMISlSTRAnVE RULES 
CHo\PTER 660, Df\'JSIOS 16-LA,...'DCONSER\·AnON A..-.rD DEVELOPMDo-rC:OMMlSSIOS 

stand•rcb a• they uistcd prior to adoption of OAR 660-16-000 
throuah 660-1~. 

(l) Jurisdiction• which receive acknowlcdemcnt of 
compliance ( .. outlined in ORS 197.2$1) at the April .»'May 1. 
1981 Commiuion mcctinc will not be wbjcct to• review 
procedure• OUtliMd aboYC. but will be trcalcd a$ OCher 
C)reviou•l)· acknowlcdaed jurisdictioN. 

S&al. Alltll.: ORS 0.. Ill A IP'7 
Hllc: LCD S.l91l(J'cmp). f. A cf. JoWl; LCD '7·1911. f. A cf. 

.. 29-11 

(ED. NOTE: 7lw wat ol T~ Ruin K noc printed in d'C 
Dftaon Adminiauativc ltuln Compilation. Copin IMY be obcAincd 
from the .,_inc IICftCl' or &he Sccrc&aty ol Ssa&c.) 
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Appendix H 

OPEN SPACES, SCENIC AND HISTORIC 
AREAS, AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

GOAL 
To conaerve open apace and protect natu­
reland acanlc raaourcaa. 

Programs shall be provided that will (1) Insure 
open space, (2) protect scenic and historic 
areas and natural resources lor future gener­
ations, and (3) promote healthy and visually 
attractive environments in harmony with the 
natural landscape character. The location, 
quality and quantity of the following 
resources shall be Inventoried: 

a. land needed or dealrable for open 
apace; 

b. Mineral and aggregate resources; 
c. Energy sources; 
d. Fish and wildlife areas and habitats; 
e. Ecologically and aclentlflcally signifi­

cant natural areas, Including desert 
areaa; 

f. Outstanding scenic views and sites; 
g. Water areas, wetlands, wateraheda 

and groundwater resources; 
h. Wilderness areas; 
I. Historic areas, altea, atructuraa and 

objecta; 
J. Cultural areas; 
k. Potential and approved Oregon recre· 

atlon trails; 
I. Potential and approved federal wild 

and scenic waterwaya and state acenlc 
waterway a. 

Where no conflicting uses for such resources 
have been identified. such resources shall be 
managed so as to preserve their original 
character. Where conflicting uses have been 
Identified the economic, social, environmen­
tal and energy consequences of the conflict· 
lng uses shall be determined and programs 
developed to achieve the goal. 

Cultural Area - refers to an area charac­
terized by evidence of an ethnic. religious 
or social group with distinctive traits. 
beliefs and social forms. 

Historic Areas - are lands with sites. struc­
tures and objects that have local, 
regional, statewide. or national historical 
significance. 

Natural Area - includes land and water that 
l'las substantially retained its natural 
character and land and water that, 
although altered in character, Is impor­
tant as habitats lor plant, animal or 
marine life, lor the study of its natural 
historical, scientific or paleontological 
features, or lor the appreciation of its 
natural features. 

Open Space - consists of lands used for 
agricultural or forest uses, and any land 
area that would, if preserved and con­
tinued .In its present use: 

(a) Conserve and enhance natural or 
scenic resources; 

(b) Protect air or streams or water sup­
ply; 

(c) Promote conservation of soils, wet­
lands, beaches or tidal marshes; 

(d) Conserve landscaped areaa, such as 
public or private golf couraea, that 
reduce air pollutiOn and enhance the 
value of abutting or neighboring prop­
erty; 

(e) Enl'lance the value to the public of 
abutting or neighboring parks, for· 
ests, wildlife preserves, nature reser­
vations or sanctuaries or other open 
space; 

(f) Enl'lance recreation opportunities; 
(g) Preserve historic site$; 
(h) Promote orderly urban development. 

Scenic Areas- are lands that are valued lor 
their aesthetic appearance 

Wlklemeaa Areaa - are areas where the 
earth and Its community of life are 
untrammeled by man, where man himself 
Is a visitor who does not remain. It Is an 
area of undeveloped land retaining Its 
primeval cl'laracter and influence, without 
permanent Improvement or human hab­
itation, which is protected and managed · 
so as to preserve its natural conditions 
and which (1) generally appears to have 
been affected primarily by the forces of 
nature, with the imprint of man's work 
substantially unnoticeable; (2) l'las out· 
standing opportunitlas lor solitude or a 
primitive and unconfined type of recrea­
tiOn; (3) may also contain ecological, geo­
logical, or Other features or sclantlflc, 
educational, scenic, or historic value. 

GUIDEUNES 
A. PLANNING 
1. The need for open space In the planning 

area should be determined, and standards 
developed for the amount, distribution, 
and type of open space. 

2. Criteria should be developed and utilized 
to determine what uses are consistent 
with open space values and to evaluate 
the ailed of converting open space lands 
to Inconsistent uses. The maintenance 
and development of open space In urban 
areas should be encouraged. 

3. Natural resources and required sites lor 
the generation of energy (I.e. natural gas, 
oil, coal, hydro, geothermal, uranium, 
solar and others) should be conserved 
and protected; reaervotr sites should be 
identified and protected against Irrevers­
Ible loss. 

4. Plans providing lor open space, scenic 
and historic areas and natural resounces 
should consider as a major determinant 
the carrying capacity of the air, land and 
water resounces of the planning area. The 
land conservation and development 
actions provided lor by such plans should 
not e~~ .IJ:Ie .carrying. capac~ of. such . 
resounces. · · · ·· 

5. The National Register of Historic Places 
and the recommendations of the State 
Advisory Committee on Historic Preserva­
tion should be utilized in designating his­
toric sites. 

6. In conjunctiOn with the Inventory of min­
eral and aggregate resources, sites for' 
removal and proceaalng of such• 
resources should be Identified and pro­
tected. 

7. As a general rule, plans should prohibit 
outdoor advertising signs except In com­
mercial or Industrial zones. Plans should 
not provide for the reclasSifiCation of land 
for the purpose of accommodating an out· 
door advertising sign. The term "outdoor 
advertising sign" has the meaning aet 
forth in ORS 377.710 (20). 

B. IMPLEMENTATION 
1. Development should be planned and 

directed so as to conserve the needed 
amount of open space. 

2. The conservation of both renewable and 
non-renewable natural resources and 
physical limitations of the land should be 
used as the basis for determining the 
quantity, qualtty,locatlon, rate and type of 
growth In the planning area. 

3. The efficient consumption of energy 
should be considered when utilizing natu­
ral resources. · 

4. Rsh and wildlife areas and habitats Should 
be protected and managed In accordance 
with the Oregon Wildlife Commission's 
fish and wildlife management plans. 

5. Stream flow and watar levels should be 
protected and managed at a 1eva1 ade­
quate for fish, wildlife, pollutiOn abate­
ment, recreation, aesthetics and 
agriculture. 

&, Slg~t. p,atural.areas •. the!.llll!. his~~:.>., . • . 
lcally, ecolo9lca!Jto or SCientifically Unique, . · ~~. 
outstanding or Important, Including tj)OSII. 
Identified by the 'State Natural ~Pre-
serves Advisory Committee, should be 
Inventoried and evaluated. Plans should 
provide for the preservation of natural 
areas conslstant with an inventory of sci-
entifiC, educational, ecological, and recre-
ational needs for significant natural areas. 

7. Local, regional and state governments 
should be encouraged to Investigate and 
utilize lea acquisition, easements, cluster 
developments, preferential assessment, 
development rights acquisition and similar 
techniques to Implement this goal. 

8. State and federal agencies should 
develop statawide natural resource, open 
space, scenic and historic area plans and 
provide technical assistance to local and 
regional agencies. State and federal plans 
shOUld be reviewed and coordinated with 

··local and regional planS. · 

9. Areas Identified as having non-renewable 
mineral and aggregate resources should 
be planned for interim, transitional and 
"second use" utilization as well as for the 
primary use. 
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3 Protect or restore habitat within the resource area as an approval criteria for 

new development. This is accomplished either through environmental review for 
proposed development in Environmental zones, or plan district regulations. The level or 
threshold for improvements depends upon the amount of proposed development. Emphasis is 
on: protecting or restoring riparian areas along Johnson Creek, its tributaries, and 
drainageways; connecting upland resource areas such as parks, steep slopes, and major 
forested areas with the creek corridor to aid in the passage of wildlife; and promoting the use 
of native vegetation (especially trees) throughout the plan district. 

BASIN STUDY AREA 

Johnson Creek extends through the cities of Milwaukie, Portland, and Gresham, as well as 
portions of unincorporated Multnomah and Clackamas Counties. The total Johnson Creek 
drainage basin is about 54 square miles in size (of which only 44 square miles contribute 
runoff), and up to three miles wide. It also includes the cities of Cottrell, Boring, and 
Happy Valley. Within southeast, Portland Johnson Creek follows a generally east-west 
path parallel to Foster Road and the Springwater Line, a railroad right-of-way recently 
purchased by the City. The study area extends from SE 174th Avenue and SE Jenne Road 
west to Johnson Creek's confluence with the Willamette River in the City of Milwaukie, 
and from the southern city limits along the crest of the Boring Lava Hills northward, 
encompassing Powell Butte, Beggar's Tick Marsh, Crystal Springs Creek, Reed Lake, and 
other natural resources related to the creek. It includes the westerly 13 miles of the creek's 
total 25 mile length, its tributaries and riparian areas, as well as wetlands and well as 
uplands which add to the natural resource values of the basin. 

(·--.,) As part of this plan, resource protection is for only those areas within the City of Portland 
, jurisdictional limits, although resources outside city limits were inventoried. For example, 

there is stretch of the creek between SE 45th and SE 76th Avenues that has been 
inventoried but not analyzed because it is in either unincorporated Clackamas County or the 
City of Milwaukie. Between_~~ ~ !?,m_ ~4 -!:~S,~.Ay~n'!e~ th~ cre_e!c also "snakes" in an._d 
out of Multnomah County;:tAs POrtland annexes lands which are m the Johnson Creelc~. 
ba5fn, 'the inventory informatio~· ~_be used to 'iiid lliaeteiininatioriof appropriate tiaSef 
and overlay zones. i · " ' · ' ·· · - · · · ·" · · ·· · · ;f 

• .f 

REGULATORY SETTING 

State 

Statewide Land Use Plannin~ 

Oregon's statewide land use planning program was established under Senate Bill100, adopted 
by the Legislature in 1973 and included in the Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) as Chapter 197. 

. , .. This legb>.lation ~a.ted. th~ !,-and C.Qn~~~on and Development Commission (LCDC) and gave 
it the authority to adopt mandatoiy' StateWide Pi3immg Goals. TheSe goalS provide the · · · .. · ·. · 
framework for· Oregon's cities and counties to prepare comprehensive plans. There are nineteen 
Statewide Planning Goals, fifteen of which apply to the Johnson Creek Corridor. 

After local adoption, comprehensive plans are submitted to the LCDC for review to ensure 
consistency with the Statewide Planning Goals. Portland's Comprehensive Plan was adopted 
by City Council in 1980, effective January 1, 1981, and was acknowledged by LCDC in May 
1981. 
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October 31, 1991 

Please add the attached sheet of signature's to the 
Petition opposing the mobil home park at 13303 SE 
Ramona. These signature's were obtained since the 
hearing on Oct. 7, 1991 due to working hours, vaca­
tion's, ect. 

As you can see from the signature's you've received, 
our neighborhood and resident's of Ramona St. are 
opposed to this development at this location. We 
sincerely hope this will be taken into your consider­
ation when making your decision. 

fR?IE~ena ~ 
NOV 1 1991 

Multnomah County 
Zonmg Divis1cn 
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. !Ne.~. the Ltt)"Gler-s . .t·gr:.ed, opJ:>o<.=.e a ch::lt1ge in the desigi":lati:on 'of the zdne on .pr-operty 
located at r::;;o:; S.E~ Re:\ITJOha~ Por-tlc:trid .. ~ DrE;J~.·. _V-Ie bel,~eve t.he develc?~t o! a .. 
·mant.:tfactu~red home. pa~k at .thJ.s locat.1.on would endanger- the l"'esidents· m the ar-ea·. -by 
drama't.ica:ll~ incr-easing tt~a-Hic bn R.::ilrJOh<j S:l:i--a"?:t\ which ad}oii,ns Gilbert Park . . .. · 
Elf-\('nerrt.::w-y .;:.\czhi::lml. T~~t'?_ density ir·l_(:ll:ii'-. nei_ghborl~ ~-11n~0dy i!? _too 9rf¥at due to the 
approval. of at l~(::'st two lC:trge rriDb'J:l<e hbn:e pa'rks .. 1.n the 1rrllnEd:tate '7,:1C:1h'1 ty. .We 
f.eel -ti;E pad:. wi H i:;\dver-~1y• e;f!ec:t. ·c~ur- nff!-tghQt:Jrh::Jdcj by _r:nak:ing :si9ni;fic~t_ deman?s· 
on alr~ady crver-t!:\:•:t:.-:.cj seY"VH;:es, 1nc:lpdJ.n,IJ G1l~r-t WcJ6P S<:hool ~ soc1al agent1es, f1re 
ao'd police services · · 
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DATE 
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October 30, 1991 

Division of Planning & Development 
Multnomah County 
2115 SE Morrison St. 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

Regarding: Proposed Mobil Home Development at 13303 SE 
Ramona St. 

Dear Members: 

My name is William G. Jacobs and I live at 13246 SE Ramona 
St., directly across from the proposed development of a 
mobil home park. My parents bought this property in Jan­
uary of 1942. Very briefly, this area was then typically 
American rural, relaxed and perfect for me at age nine. 
A neighborhood where everybody knew everybody else, lots 
of uncluttered land, and a relief from the congestion of 
city life. Our growth was slow because most families here 
cherished the freedom of "lots of room." 

Respectfully, I would like to sincerely and with time ex­
press my feelings regarding the proposed development. 

Most importantly, I see the additional people and subsequent 
traffic on a narrow, 2 lane road as completely incomprehen­
sible from a safety standpoint. Remembe~ please, that this 
proposed development would be almost directly across the 
road from Gilbert Park Elementary School. The children at­
tending this school are ages 5 to 12 years of age, and most 
probably will pay more attention to loud fellow classmates 
than to vehicles going by. And, speaking of traffic, it is 
amazing how many cars travel Ramona now, incltiding large 
school buses. Plus, there is. another grade school less than 
5 blocks east, adding their cars and buses. Our street is 
now a traffic link to two schook between 122th Avenue and 
136th. 

Additionaly, I understand the county is to widen Foster Road 
in the near future, and we all dread more traffic that will 
most likely be detoured on certain occasions to our street. 

Please consider our street is 2 lanes with gravel sides for 
pedestrians. Parking along the road is dangerous now, and 
will most certainly become worse at the most congested area 
of the street by the school. Pedestrains will be left with 
only the street lanes to walk in. 

Also I personally dread the noise of twenty five or more cars 
coming and going from such a park, especially if the in and 
outs are not black topped. 
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To allow this development in its present layout, would be 
like putting a small city-in the middle of a pastoral set­
ting. Very inappropr~ate and completely out of blend with 
our community. 

Lastly, it seems to me that the spirit of the law, as regards 
majority opinion has been lost or obscured. Should the peo­
ple with the property most affected not have the right to 
have some form of control as to what is to border them as 
regulated by zoning laws? 

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration in a matter which 
is vitally important to myself and 98% of my neighbors. 

mi IE~ IE H91E ~ 
NOV l 1991 

Multnomah County 
Zoning Diviston 
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October 30, 1991 

Division of Planning & Development 
Multnoinah County 
2115 S.E. Morrison St. 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

Dear Commissioners: 

I live in the Gilbert Park area and live next to the 
Parcher Park property. 

At the first hearing,one of the statements I recall 
hearing was that the continuation of the hearing was 
to be postponed to a later date, so further study of 
the area could be made. I was under the impression 
that a technical study was to be made on the alleged 
dumping site. A review of the street conditions and 
traffic count was also to be done before the hearing 
was to continue. As of 10/30/91 nothing has been done 
or submitted and I feel it is in the best interest of the 
entire neighborhood that these things be completed or that 
the commissioners know that the "laundry list" was not 
carried out. Mr. Swan submitted a map the day of the 
hearing 10/7/91 showing the trees that would be taken 
down. When the commissioners asked exactly how many ~ 

would be taken down, Mr. Swan evaded the question by 
answering that "he would try not to even take half of 
them". But it looks to me, from the map that at least 
3/4 of the trees will be taken. The trees should be of 
concern, since this area is in the environmental zori~ng 

for trhe Johnson Creek and Wetlands area. 

My main concern is the added traffic that will be added 
to the already busy street and narrow road. Morning and 
afternoon school traffic is very busy, especially during 
wet and rainy winter days. The driveway of the school 
is only a few feet from the driveway of the mobile home 
court. They will almost face each other! In 1987 the 
planning commis~ion denied access on Ramona St. for 31 
units that went in~ This court would have no other road 
to access except Ramona, and across the street from a grade 
school. 

Nejghbo~s ~fuo have lived h~!e all their. lives, h~ye_st~ted 
seeing and knowing of the dump site. Barrels and trash of 
all kinds. 

When I purchased my property, 12 years ago, I had to work 
around the trees and was allowed only a few trees to be re­
moved to build my house. My almost ac~ sits with as many 
as 60 fir trees, 130 Rhododenrons and Azaleas and numerous 
other plants nati~e to Oregon. I landscaped the entire area 
and kept the natural and woodsy effect of the area. 

Mr. Swan suggested we look at his new trailer park in 
Troutdale. I did as he suggested. I came upon a nice 
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newly painted 4ft. fence, a flat clear piece of property with 
a small line of trees on the edge of the property. Neigh­
bors told us the property was vacant of trees in the begining. 
I came upon 2 trailers with a nice expanse of lawn when I 
entered the court. When I rounded the corner, I witnessed 
a narrow road with trailers so close to each other. 
It reminded me of an old fashion trailer court. Just 
a row of trailers on both sides. With cars parked on 
both sides of the street, which Mr. Swan indicated there 
would be parking on only one side of the steet in the Ramona 
court. This area is not treed like this area, with a busy 
main road next to the court for access. 2& units is one 
long line of trailers~ Our area is completely different-and 
should be considered as such. 

We are a proud neighborhood, and I have met many new and 
old neighbors and feel that this concern has only brought 
us closer to each other and I feel the outreach by the 
school, parents and neighbors is tremendous and hdpe you'll 
feel it too. We as neighbors welcome more new neighborsf but 
feel they should be single dwelling 5000 1 lots as the rest 
of us. Our neighborhood is vari~d, with the elderly to thB 
young~ some in old houses to some in new. Mr. Swan showed 
slides that did not reflect our area at all. Our grade 
school and Jr. High are very roue~ a part of this neighbor~ 
hood. Our principles Mr. St. Claire and Miss Brooks are 
highly regarded and loved by not only the students, but thB 
parents and neighbors as well. Being close in, Gilbert Park 
area is actually a very rural area. w·ith many ho1l)es pro~ 
viding areas for many farm animals. We have many tall, and 
elegant firs which enhance our area. I've had racoons at 
my back door, and quail at my front. The pheasants use my 
yard to glide from one field to another. So please con~idex 
us and our concerns. Our saf~ty of our children, the 
amount of more traffic our road will have to endure. The 
cutting down some very large trees, and the overall ruin 
of area and thB enviorment. 

Th.ank You, 

. /) ' /) ,'·: JfiiJ /(;;:t ..... 
Gerry Rhyne ~ 

[Ri ~ "~ [E ~ .~, ~ ~ i 
- id::.i! j 1 ___ ' •. _. 

Mu!tnomah County 
Zon!ng DiviSIC:l 
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October 28,1991 

Department of environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland,Oregon 97214 

Dear Sirs 

I am writing in regard to the planned development foe the Mobile 
Home Park at 13303 SE Ramona. 

We feel that the traffic on Ramona Street is a problem already. 
By allowing the Mobile Home Park to be built here this is going to 
add tremendously to this problem. 

The safety of our children is at stake. When there is a school 
function going on at the school the cars line both sides of the 
street. This makes it difficult for those whose driveways or 
streets enter onto Ramona to do so safely. It also makes it diff­
icult for the children to walk to school, because there are no 
sidewalks for them to walk on. 

I can't understand how this Mobile Home Park could be aproved, 
when the Mobile Home Park that is located at 12928 SE Ramona 
wasn't allowed access to Ramona Street by the Planning Commission 
because of the concern over the safety of the children coming and 
going to the two schools on Ramona .Also because of the tremendous 
amount of traffic that already flows on Ramona Street. By allowing 
this said Mobile Home Park to be bult, you will be adding to this 
problem. 

Furthermore, it was brought to our attention,that there was a 
dumping site on the property that this Mobile Home Park is to 
be built on. 



J 
' ·-

·.., 

From my observation, and others who have lived around theproperty 
that was dumped on, this dump was NOT cleaned up, but was just 
covered over with dirt. From talking with some of the people who 
have lived around the dump site, and also contributed to it for 
over 30 years there is probably hazardous material under the fill 
dirt. We feel this should be looked into. 

We hope you feel that the environment,and the health of all those 
who live in the neighborhood is important. 

lJ:;:y;u~ 
OcflL 1J:tJv_~ · 
~r. and Mrs. Dennis and Julie Hildreth 

~.~~.~~_w~~ 
LC 1 ··' 1J 1991 

Multnomah County 
Zoning Divis1c~ 
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~c is leaving the school • 

.. ~ ........... ... 
_jxamp t 

St. 



" -- ----· . _:~ ......... _ 
....... ..._ .. -., --· ... ------- .............. -.....__~ '., ~ .. -~~. -~---.__._... ----~---~¥--__.::...._-:.~~--· 

.r
1 

·-. ··--~ .... _~--~"~u,- have concernS with w:h:::Di:~::s H:~:~se take the time now to 
. write down your comments and mail them to: ,-;::::..::::::;--, 

I f •-·-·-t l '..---.1 

I 
Department of Env i ronmenta 1. Services :3- !!::~1::1~ :: "··o· _.· D
2
ivision o! Plann

5
ing & Deve~opment/Attention: Hark Hess 0 ~-3 ,:~- ::.:~~-' 

. __ ...-· 115 SE Morrison treet -~ c 
1· Po r t 1 and , 0 reg on 9 7 21 4 2h ~ ···-· --

. or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your studen~ ~~nd -~ wi~.-~ 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious isstf'e:::here that 

/ needs to be considered befoie a development of this size be~llowed~" I 
I 
i . 

at this location. ~Vith your help we may be able to stop it. ·---=~~~.r~::~i 

Sincerely, 

!~<,__, -ff( 7!/ac./;/ 
'6n~~t Park PTA Co Cfialf',uan _ _ 

Comments: ~- ~ C~~ ~ 

y~~\l __ c~~r~~- ~ 0"\.o~,&g ~~ 
Qc~ v:* \2>30:) s~ ~--- llat (~ 
~ 9~..,_ 6--=\J~ taD ~CDW ~ 
~iV~ ~ ~9.. ·~-= 

. I 
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NOTICE OF PLANNED DEVELOPMENT FOR MOBILE HOME PARK AT 13303 SE RAMONA 
----·· ------------- -- ··••*"'··--------:---------· ------· ---------------------

This r1otice js being sent to you to inform you of the above planned 
development. At a hearing held in the Nultnomah County Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several con~erns were expressed in op~osing this 
Mobile Home development. The hearing has now been set over to give 
~s an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

If you have children \vho attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
School you are already a~are of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
street. ~ve are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the ·street is 
on 1 y 1 8 ' 4 " w i d e w i t h no s i dew a 1 k s . \v e h ave a t r emend o u s am o u n t o f 
traffic on this sireet daily including the school blJse~ for both 
schools. If the above mobile home park is allowed to go in, we will 
be dealing with a minimum of 100 mote trips of traffic per day. The 
only access ·to the park would be within 300 feet of the driveway to 
Gilbert Park School. 

On Feb. 9, 1987 the mobile home rark located at 12928 SE Ramona was 
arproved. The Planriing Commission did not allow access to this park 
from Ramona Street. because of th~- neigl1bors concern regarding pedes­
train and vehiculai traffic .. The entra~ce and exit to thi~ park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park develobment on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will nbt impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the new development, we 
are concerned as both of the above streets are ~ithin the ~tudent 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Pa~k. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to dispropr6tionately increase th~ impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street; ~ast experi~nce has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to ~ait, a~e you? .1 

J 

WE·NEED'YOUR HELP! 

, If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your co~ments and mail th~m to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Developm~nt/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street · 
~ortland, Oregon 97214 

' . 
or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it fo~ :you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a develupment of thts size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ll~~ 

O.N\(\ (JJut­
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~OTICE OF PLANNED DEVELOPMENT FOR MOBILE HOME PARK AT 13303 SE RAMONA 
'-·-·-··--·-·······--------·· --------------------------------------------------------------··----

T h i. s n ·o t i. c e · j s he i. n p, sen t t o you t o .i. n f o r m you o f the above p 1 anne d 
development. At a hearing held in the ~1ultnomah County Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed 'in opposing this 

, Mobile Home development. The hearing has no~v been set over to give 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing thi~ 
issue . 

. If you have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alic~ Ott Middle 
School you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveltng to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Par~ School alone has 
569 students at th~ pr~sent ti~e. The paved area of the $treet is 
only 18' 4" wide with no sidewalks. He have a tremendous amount of 

·traffic on this street·daily including the school buses for both 
schools. If the above mobile home park is allowed to go in, we ~vill 
be dealing with a minimum of 100 mote trips of traffic per day. The 
only acce~s to the park wouid be within 300 feet of the driveway to 
G i 1 her t P r1 rk Schoo] ; 
i 
()n F'eh. 9, 1987 the rnob.i.Je home park located at 1292R SE Ramona ~vas 
.approved. The Planning Commission did not aLlow access to this park 

. from Ramona Street because of the neighbors concern regnr.cling pedes­
train and vehicuJai·traffic. The entrance and exit to this park.are 
located on Foster Rd. 

'At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of 136th a~d Holgate (of at leas·t 117 homes) will not impact 

:the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of c~rs using 128th and 136th as an access to the new development, we 
are cohcerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
~alking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home rark on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led u~ to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are·you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues ~lease take the ti~e now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 

·2115 SE Morrison Street 
;Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
~eeds to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
·~t this location. With your help we may be ~ble to stop it. 

a1rihan 

. Jv b..,v~.- ~d~ JD.vJ<:.- 5~ 4--t-..!! ~ ~ tJrl; i?t.J.d.k ..,jT~':f- ~· .Xit_e_ ·A~ 

~'=f!M1::l.d. i~ ~ ~~Kvr 4fpuyd dj ~~ OQ 4-.I'YlolOd.e.[.fo,~ 
{)w<.. (9,ttRMH.n.A ~ (3~ ~ .. ...J ~1:\- e.~...,L~ J... -tn.o..£ ·t/y,./1 tN-rrv..LL "~ 

. tt..c;cr~ .eA..tL. ~--~,.,1:; ~ ~-U--A.aJV ~ ~ .v,~~ c~ .fa ~ 
. , @.cn.u? ~ ,_; . ~ - L<.M~\~~~dj<I<G:~i;.: HO 
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NOTICE OF PLANNED DEVELOPMENT FOR MOBILE HOME PARK AT 13303 SE RAMONA 
----·--·· --·-·------·----- ------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------

This notice js being sent to you to inform you of the above planned 
development. At a heari_ng held in the Hultnomah County Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
Mobile Home development. The hearing has no~.;r been set over to give 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting -documents opposing this 
issue. 

If you l1ave children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Hiddle 
School you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids travelirig to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School_ alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the street is 
only 18' 4" wide with no sidewalks. We have a tremendous amount of 
traffic on this street daily including the school buses for both 
s c h o o l s . I f t he a b o v e rn o b i 1 e horne p a r k i s a 11 o ~• e d t o go i n , ~.;r e ~vi 11 
be dealing with a minimum of 100 mote trips of traffi~ per day. The 
only access to the park would be ~.;rithin 300 feet of the drive~.;ray to 
Gilbert Park Schoo]. 

0 n r e b . 9 , 1 9 8 7 t h c rn o b _i J e h om e p;, r k J. o c n 1: e d a t l 2 9 2 8 S E R a m on a w a s 
npprovE'd. Th0. Plann_inp, C:ornmission did not ;-11Jn~.;r nccr~ss to this park 
from Ramona Street because of the neighbors concern regArding pedes-

_train and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the rresent time the approved Mobile Horne Park development on the 
·corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will not impact 

the student population At Gilhert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the new development, we 
are concerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 
If you have concerns with these issues please 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of· Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: 
2115 SE Morrison Street 

take t~ ~i fhl~ ~ 
ltark ~s~ov 1 1991 

Portland, Oregon 97214 -.. , Multnomah County 

or return· it no later then Oct·.- 25, 1991 with your studenl0'M~Jiv±sto~ill 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be able to stop it. 
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T h i. s n o t i c c :i s h c i. n r. s 0 n t L o y o u t o i. n f o r m y o u o r t It e a b o v e p 1 a n n e d 
development. i\t a hearing held in the ~1ultnomah Co11nty Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed i.n opposing this 
Mobile Home development. The hearing has now been set over to give 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

If you have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
Scl1ool you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids travelifig to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
5 6 9 s t u d e n t s at t h e p r e s e n t t i rn e . T h e p a v e d A r e a o f t he s · t r e e t i s 
on 1 y l 8 ' 4 " w i d e w i t h no s i d e w a 1 k s . \.J e h ave a t r em e n do u s am o u n t o f 
traffic on this street daily including the school buses for both 
schools. If the above mob.Ue home park is allo\vecl to go in, ,.,e lvill 
be dealing with a m{nimum of 100 more trips of. traffic per day. The 
o n l y n c c e s s t o t: h e par k 1vo til d be w i t h i n 3 0 0 f e e t o f . t h e d r i v e '"a y t o 
Gi Lber.t PArk School. 

On Peb. 9, 1987 the moh.Lie home park located at 12928 SE Ramona Has 
a p p r o v e d . T h e P 1 a n n i n p, C om m i s s i. o n d i d n o t R J J o lv a c c e· s s t o t h i s p a r k 
from Ramona Street because of the neighbors concern regarding pedes­
train and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

A t.: t h e p r e s e n t t i me t h e a p pro v e d M o b·.i. 1 e IJ om e P a r k d e v e 1 o p men t on t h e 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will not impact 
the student population at GiJbe.rt Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using l28th and 136th as an access to ~he new development, He 
are concerned as both of the above streets are Hithin the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The neH Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ra~ona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has lid us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP: 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write doHn your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver· it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this locatiori. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

Name Address 
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This notice is beinp, sent to you to inform you of the above planned 
development:. J\t n henring held in the ~1ultnomall Co11nty Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
M o b i 1 e II om e cl eve 1 o p me n t . The h e a r i n g h a s n o \v be e n s e t o v e r t o g i v e 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

If you have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
School you are already aware of the traffic ~roblem we ha~e on Ramona 
street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the street is 
on 1 y 1 8 ' 4 " wide w i t h no s ide w a 1 k s . We have a t rem end o us ·am o u n t of 
traffic on this street daily including the school buses for ·both 
schools. If the above mobile home park is allo\ved to go in, we \vill 
be dealing \vith a minimum of 1.00 more trips of traffic per day. The 
only access to the park would be within 300 feet of the driveway to 
Gilbert P<trk Sthool. 

On F'eb. 9, 1987 the rnoh.i.le home park locRtecl at l292R SE Ramona \vas 
a p p r o v e d . T h e P 1 a n n i n g C om m j_ s s i on cl i d. n o t a 11 o \v a c c e s s t o t h i s p a r k 
from Ramona Street because of the .neigl1bors concern regarding pedes­
train and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will not impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using l28th and 136th as an access to the new development, we 
are conc~rned as both of _the above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy.· I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
·write down your comment~ and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street · 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be abli to stop it . 

Comments: __,..........,~~l...ll....l..L.-"l.l...I...<:..!L!...-LJ,."----L...U..C~"""'·'U.~_ll.LJ2r~·~.k.i.'..t:c-:'::...,._~c"'-·. bu.)6Y.c-"'::1C..:..'-t-U(.J.:.(-2£>i/Ll .J..j.J..C.2..1 .J.j-L-/1~<'::'::_-__ 

iA -~e Ppel ·-\·h,·s I! ·lolL ~-l ('' ~?Cv\ 
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/ 
Thi.s notice> js bc>i.np, sf'nt Lo you to inform you of the above planned 
development. J\t a heAring held in the ~1u1tnom<:lh County Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed i.n opp6sing this 
~1ohi.le Home development. The he8ring has noH been set over to give 
us an opportunity to g::J.ther. mor.e suppor.U.ng documents opposing this 
issue. 

If vou have children who attend Gilber.t Par.k or Alice Ott Middle 
Sct1~ol you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
str.eet. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the street is 
only 1.8' 4" wide with no sidewalks. We have a tremendous amount of 
tr.affic on this street daily including the school h11scs for both 
s c h o o l s . l f t h 0. <-~ h o v e m o h i.J e l1 o rn e p a r k i. s a ll o \oJ e d t o g o i n , \.J e . w i 1.1 
be dealing \vith a minimum of 1.00 more trips of traffic per cl3y. The 
o n J y n c c e s s t o t: h e p 3 r k \oJ o ttl d b e \v i t h i n :w 0 f e e t o f t. h e d r i v e \v a y t o 
G.i lh<:rt Pr1rk Schoo I. 

On Feb. 9, 1.987 the mobi.Je home rark locnted Rt 12928 SE Ramona was 
approved. The Planning Commiss.ion c)jd not nl.l.oloJ access to this park 
from Ramona Street because of the neighbors concern rep.,nrdinp., pedes­
train and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) Hill not impact 
the studen~ population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 1.28th and 136th as an access to the neH development, we 
are concerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
\valking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 'I33rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on RAmona Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be abl~ to stop it. 

Sincerely, 
J :) 

. ~!~~l 
o- alrman 

Comments: ;:__:~:~ \~\~'---) \:~- \'"\\.(\~--
\. ··----.. '- -~ \> 1 ,~:' \.', ·., ·,:z·.. ·-..._:, \"\'\:' ·, ,_ "\ (\ 
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T hi. s no t i. ~ C' j s be. in p, s C' n t: to you to in for. m you o f the <1 b o v e p 1 n nne d 
d eve lop men t . J\ t a he <1 d. n g he 1 d in the ~1 u lt nom a h Co u n t y Co u r t house 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
Mobile Home development. The hearing has no\v been set over to /give 
us an opportunity to gather. more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

I f y o u h n v e c h i 1 d r e n \.J h o a t t e n d G i l be r. t P a r. k o r A 1 i. c e 0 t t ~1 i d d 1 e 
Scl1ool you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
street. We are concerned ·with the safety of the kids travel~ng to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the ~treet is 
only 18' 4'' wide with no sidewalks. We have a tremendous amount of 
traffic on this street daily including the school bt1ses for both 
schools. If the above mobile home park is allowed to go in, we will 
be dealing with a minimum of 100 mote trips of traffic per day. The 
only access to the park would be within 300 feet of the driveway to 
Gilbert Park School. 

0 n reb . 9 , 1 9 8 7 t h c rn o b .i J e home J1 <-1 r k l o c <ll c d a t l 2 9 2 8 S E R nm on n \vas 
n p p r o v E> cl • T h e. r 1 a 11 n i n g C o m m i. s s i o 11 d i d n o t a 1 J cn.;r n c c e s s t o t h i s p a r k 
from Ramona Street because of the neighbors concern regr~rding pedes­
train and vehicular traffic~ The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will not impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 128th and !36th as an access to the new development, we 
are concerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mohile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tencl to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: M~rk Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street · 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and twill 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of thi~ size be allowed 
at thi~ location. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

Sincerely, 

F ;) ~ • .. '' I. 
-c;·--<u~ .[h. / iOCJ)/ 

={--oy . -r- v--~h& 1 uJ e o QQJ) ~-o l o:X tb~ o4r; LOCc(;:,_k-a" ... -- < 
··-f-=c:yv- \l-l. <l AJ '" b{ /e C-&&.4· <9)/ a.~" t~b-v' .·s, -fvc·e.J·· c7~_(c_e.ss 

/vl {) b; I~: c..t:;, .. d-t::l f, 

\ 

/\_ 1 ... \,\ ( I .\ 

Aadress 
\OSI.S 

Nam'e ) 

........... ! 
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T h i s n o t i c e i s be i. n p; ·::: e n t t o yo u t o i n f o r m y o u o f t h e abo v e p 1 a n n e d 
development. .1\t a heAring held in the ~1ultnornah Co1111ty Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
~1obi.le Home development. The hearing has now been set over to give 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

I f y o u h <1 v e c h .i. 1 d r e n lv h o a t t e n d G i .1 be r t P <1 r k o r 11.1 i. c e 0 t t . ~1 i d d 1 e 
School you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
s t r e·e t . He n r e concerned w i t h the s e1 f e t y of t h c k i d s t: r n v e 1 t n g to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
5 G 9 s t 1.1 den t s a t i: he p n~ sen t t i rn e . The pave cl are. a o f the .s tree t i s 
o n l y l 8 ' 4 " wi. d e w :i t h n o s i d e \v a .1. k s • \~ e h a v e a t r e nH' n c\ o u s a rn o u n t o f 
t r a .f .f i c on this s t r e c t d a i 1 y inc 1 u d .i. n g the s c h o o .l IHI s e s for hot h 
schools. Tf the nbove mobile horne park is allo1ved to go in, 1ve lvill 
be deaJ..ing with a minimum of 100 more trips of traffic per day. The 
only access to the rark woulcl be w.i.th.i.I'1 300 feet of the drive1vay to 
Gilbert Pnrk Schoo.!. 

On Feb. 9, 1987 the rnohi.le. home park located at 1.2928 SE Ramona IVRS 

approved. The Planning Commission did not all.cn< access to this park 
from Ramona Street because of the neighbors concern regnr.cling redes­
train and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit. to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

ll.t the present time the approved Mobile Home Park cleve,lopment on the 
corner of 1~6th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will not impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars usi~~ 128th and 136th as an access to t~e new development, we 
are concerned as both of tl1e above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Par.k. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on RamonA Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a ~ragedy. I 
am not willing to Hait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP~ 

If you hav~ concerns with these issues please take the ti~e now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental. Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no. later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for.you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

Sincerely, 
1 ;) ./1 '.·' •• 

. .;-o_, .Il::: . I a.c/p 

Address 



NOTJCE Of PLANNED DEVELOPMENT FOR ~lORlLE HONE PARK i\T 13303 SE Ri\NONA 
-··- ··----- - ..... ---·-----···-···--------··----··· ·-···- - ·- ····-· -----··- ----------·----------------------------·------------------------------

T h i. s n o t i. c c> j s be i n p, s P n t: t o y o u t o :i n f o r m y o u n f t h e a b o v e p 1 a n n e d 
d e v e J o p rn e n t . i\ t <1 lJ e <1 r i n 1~ h e J d i n t h c ~1 u l t 11 o m c:ll1 C o u 11 t y C o u r t h o u s e 
o n n c t . 7 , l 9 9 l s e v e r <1 1 c o n c C' r n s '' 0 r e 0 x p r e s s 0 d i n o p p o s i_ n p, t h i s 
~1 o h i J e 11om e de v c lop me n 1: • T h c h c n r :i n g lJ a s no H hoc n s l' t over t o p, l. v e 
us on opportunity to gather more support.i.ng documents opposing this 
issue. 

If you have children Hho attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
School you are already aware of the traffic problem He_ have on Ramona 
street:. He are concerned with the safety of the kids travel\ng to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the street is 
only 18' 4" wide with no sidewalks. 1\fe have a tremf"nclous amount of 
trAffic on this street: clniJy including the school buses for hot:h 
schools. If the Rhove mobiJe home park is alloHed to go in, He Hill 
be cl e a 1i n R ~· it h a m j n i. nn1 m o f l 0 0 m o r e t: r i p s o f t: r a f f .i. c p e r cl ft y . T h e 
onJy access to t:he_ park would be within 300 feet of the driveway to 
Gi I bert Prtrk School. 

On feb. 9, 1987 thP rnOb.i.Je home pRrk located nt: 12928 SE Ramona was 
npproved. The Plnnn.inp, Commission did not nllow ncCC'SS t:o this pnrk 
from Ramona Street because of the neighbors concern regarding pedes­
train and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) Hill not impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the neH development, He 
are concerned as both of tl1e above streets are Hithin the student 
Halking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic. on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
om not \villing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location~ With your help we may be able to stop it. 

•, ... ;' 

Address ',. 
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) 
NOTICE OF PLANNED DEVELOPMENT FOR MOBILE HOME PARK AT 13303 SE RAMONA 
- --··.-- -··-- ----- . ·-- --------·----------- -· --- ·-···-- . --------------------------

i 
\" 
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Thks notice js bei.np, st>nt to you to inform you of the above planned 
d e ,v e J o p rn c n t: • 1\ t et 11 e n r i n ~~ h e 1 c1 i n t h c ['1111 t n o m n 11 C o 11 n t· y C o u r. t h o u s e 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
Mobile Home development. The hearing has now been set over to give 
us an opportunity to gather. more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

If you have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
School you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveli~g to 
a n d f r ·a rn s c h o o 1 on L h i s s t r e e t d a i 1 y . G i l be r t P a r k S c h o o l a 1 o 'n e h a s 
569 stud0nts at the present t.i.rne. 'l'he paved arect of the street is 
on 1 y 1 8 ' 4 " w i d e w :i t h n o s i cl e w a J k s . \~ e h a v e a t r e 111 e n cl o u s a rn o u n t o f 
tre1f.fic on this st:rc>c>t: d<d.ly incl1Hlinr, the school h11ses for both 
schools. If the above mobile home park is allo1ved to go in, 1ve lvill 
be cl e a l.i n g lv i t ll a m i n i. mum o f 1 0 0 m o r e t r i p s o f t r a f f :i. c p e r d 8 y . T h e 
o n J y a c. c e s s t o t: h e p a r k w o u 1 d b e IV i t h i n 3 0 0 f e e t o f t h e d r i v e lv a y t o 
Gi !bert: Pnrk School. 

0 n r e b . 9 , 1 9 8 7 t h e rn o b .i. J e h om e r a r k l o c ct t e d a t l 2 9 2 f1 S E R a m o n a ,,r a s 
arproved. The Plannjng Commission did not 8lJcnJ nccess to this park 
from RarnoJl8 Street because of the neighbors concern regArding pedes­
train and vehiculRr.traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile !lome Park development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of 8t least 117 homes) Hill not impact 
the student population Rt Gilbert Park, but 1vill increase the number 
o.~ cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the neiV development, we 
a~e concerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
lvalking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new ~1ohile Home Park on 133rd 
arid Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramon8 Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to Hait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning~ Development/Attention: 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

Nark Hess 



NbTICE OF PL~~NED DEVELOPMENT FOR MOBILE HOME PARK AT 13303 SE RAMONA 
·- -----·-----------------·------·· ...:. ... - --- .. ------· ----- -------.------·-- -------------- -------------------------------------------

T h i s n o t i. c. c j s b <" i. n p, s P n t t o you t o j n f o r m you n f t h e n b o v <" p J. a n n e cl 
d e v c ]_ o p m C' n t . II t n ll e <1 r i. n g h <:> 1 d i. n t h c ~1 u l t n o rn <1 ll C o 11 n t y C o u r t h o u s e 
on Oct .. 7, 1991 scverr1l conr.crns were cxprPssP.d ·;n opposi.nP, this 
M'ohU.e Home development. 'l'he hearing has now been set over to give 
tis an opportunity to gnther more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

If vou hnve children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
S ch ~ o .l y o u a r e a 1 r e a d y <nv a r e o f t h e t r a f f i c p r o h 1 ern we h a v e on Ramo n a 
street. hle are concerned with the safety of the kids traveli"flg to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School al6ne has 
569 students at the.present: time. The paved area of the street is 
only 1.8' 4" ~vide with no sidewalks. hle haveR tremendous amount of 
traffic on this street daily including the school buses for both 
schools. If the nhove rnobiJe home park is nllowed to go in, 1ve ~vil1 
be dealing witl1 a minimum of 100 more trips of traffic per day. The 
o n J y n c c e s s t o t: he r a r k ~" o u l d b e w i t h .i n 3 0 0 f e e t o f t h e d r i v e ~"a y t o 
C.i lhf'rt: Pnrk School. 

On reb. 9, 1987 the rnohiJc home flnrk locnted nt l292fl SE Ramonn Has 
., p !H o v <' d . T h 0 P :1 n n n j n r. C o m m ".i. s s i o n d i d n o t ;1 I I n \v a c c f' s s t o t h i s p n r k 
from Rnmona Strf'et hccnuse of the> ne:i.ghhors concern rep,<lrdinp, ped<"s-

.; t r n in and v e h i. c u 1 n r t r n f f i c . The c n trance and ex ·i t to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

/\t the ;present time tbe r1pproved Mobile !lome Park development on the 
l c :o r n e r 'o f 1 3 6 t h a n d H o 1 g a t e ( o f a t 1 e a s t 1 1 7 home s ) ~" i 11 no t i m p a c .t 
"--- the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 

o~ cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the neM development, we 
aje concerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
waiking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
a~d Ra~ona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
a~ditional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
D~vision of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we· have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be able to stop it . 

1 , ~ I 

Address 

• • t .•• 

·'' 



NOTICE OF PLANNED DEVELOPMENT FOR MbBlLE HOME PARK AT 13303 SE RAMONA 
-------------------------------------------------- --·- ·-----------------------

This notice is beinp, sent to you to inform you of the above planned 
development. At a hearing held in the ~1ultnomah County Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
Nobi.le Home development. The hearing has no~~ been set over to give 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing thi~ 
issue. 

If you have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
Scl1ool you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
street. He are concerned with the safety of the kids travelin'g to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School_alone has 
569 students at the present time. The pi'lved i'lrea of the street is 
only 18' 4" w.i.de with no sidewalks. He have a tremendous amount of 
traffic on this street daily including the scl1ool buses for both 
s c h o o 1 s . I f th e a b o v e m o b i 1 e h om e p a r k i s a 11 o ~., e d t o go i n , we ~., i 11 
be dealing ~.,rith a minimum of 100 mote trips of traffic per day. The 
only access to the park would be within 300 feet of the drive~.,ray to 
Gilbert Pnrk SC'hoo:J. 

0 n I" e h . 9 , 1 9 8 7 t 11 e rn o b .i 1 e h o m e p a r k l o c a t: e d a t 1 2 9 2 R S E Ra m o n a H a s 
a p p r o v P. r1 • T h e P l a mi j n g C o m m i s s i. o n d i c1 n o t: a 1 l o ~., n c c P. s s t o t h i s p n r k 
from Ramona Street because of the ne:i.glJIHHS concern regnrding pedes­
train and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will not impact 
the student population nt Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 128th and l36th as an access to the new development, we 
are concerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ra~ona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has l~d us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mai~I them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Div~sion of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

~...J-U.-14-'!A-'f-f:..!.lL~.W,S-3-'~~-.4<~7!<..-..A;iJE.~~~::.___,_LklL.,lL,~~!&:.~k-.$(4;.~~4-.L.k-;Li .-tt 
~~~~~~~~~~~_u~~~~~-/-L).~~t:, 
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This notice> is bei.np, s~nt to you to inform you of the nbove planned 
de v e 1 o p men t . At n 11 en r i. n g he l d in t h c ~111 l t nom a h Co 1111 t y C n u r l house 
on Oct. 7, 1991 severnl concerns '"ere cxpn~ssed in opposing this 
Hohile Home development. The hec:ning has noH been s0t over to give 
us an opportunity to g:1ther more supporting documents opposing this. 
issue. 

1 f y o u 11 :1 v e c h i l d r e n ·'" h o n t t c n cl G i l h c r t I' n r k o r i\ l i c <' 0 tt ~a d c1 1 e 
School you are atrf'ady <HJnre of the Lrnffic probJern

1

,ve hnve on Rc:nnona 
street. He nr~ concerned with the sAfety of the kids trnveJi.np, to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert PArk School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The pnved Aren of Lhe street is 
n n J y 1 8 ' 1, " ,.J:i. cl P. w :i. t h no s .i. dew n J k s . \.J c h n v e n t r 0.111 P 1Hl o us am o u n t of 
l:rnffic on th.i.s street dnjJ.y including th0 school. buses for both 
schooJS. lf tiH" nhove 1110bi.Je home park i.S alJoHed to P,O in, \Ve 1.Jill 
h P. cl e n Ji n r. '" i t II a m i n i mum o f 1 0 0 m o r e t r :i p s o f t r n f f i c p c r d 3 y . The 
only nccess to the pnrk would be lvi.thin :wo feet of the drive\vay to 
(;i I. he r t P n r k S c: h o o I . 

On feh. 9, 1987 tiH~ rnohJ:Ie home park locnted nt 1:Z.92fl SE RamOlHl.HflS 

n p p r o v r. d . T h e r J n 11 n i n r. C o m m i s s i o n d i d n n t n I J o '" 11 c c P s s t n t h i s p n r k 
from Rnmona Street hec;wse of the neighbors concern rep.,nrding pedes­
t'rain and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

,J\t the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of t36th nnd llolp,nte (of at ]east 117 homes) lvilt not impnct 
the student population At GLlhert Pnrk, hut wilJ incrcnsc the nnmher 

; o f c a r s u s i n g l 2 8 t h n n d l 3 6 t h a s a n <'I c c e s s t o t h e n e '" d e v e ] o p PI e n t , '" e 
etre concer~ned as both of the above streets are Hithin the student 
'" a 1 k i n g h o u n d 3 ri e s t o G i l b e r t P a r lc. T h e n e '" ~1 o h :i. J e II o m e P a r k o n 1 3 3 r d 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionettely incrensP. the impact of the 
additional trnffic on Hnmona Street. Past experience I18S led us to 
believe that concerns etre not nddressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to ivait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time no\Y to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of P 1 an hi n g & De v.e 1 o p men t I At tent ion : Nark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

a1rman 

1
5<4(e.J.j ef ()u,. ohitJ,.eo 4uo. .j. hb.e. edr~m.tt d~&Siry a ffov.Lecl 
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Thi.s noticc> is bei.np, sPnt to you to inform you of the nbove planned 
clevcJopmcnt:. At n h<'~nrinp, hc.ld .i.n the ~1ultnom<Jh Co1111ty Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several· concerns were expressed in opposing this 
~~ o b i 1 e Home d eve 1 o p me n t . The he a r i n g h a s n o ,., be e n . s e t o v e r t o g i v e 
us an opportunity to gnther more supporting documents op9osing this 

/ 

issue. 

If you have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
Sc!

1
ool you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 

street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids travel~ng to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 ~tudents at the present time. The paved area of the street is 
only 18' 4" wide with no sidewalks. We have a tremendous amount of 
traffic on this s t r e e t cl a i l y i n c 1 u d i. n g t he s c h o o .1. buses for ·b o t h 
s c h o o .1. s . I f t h e a b o v e m o b i 1 e home p a r k i s a 11 o ,., e d t o go i n , . we 1vi 11 
be dealing ,.,it.h a minimum of 100 more trips of traffic per day. The 
only access to the park 1vould be within 300 feet. of the drive1vay to 
Gilbert PArk School. 

On reb. 9, 1987 the mobile horne park located nt: 12928 SE Ramona 'vas 
a p p r o v e d . T h e P 1 a n n j n p, C om m i s s .i. o n c1 :i c1 n o t a I J <nv n c c e s s t o t. h i s p n r k 
from Ramona Street because of the neighbors concern regarding pedes­
train and vehicular traffic. The ent~ance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) ,.,ill not impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the new development, we 

Jare ~oncerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona ~ill tend to dispr6protionately ·increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

1 Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street· 
~Portlanp, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
h~nd deliver it for jou. I believe we have a serious issu~ here that 
needs to.be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location .. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

. 7 

' ' ~MP7T 7/f't5 .tJ6"v€t-6fi;-VJEIVT,. -:c! Po~5.vT r,4K£' . .4 ~ocK~I s;c..1 Gft/'T/ 5-r -ro 

1!5-At.-tr/zr- ;-low wtftJ.Nb 7i-l;5 /.5,. fr /7r'/s G-t:J£'5 7lf;<?ov&K .11.-u.t' JusT 
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' '------· 

This notice is being sent to you to inform you of the above planned 
d e v e 1 o p m e n t . A t a h e a r i n g h e 1 d i n t h e ~1 u l t 1fo m a ll C o 11 n t y C o u r t h o u s e 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
Mobile Home development. The hearing hns n0\17 been set over to give 
us an opportunity to gntller more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

If you have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
School you are already aware of the t~affic problem we have on Ramona 
street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the street is 
only 1.8' 4" wide with no sidewalks. He have a tremendous .amount of 
traffic on this street daily including the school buses for both 
schools. If the above mobile home park is all0\17ed to go in, \17e \.Jill 
be dealing \17ith a minimum of 100 more trips of traffic per day. The 
only access to the park would be within 300 feet of the driveway to 
Gilbert Pnrk School. 

On reb. 9, 1987. the mobile home pnrk locnted at 12928 SE Ramona \17aS 
a p p r o v e d . T h e r l a n n i n g C o m m i s s i o n cl j cl n o t 8 l J cnl7 n c c e s s t o t h i s p il r k 
f r o rn R a rn o n a S t r e e t b c c a u s e o f t !1 e n e i g ll h o r s c o n c e r n r ega r d i n g p e d e s -
train and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will not impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the new development, we 
are concerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact df the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us io 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are:you? -

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 

take the time now to~-~ 

__ ) 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

Nark Hess 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be able to stop it. 



-i 

/ 
NOTICE Of PLANNED DEVP.LOPNENT FOR ~IORlLE HOHE PARK AT 13303 SE RANONA 
----------·-···-------.:..---· ······ ---~-----------------·- --·--------------------------~--------------------------------

This notice j s heinp, sent to you to inform you of the. above planned 
development:. i\l <-1 ll0.nri.ng held in tile ~1ultnom<Jh Cotinty Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
Mobile Home development. The hearing has no\v been set over to give 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing this 

issue. 

If you have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
School you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the street is 
only 1.8' 4" \vide with no sidewalks. We have a tremendous amount of 
traffic on this street daily including the school btises for ·both 
s c h o o 1 s . I .f t h e a b o v e m o b i 1 e h om e p a r k i s a 11 owed t o g o i n , we \v i ll 
be dealing with a minimum of 100 more trips of traffic per day. The 
o n 1 y a c c e s s t o t he p a r k \v o u l d be \vi t hi n 3 0 0 f e e t o f t h e d r i v e \v a y t o 
Gilbert Park School. 

On Feb. 9, 1987 the mobile home park located at 1292R SE Ram9na was 
approved. The Planning Commission did not allo\v access to this park 
from Ramona Street hec~use of the neigl1bors concern regarding pedes­
train and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park-development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will not impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the new development, we 
are concerned as both of th~ above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbe~t Park. The new Mobile Home Park on Ij3rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tr~gedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street -
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or retur~ it ~o later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand del1ver 1t for you. I believe we have a serious issue here ~hat 
needs_to be c~nsidered ·before a development of this size be allowed 
at th1s locat1on. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

Sincerely, 

alrliian 



\ ._. 

NOTICE OF PLANNED DEVELOPMENT FOR MOBILE HOME PARK AT 13303 SE RAMONA 
-·---·- --------·-- .. - ---· ----------·------------····--------··-· -··-. ···----··----------------------·------------------

This notice is beinR sent to you to inform you of the above planned 
development. At a hearing held in the ~1ultnom0h County Courthous~ 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in oppo~ing this 
M o b i 1 e Home d eve 1 o p me n t . The he a r i n g h a s n o ~., be e n s e t o v e r t o g i v e 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing this 
issue . 

. If you have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
SctJoo1 you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
~treet. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the street is 
o n 1 y 1 8 ' 4 " w i d e w i t h n o s i d e w a 1 k s . \~ e h ave a t r ern c n cl o u s am o u n t o f 
traffic on this street daily including the school buses for both 
schools. If the above mobile home park is allowed to go in, we will 
be dealing with a minimum of 100 mote trips of traffic per day. The 
only access to the park \vould be within 300 feet of the clrive\vay to 
Gilbert Pnrk School. 

On Feb. 9, 1987 the mobile home park located at 1292R SE Ramona \vas 
approved. The Planning Commission did not allo~.;r access to this park 
from Ramona Street. because of the neiglthors concern regArding pedes­
train and vehicular traffic. The et1trance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mbbile Home Park development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will not impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the new development, we 
are concerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experierice has l€d us to 
believe that concerns are. not addressed until there is a .tragedy. I 
am not willing to Hait, are you? -

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

.If yori have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning. & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for 'you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

o- alrillan 
Comments: It is my opinion th~t any increased traffic on Ramons St. would 

endanger children walking to and from school. Since the "stranger scare" 
concerning our school has been apparent, I have been driving my daughter to 
school. If tl1ere is a car or Lruck parked on the side of the street, there 
is absolutely no room for children to walk. This street is not even wide 
enough for two cars going in opposite directions to pass es.ch other 

Do not allow developer3 to do anything that would increase traffic on this 
already to congested st;reeL. If 'J.Otl do it is my opinion that, l the street 
should be widened so cars can be parked safely on the street, 2. sidewalks 
should be ins Lalled for Lhe safety of the childrerL s.nd 3 this a 1 1 m11 st be 
1one at the developer's expense since it is he who will profit. (The 

omeowner s caimo L afford this expense. ) 

Thankyou for your attention, 

12414 S.E. Knapp·St. Portland, OR 
Address 9723e 



. ' 

This notice is being sent to you to inform you of the above planned 
development. J\t c=t hearing held in the ~1ultnomah County Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
Mobile Home development. The hearing has no~v been set over to give 
tJS an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

J 

If vou have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
Scl1~ol you ar~ already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 
street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the s·treet is 
on l v 1. 8 ' L, " IV .i. d e w i t: h no s .i. dew rt.l. k s . \~ c h a v c A t r e 1110 rHl o u s am o u n t o f 
t: r a ··r, fi c n n t: h :i. s s t: r 0 e t c.l n :i.l y i n c .1. 11 d :i. n p, tl1 e s c II on I h t r s c s for h o t h 
s c h o o J s . l r t II e a h o v e 111 o b Ll e h o m e p a r k i. s a 11 o ~" e <l t o p, o i. n , ~" e IV i 11 
be cleaJ.inp, w:i.th a mini.rnum of 100 more tri.rs of t:raff::i.c per clay. The 
o n .l y a c c e s s t o t h e r a r k \-' o u 1 d b e '" i t h i n 3 0 0 f e e t o f t h e d r i v e \-' a y t o 
G.i !.bert Pnrk School,. 

On Feb. 9, 1987 the mob.i.Je horne park located at l292H SE Ramona ~\'aS 
a p p r o v e cJ • T h e P 1 a n n in g C om m i s s :i. o n d i d n o t 8 11. o H a c c e s s t o t h i s p a r k 
from Ramona Street because of the neighbors concern regarding pedes­
train and vehicular traffic. rhe entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
~orner bf L36th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) Hill not impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will in~rease the number 
of cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the neiV development, we 
are concerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP~ 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
\ . . . 
wr1te down your comments and mall them to: 

Department of Envi~onmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

Sincerely, 

F ) ~;'·'' 1 F 
-./o..~ .f/r . Oc-t;_; 
1 t arc o- a1rillan 

comments : ' J ' h.M.u L/_ J, lilt OJJ! ciJJwlV f., aJ.6"Y!Ci . 0b, te t /f.v:rn., 0J.6u:i: 
p~ JdL<nJ ~ J CL m C O'YlCc?A..Iru d Urctft 1 iJw ,L1'LCi-e O."J V )_/;!_) 

.v;i1Aut~p~ u/,c{\_rJl{c ~- ff vf()<-t1f ADdu . .c/t 2 &1 o .J.d:;t{t';; ~ft)jr--

t. cnd<-9dac rLeJ CoJ:Jd:;t- I 3 3:3 (.,;, :sf: R.a n1.t:Y1c:::0 · · 
Name Address , .. 

l5Wrv '!Zcuvu1<.o.... J. -{ruJ o.cld.c;I:A6>co_fl LtiJu~.i-<) ~cJ nv ;;tJ[J . 
.U;-~- UJiJ-u._l.o( ~H(j _)_.nL'U. O-.:Le.J ;f:;/t_c_; ci ~'lfY-1 :;:/;J ~<--~ff :bAJJ-c6 · 



) 
-~Q.TJ._c_~ __ OX ___ I~_L_~_~_!'i-~J~--~-~-y~_!.,_O_P_M_~_N:r FOR MOBI_LE _HOM~ PARK AT 13303 SE RANONA 

This notice js being sent to you to inform you of the above planned 
d e v c. .1. o p rn c n t: • J\ t: il !J e n r i 11 1'. h c l d .i. 11 1. !J c ~1 u l t 11 o 111 n !J C o 11 11 t y C o u r t h o u s e 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
M o b i 1 e Home de v e 1 o p men t . The he a r i n g h a s n o ~v be e n s e t o v e r t o g i v e 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

If you have children who attend Gilbert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
School you are already aware of the traffic problem we have on Ramona 

·street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the street is 
only 18' 4" wide with no sidewalks. We have a tremendous amount of 
traffic on this street daily including the school buses for both 
schools. If the above mobile home park is allowed to go in, ~.,re ~.,rill 
be dealing with a minimum of 100 more trips of traffic per day. The 
only access to the park \vould he withJn 300 feet of the driveway to 
Gilbert Park School. 

0 n F e b. . 9 , 1 9 8 7 t h e m o b .i J e h om e r a r k J o c a t e d a t 1. 2 9 2 R S E R a m o n a ~v a s 
a p p r o v e d . T h e P 1 a n n in g Com m i s s i. o n cl i c1 n o t a 11 o ~v a c c e s s t o t h i s p a r k 
from Ramona Street because of t-he neighbors concern regarding pedes­
train and vehicular traffic. The ent~ance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park devel~pment on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 1.17 homes) will not impact 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the new development, we 
are concerned as both of the above streets are within the student · 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are yciu? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I .will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be c6nsidered before a development of this size be allowed 
at this location. With your help we may be able to stop it. 

Comments: 
------~------~----------------------------------

&~ ~~ ~ ~~~* -:tio. 

: .: 
. . ' . 

/161..~ s £ ~~ 
Address · · . . 



This noticf' is beinp, sent to you to :inform you c)f the nbove planned 
d e v e l o p m e n t: • A t n I! e n r i 11 g h e J. d i n t h c ~1 11 l t n o 111 n ll C o 11 n t y C o u r t h o u s e 
on Oct. 7, 1991 severc.d conce.rns were expr0ssed in opposing this 
~1obi.l.e Home development. The heRring hns no1v been s<>t over t.o give 
us an opportunity to gather more supportinp, clocumenls opposing this 

i 
issue . 

.I r y o u I! n v e c h i. l c1 r e n w ll o a t t e n d G i l h r> r t P n r I< o r !\ Ji c e 0 L t ~ti d d J. e 
Sclloo.l. you are alrendy n1vare of the traffi.c prob.lem 1ve hnve on H.arnonn 
street. He nr-e concerned wi.th the safety of the k:i.ds tr<Jve.l.inr, to 
and from school on this street dnJly. G.i.l.bert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. 'l'he pnvecl nren of the -street is 
only 1.8' !4" wide with no siclewa.l.ks. He have a tremendous amount of 
t. r n [ fi c o n t h i s s t r e c> t t1 a i.1 y i 11 c .lu d :i. n g t h e s c h o o 1. b 11 s e s f o r b o t h 
schools. If the above mobile home park is allo~Vcd to p,o .i.n, 1ve Hill 
he c1 e n l i n r. lv i. t h a m J 11 i. m urn o r l 0 0 m o t e t r i p s o f t r n r r i. c p P r d a y . T h e 
only nccess Lo the pnrk would be wi.l:ld.n 100 feet of the driveiV<lY to 
G J I. he r t P r1 r k S c h o o I . 

0 n P e h . 9 , l 9 8 7 t 11 e m o h i. J e h om e p n r k l o c n 1: e d n l: 1 2 9 2 8 S E R n rn n nll IV n s 
npprov0d. Th0. PJnnninp; Commission d.id not nll.cnv nccess l:n t:ldA p<1rk 
f r om R nrn o 11 n S t .r e e t he c a u s e o f t h e 11 e i. g h h o r s c o 11 c e r 11 r e p, n r d i n p, p e d e s -
t raj n <1 n d veld. c u l a r t r a f f .i. c . The en t r n n c e an <1 ex i l 1: o t h :i. s park are 
locr1ted on foster Rd. :. 

' 

At the present time the r1pproved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of l36th and llolp,nte (of nt ]east 11.7 homes) 1viJ 1. not impnct 
the student population nt Gilbert Park, hut will incre<1se the number 
o f c a r s u s i. n g 1. 2 8 t h <l n d 1 3 6 t h a s a il n c c e s s t o t h e 11 e 1-1 d e v e ] o p 111 e n t , 1.,1 e 
Rre concerned RS both of .the above· streets are H.i.tlli.n the student. 
Ha1king boundnri.es to Gilbert Park. The ne1v Mobile llome Pnrk on 133rd 
and Ramona will tend to d:i.sproprotionately increRse the impact of the 
additional trnffic on RnmonA Street. Past experience has led us to 
believe that concerns nre not addressed until there i.s <l tragedy. I 
R m n o t h' i. 1 :! i n p, t 0 '··' ~ i •.: , n r r• y n : 1 ? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Nark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe He have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development oabfleth1t' 0s~1f ~.·etrB~~~ at this location. With your help we may be ~qn~ ll W ~ u 

· NOV l 1991 

Multnomah County 
a.2 .zo~n· ·sron 
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Q ~:~~~-c~-::~-c~L:-:-N~:.~~:~~~s:Pt-M~:·J~~~,~t:Q-:~,~~-::o:~,,P~~-N_/1. 
development. /\t a hearing held in the ~1ultnonwh CotJnty Courthouse 
on Oct. 7, 1991 several concerns were expressed in opposing this 
Mobile Home develop1nent. The hearing has now been set over to give 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting documents opposing this 
issue. 

I f o h<1 v e c h U. d r en \v h o a t tend G i J be r t · Park or A J icc> 0 tt ~1 i J d 1 e .• y u 
School you are already aware of the trnffic. problem we have on Ramona 
street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Park School alone has 
569 students at the present time. The paved area of the s·treet is 
o n 1 y 1 8 ' 4 " w i d e w i t h n o s i d e w a 1 k s • \v e h 3 v e a t r em e n cl o u s am o u n t o f 
traffic on this street daily including the school. buses for both 
s c h o o l s . I f t h e a b o v e mob .U e home par k i s a 11 o ~., e d t o go i n , ~., e ~., i 11 
be dealing with a minimum of 100 more trips of traffic per dny. The 
on.ly access to the park ~vould be with.in 300 feet of t11e drive~.,ray to 
Gilbert PRrk School, 

On l"0.b. 9, 1987 th0. rnohi.le homc> pArk located at 12928 SE RamonA was 
n p p r o v 0 d . T h c> P J r~ 11 ILi n r. C o rn m i s s i o n c1 .i cl n o L a I J <Hv 11 c c <' s s t o t I d s r n r k 
from l~nmona Street bccnusc of the neighbors concern regarding pedes-

((-,\ train and vehicular traffic. T_he entrance and e-xit to this park are 
'-\..-/ located on Foster Rcl. 

(lA 
I ~ 
\ ' '=-' 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Paik development on the 
c o r n e r o f 1 3 6 t h a n d JI o 1 g a t e ( o f a t 1 e a s t 11 7 home s ) ~vi 11 no t i m p a c t 
the student population at Gilbert Park, but will increase the number 
of cars using l28th ~nd 136th as an access to the new development, we 
are concerned as both of the above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona will tenrl to disproprotionately increase the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experierice has led us to 
believe that conceins nre not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
Am not ~.,rilling to '"a.it, are you? . 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
~rite down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Poitland, Oregon 97i14 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1~91 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serio s · ~ ~-9J iE 
needs to be considered before a development of thisusitGj~ ~~&~eWa~ 
at this location. • With your help we may be able to st~it. · 

o- a1rii1an 

. OCT }3 [J 1991 

Multnomah County 
Zoning Divlsron 

Comment s : 1,1/,{_ frcJ / )f'!C p /-/! /5 -lo CL+I-j_f .5Cl'7@~{ br,~qys 

U .!?ow ()("" tit?Shh/e IJome y /'r;-;b Ov Y 7N 
{;J) I I 
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do-.4/ iN p---;ct:S 0 f bv r hv;neJ
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( 

Pv~ J;.laC:tth-f &-1- !x~e;J 
JJJdt?+ -ttv:s I1Pey 1Yl'1 ci/Jdrr);s_ (J'lJcrt/. 

/.37]7 5E fil-US 5frPd 
_Address ·-;:a,z~e{ 

r~J / 
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T h i. s n o t i. r. 0. j s be i. n p, R e n t t o you t o i n f o r m you o f t. 11 e a b o v e p 1 a n n e d 
development. At n !Jeari.ng held in the ~1ul.tnomnll County Courthouse 
op Oct. 7, 1991 severrll conr.e.rns were expreRsed i.n oppoRi.np, this 
~!'lJI):i.l.e !lome 'development. The hearing lwR rHHJ been set over to give 
us an opportunity to gather more supportinp, documents opposing this 
issue. 

Jf you hnve children I.Jllo atten<l G:i..l.bert: Parle or J\licC' Ott ~1iddle 
s c 11 o o .l y o 11 a r e a .l r e <HI y n w n r e o f lll e t r fl f f i. c p r o h l em ,.,. e h fl v e o n H Elmo IHI 
street. He nr~ concerned with the sflfety of the kids trnvelinr, to 
and from school on this street daily. Gilbert Parle School alone has 
5n9 students at the pr<'!sent time. The pnved area of the street is 
on 1 y 1.8 ' L, " w i. cJ e w i t h no s i <1 e w a 1 k s • He have a t r e 111 en cl o us a·m o u 11 t of 
Lr<1ffic on th.i.R street dnily includlnp, the school buses for both 
schools . .If the flhove rnob.i.Je home pflrk i.s EJ.lloi.JC<l to p,o .i.n, I.Je lvill 
he d e n J. .i n p, w i. t h a nd 11 i. mum o f 1 0 0 m o r e 1: rj p R o .f t r <1 [ [ .1. c p e r d n y . T h e 
o 11 I y n c c e s s t o t he p n r k w o u l <1 be w .i. t h .f. 11 3 0 0 f e e t o f t he d r .i v e w n y t-o 
(; i I. he r t P n r k S c h o o .I • 

011 l"eh. 9, 1987 the rnoh.ile home park locnted nt 1292R SE RnmotHJ wns 
n p JH o v f'rl . T 110 P .1 n n n i n r. Com m .i. s fli on d .i d 11 o t n I I. ow n r. c <' s Fl t n t h i. s p n r k 
f r o 111 R n tn o n n S t r e e t he c a u s e o f t h e n e i. g h h o r s c o 11 c e r 11 r e r. n r d .i 11 g p e d c> s -
train Dncl vehicular traffic. The entrance antl exi.t to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present ti.me the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
:c o r n e r o f l 3 6 t h a n d II o .l p, a t e ( o .f n t 1 e a s t 1 I. 7 h o m e s ) '" i1 I. n o t i m p a c t 
the student population fit Gilbert Pnrk, hut w.i..l..l incrense the number 
o f c a r s u s i n g 1. 2 R t h and l 3 6 t h a s a n a c c e s s t o t h e n c '" cl e v e 1 o p 111 e n t , w e 
Rre concerned as both of the above streets are H.i.th.i.n the student 
,.,. a 1 k i n g b oun d a r i e s t o G .i. .1. b e r t P a r k • T h e n e w M o b i l e II o m e r R r k o 11 1 3 3 r cl 
and Ramona wil'l tend to disproprotionately incrensP. the impact of the 
Qdditional traffic on Ramona Street. Past experience has led us to 
Believe that concerns are not addressed until ther~ is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues please take the time now to 
~rite down your comments and mail them to: 

D~partment of Environmental Services 
Diyision of Planning & Developm~nt/Attention: 
2115 SE Morrison Street 

Hark Hess 

Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
.hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before.a development of this size be allowed 
a t this 1 o c a t ion . · With ·your he 1 p we may be a b 1 e to s top i t . 

Name 

auman 

I have lived on Ramona Street a little over a year. When I 
bought my home, I saw it was on what I thought was a quiet rural 
street. After I moved in, I saw the truth; that Ramona street is 
really an alternative street to Foster which is already 
ove~loaded with traffic. Thus cars use Ramona street daily to 
avo~d Foster. At first I was amazed at the amount of traffic on 
Ramona Street on the weekend. Only when I was home from work for 
a week on two separate occasions did I realize that the weekend 
traffic was not the only problem. There is an overabundance of 
~raff~c faily (usually going higher than the designated speed) 

ons er ng that we already have a traffic problem on a very ' 
busy, very narrow street, and not even a sidewalk for children 
and others to walk safely, I understand the concerns of the 
parents of children who attend Gilbert Park School. The 
Commission must have felt the same way when they refused to let a 
~o~~~eihome park up the street have access to Ramona when it was 

. u n 1987. It was built so that its only access was on 
roster. As a further note about the heavy traffic on Foster it 

s almost impossible at times to get out on Foster or in at ' 
either 128th or 136th because of the heavy flow of traffic 
'l'HERB IS ALREADY A SBVERB 'l'RAP'FIC AND PEDESTRIAN PROBLEM IN 'l'HE 

. 

AREA; I'l' WOULD BB UNCONSCIONABLE '1'0 ADD '1'0 THB PROBLEM ESPECIALLY 
::~S :HB LIVBS OF CHILDRBN AND O'l'HBRS ARB A'l' &TAD ON A DAILY 

Toni Marie Horenstein Address: 12849 s.E. Ramona 
.. , ... _ ........ ·. Portland, Oregon 97236 ----~~:...;:::.."""""..-...~'"""' ....................... ......_ ........ _____________________ _ 
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This noti.ce js being sent to you to inform you of the above planned 
devcl.orrnent. !It a hearing held in the ~1ultnomnh County Courthouse 
o n 0 c t . 7 , 1 9 9 1 s e v e r a 1 c o n r. e r n s ~" e r e e x p r e s s e cl i n o p p os i n g t h i s 
~1 o h j 1 e Jl o m e d e v c l o p m e n t . T h e h e a r i n g h n s n o \v b e e n s e t o v e r t o g i v e 
us an opportunity to gather more supporting ducuments opposing this 
issue. 

If you have children who attend Gil.bert Park or Alice Ott Middle 
S c h o o 1 you a r e a 1 r e ad y a w a r e o f t h e t r a f f i c p r o b l em ~" e · h a v e on R am o n a 
street. We are concerned with the safety of the kids traveling to 
and from school on this street cJaj_ly. Gilbert Park School alone has 

· 569 students at the present time. The paved area of the s-treet is 
only 18' 4" wide with no sicle~valks. \\fe have a tremendous amount of 
traffic on this street daily including the school buses for both 
s c h o o 1 s . I f t h e i'l h o v e m o b i J e h o m e p a r k i. s a 11 o ~" e d t o p, o i n , lv e 1d 11 
be cl e a 1 .i. n g wi.t h a nd. n i. mum o f l 0 0 m o r e t r i p s o f t r n f f i c p e r cl a y . T h e 
on.ly Access to the park \votJld he ~vi.thin 300 feet of the drive\vay to 
Gi l.hert: Pnrk School. 

0 n F e b . 9 , l 9 8 7 t h e rn o b i. J e h o m e p a r k l o c a t e c1 a t l 2 9 2 [l S E R a m o n a ~"a s 
approved. The Planning Commission did not nllo~v access to this pnrk 
from Ramona Street because of the neighbors concern regarding pedrs­
train and vehicular traffic. The entrance and exit to this park are 
located on Foster Rd. 

At the present time the approved Mobile Home Park development on the 
corner of 136th and Holgate (of at least 117 homes) will not impact 
the s tude n t pop u l a t i on a t G i 1 be r t Park , b u t 1v i 11 i n c rea s e the number 
of cars using 128th and 136th as an access to the new development, we 
are concerned as b6th of the above streets are within the student 
walking boundaries to Gilbert Park. The new Mobile Home Park on 133rd 
and Ramona lvill tend to disproprotionately incrense the impact of the 
additional traffic on Ramona Street. ~ast experience has led us to 
believe that conce~ns are not addressed until there is a tragedy. I 
am not willing to wait, are you? 

WE NEED YOUR HELP! 

If you have concerns with these issues'please take the time.now to 
write down your comments and mail them to: 

Department of Environmental Services 
Division of Planning & Development/Attention: Mark Hess 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

or return it no later then Oct. 25, 1991 with your student and I will 
hand deliver it for you. I believe we have a serious issue here that 
needs to be considered before a development of th1. s ~zo ~ yelrf- --J IT\\ 
at this location. With your help we may be able to ~ ~~ ·; U :g~ J1 

alriiian Multnomah County 
Comment s : Zoning Division 
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Mir.th Nguyen 
12166 S.E. Knapp Lane · 

(~.Portland, Oregon 97266 
"--' 

fDl ~ ~ ~ ~diJkfu ~1-0 ~ I J_ I & {. ~- '/i(V;ff'p_ !t-.._ 
~ Name ug] . j -;- {/ Address 
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