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BACKGROUND 

The intent of Phase 1 is to determine public awareness of the McLoughlin Area Plan (MAP), gather 

initial perspectives regarding the potential revision of design and development standards along the 

McLoughlin corridor, and bring new stakeholders and community members into the process.   

The Phase 1 community engagement was extremely positive throughout all of the roundtable 

meetings and survey responses.  The various stakeholders ranging from residents to commercial 

business and property owners are generally aligned in their desire for private investment and future 

development of the community. This consistent message was surprising and encouraging considering 

feedback at the outset of the project that suggested the community did not want change and was 

resistant to improvements such as sidewalks and connectivity.  As outlined in the following key themes 

and detailed comments (bolded when a comment was a strong theme), the stakeholders have a very 

strong desire to build a community with walkable connections, more affordable housing, employment 

opportunities and a sense of place.   

Key Themes 

In response to the roundtable meeting feedback and survey responses, the following key themes 

emerged.  

1. Focused Project Area  

The project needs to focus on the area within the ½-mile radius around the Park Avenue transit 

station. It does not pertain to any other portions of McLoughlin Boulevard. Furthermore, in order to 

address the community interest in enhancing natural areas, providing open space, and increased 

connectivity, Phase 2 needs to focus on the entire unincorporated area within the ½-mile radius, not 

just the commercially-zoned property.  Limiting the scope of work to just the commercial properties 

along McLoughlin will not achieve the goals supported and desired by the community.  

Additionally, as indicated in the survey responses, there is a significant desire for more public events 

and gatherings. By shifting the project focus onto all unincorporated residential and commercial areas 

within the ½-mile radius, a sense of place and community collaboration can emerge. 
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2. Encourage Employment Along McLoughlin  

There is a recognition that traditional auto-oriented retail is not the future for this corridor due to 

national retail trends tied to on-line shopping.  New types of employment uses such as craft 

manufacturing or professional services are acceptable and desirable as long as they are compatible 

with residential uses.  

3. Increase Housing  

The stakeholders value the need for employees working within the area to live nearby to reduce 

transportation costs and improve quality of life. More workforce housing through apartments along 

McLoughlin or smaller units of housing in neighborhoods is acceptable. Stakeholders emphasized the 

importance of good design and parking standards to appropriately integrate this housing into the 

community. 

4. Focus on Side Streets First  

McLoughlin Boulevard is state highway with significant automobile traffic.  Furthermore, the properties 

adjacent to the boulevard are large with minimal or no access from anywhere other than McLoughlin 

Boulevard.  Encouraging new, diverse housing development along streets perpendicular to 

McLoughlin is most feasible and acceptable to encourage initial private investment.  

5. Enhance Connectivity  

Stakeholders recognize that enhanced connectivity is important to increase access to the light rail 

station and facilitate private investment. Stakeholders emphasized that pedestrian and bicycle 

connectivity across the Trolley Trail is acceptable, but automobile connections should be minimized.  

6. Natural Areas Are an Asset, Not a Barrier  

According to the public survey, the most strongly supported element of the MAP is enhancing and 

protecting natural areas.  This element should be a significant consideration in Phase 2 of the project.  

Process 

In order to gather stakeholder feedback, the following meetings and outreach methods were utilized.   

• Kick-off presentation to MAP-IT -- November 14, 2018 

• Three separate stakeholder roundtable meetings with commercial property owners, regional 

developers, and mobile home and senior living management -- January 11, 2019  

• Two separate stakeholder roundtable meetings with business owners within the ½-mile radius 

project area -- January 29, 2019  

• Digital survey available -- January 21 - February 28, 2019  

• Presentation on Memorandum 1 findings at the Oak Grove Community Council meeting -- 

January 24, 2019 
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• Flyer distribution regarding the survey at the Park Avenue Station -- February 6, 2019  

• Flyer distribution regarding the survey to business owners, and Willamette View and Rose Villa 

-- February 13, 2019 

• Stakeholder roundtable with residents within ½-mile radius -- February 26, 2019 

• Stakeholder roundtable with community members (from both inside and outside the project 

area) involved with developing the Metro grant and RFP scope of work -- March 6, 2019    

• Presentation of and discussion about Memorandum 3 recommendations to community -- 

April 9, 2019  

As a result of this outreach, in addition to all the valuable feedback and relationship-building that took 

place, the Park Avenue Community Project direct contact email list of interested parties increased 

from 50 to more than 250 individuals with commercial, employment and residential interests. 

Roundtables and Surveys 

ROUNDTABLES:  The detailed summary of feedback from participants in the roundtable meetings is 

listed in Appendix A.  The input is intended to supplement the quantitative data analysis and inform 

the recommendations for Phase 2 to be presented to the Board of County Commissioners.  

Comments that reflected a strong theme at the meeting, representing several opinions, are as follows. 

Property Owners 

• There is no vision for the area 

• If zoning is changed, there could be a loss of industry services, manufacturing, warehouse, 

contractor services, etc. 

• Residential near and within commercial areas is ok 

• Connectivity – business representatives not opposed to connectivity 

• Agree on need for more residential/density/walkability 

Developers 

• There needs to be a focused team at the county to make this project work 

• Recognize that McLoughlin is for cars.  

• Maker space and manufacturing would be a really good use along McLoughlin; priced out in 

Portland and appropriate along highway; would also start to bring needed employment base 

• Public/private partnership needed to make property available and connectivity resolved. 

Mobile Home / Senior Living Housing 

• Senior housing needs hotels, coffee shops and restaurants 
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• Seniors want bike-ability and walkability. They really like the LRT station but there are very 

limited connections. 

• More parks and open spaces needed.  Where can families go?  Can’t walk from McLoughlin 

toward River Road because there are no connecting roads. 

Business Owners 

• Need a destination around the station -- restaurants, bars, coffee shops 

• Nowhere to walk to from station 

• Don’t try to change McLoughlin – it is what it is; 

• Interested in continuing to invest in area; just need to understand where there will be an 

opportunity 

Residents Within a ½-Mile Area 

• Walkable services have disappeared – need them to come back; currently area is not 

walkable.   

• Employment opportunities have left the area 

• Not enough density to bring services, amenities, i.e. Trader Joes, etc. 

• Gentrification/anti-displacement strategies will be important 

• Workforce housing is important 

• Accessory dwelling units (ADU’s) are good – need to ensure parking is addressed 

• Connectivity issues – Yes for bikes/pedestrians – NO cars! 

• Need public gathering places, parks, and plazas 

Representatives that developed Metro grant and RFP scope of work 

• Expanding the Phase 2 discussion to include Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) would be great.  

• Streets have not been repaired. Need to be improved to provide walkability before parking is 

reduced.  

• Group still very interested in volunteering to door-knock and distribute survey.  How can 

public engagement align with more community events such as a BBQ or parade? 
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SURVEY:  A total of 376 surveys were completed digitally and one was completed as a hard copy, for 

a grand total of 377 completed surveys. The survey was also made available in Spanish, though there 

were no responses to the Spanish version of the survey.  

The survey focused on asking participants to determine the level of support of the programs and 

projects adopted in the MAP.  The ranking of priorities is listed below.  More detailed survey 

information is provided in Attachments B and C.  

The top priority from the respondents was protecting and enhancing existing natural habitat It is 

interesting to note, in contract, that survey respondents ranked protecting neighborhoods from up-

zoning as the least supported program.  As shown in the detailed responses, the reason why this is 

the least supported program is because people want more density to allow for more affordable 

housing within the community. 

  



 

Memorandum 2: Summary of Engagement | Park Avenue Community Project   6  

ATTACHMENT A:  Roundtable Comments 

Following is a summary of feedback from participants in the roundtable meetings, which is intended 

to supplement the quantitative data analysis and inform the recommendations for Phase 2 to be 

presented to the Board of County Commissioners.  Comments that reflected a strong theme at the 

meeting, representing several opinions, are printed in bold type.  

Property Owners  

• MABA – MAP-IT issues identified 

o Lighting in the district  

o Connectivity 

o Safe Routes to School 

o Houselessness 

• Group – No consensus regarding future.  There is no vision for the area.  

• Residential – commercial area conflict 

o Residential areas: No change in residential zoning, but change the boulevard 

o Commercial areas: Mixed-use development ok, but concerned about parking loss 

• Residential areas don’t want tall buildings 

• ODOT restrictions will be a problem for redevelopment of the McLoughlin Boulevard   

• Need education on advantages of: 

o Urban walkability 

o Development with shared parking 

o Parking behind shops 

o Build to property lines and streets 

• Clarify long-term future for public transit -- is it extension of light rail or is it bus rapid transit?  

• Is walking radius around transit station a ¼ mile circle or an oval? 

• If zoning is changed, there could be a loss of industry services, manufacturing, warehouse, 

contractor services, etc.  

o They bring jobs to the area– will go elsewhere if zoned out; will represent a loss of 

jobs and economic vitality. 

• What makes community economy thrive? 

o Maker-spaces? 

o Contractors? 

o Cabinet-makers? 

• Grandfather rights to maintain current businesses along McLoughlin? 

• Medical offices and clinics are a future employment base 

• Residential near and within commercial areas is ok 

• Grocery store needed – only a Fred Meyer now; would like some diversity and choice 

• Income level? – lowest now in Clackamas County 

• Difficulty dealing with Clackamas County and with ODOT 

• Need to streamline permitting and development process; fees too high; process too slow 
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• Connectivity – business representatives present not opposed to connectivity 

• Involve business and property owners in process of determining how to create greater 

connectivity through and within the area; this would enable the business community to be 

proactive rather than reactive 

• Need better follow-through by County staff. 

• Agree on need for more residential/density/walkability 

• Need an increase in public spaces  

• MR1 (medium-density residential) density is too low! 

• Need for greater flexibility in Commercial 3 zoned district 

• Willing to consider restriction on public storage; it doesn’t bring jobs or customers  

• Homelessness issues are frustrating 

• Need public restrooms at TriMet facility 

Developers 

• One developer considering project across the street from station -- 140 units with 3,500 

square feet of ground floor retail; access is a challenge 

• This would need to be affordable housing due to rents, market rate won’t pencil 

• There needs to be a focused team at the county to make this project work like in the City of 

Beaverton; one reason Rembold has been investing in Old Town Beaverton and great access 

to top employers 

• What is the employment base here?  Need to have middle-wage incomes to afford market 

rate rents  

• Proximity to downtown could be an asset, but Milwaukie would come first for development 

• Some developers are focused on filling up projects in Portland Central Eastside before 

Milwaukie 

• McLoughlin will not be a pedestrian environment in the near future; focus off this corridor first 

• Recognize that McLoughlin is for cars.  

• Maker space and manufacturing would be a really good use along McLoughlin; priced out in 

Portland and appropriate along highway; would also start to bring needed employment base 

• Typically building housing projects with a 0.3 – 0.4/unit parking ratio   

• Only investing in areas with a walk score of 92+; investors require it 

• Rembold project at 102nd and East Burnside is an example where required retail on ground 

floor failed; sat vacant for 3 years until health care office went into space 

• Public/private partnership needed to make property available and connectivity resolved.  This 

is a hard area for small-scale developers due to large parcels and uncertainty about how it 

can develop.  

Mobile Home/Senior Living Housing 

• Perception of corridor is used car lots 

• Senior housing needs hotels, coffee shops and restaurants 
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• Seniors want bike-ability and walkability. They really like the LRT station but there are very 

limited connections.  Park Avenue grade change is a challenge for some.  

• Trolley Trail is popular.  

• Senior housing facilities have 500 employees; they need affordable housing nearby with less 

commuting required – they can’t afford to drive.  Most employees are coming from the 

southeast and can’t use light rail.  

• River Road is significantly congested. Traffic is 40% higher than projected; we’re holding off 

on new projects across the street because it’s not safe to cross.  

• What is the plan to extend light-rail down McLoughlin?  Stakeholders skeptical and distrustful 

about no light-rail plans and only possible bus rapid transit.   

• More parks and open spaces needed.  Where can families go?  Can’t walk from McLoughlin 

toward River Road because there are no connecting roads.  

• Considering a tiny homes approach for a mobile home park; there’s a great sense of 

community   

• Sense of security is important to senior. 

• People try to cut through the property but there are no connections  

• Houselessness has been a problem 

Business Owners 

• Like location and have been here several years 

• Really value the LRT station; customers use it frequently for quick trip to downtown; customers 

easily walk from business to LRT 

• LRT has helped increase business; have been able to raise prices and invest in property  

• Need a destination around the station -- restaurants, bars, coffee shops 

• Nowhere to walk to from station 

• Likes the visibility along McLoughlin 

• Don’t try to change McLoughlin – it is what it is; create a destination or place off McLoughlin 

instead 

• Not sure manufacturing is the right use; it would create more truck traffic 

• Vacancies remain where office is located; not sure why people are not locating there 

• Interested in continuing to invest in area; just need to understand where there will be an 

opportunity 

• Short-term rental for registered offenders that was leased by County discouraged people 

from leasing in area  

• Long-time property and business owner now ready to sell property. Residential developer is 

considering development.  

• Concerned with access limitations. 

• Street improvements along Park and SE 29th reconfigured access and a restaurant went out of 

business as a result.  
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Residents within ½-Mile Radius 

• McLoughlin needs nicer sidewalks – not safe to walk 

• Want buildings up to sidewalk rather than parking lots 

• Sidewalks should be mandatory with all new buildings 

• Walkable services have disappeared – need them to come back; currently area is not 

walkable.   

• Area needs taverns, drug stores, grocery 

• Employment opportunities have left the area 

• Don’t like to cross McLoughlin – too wide, no safety islands and not enough signals 

• Not enough density to bring services, amenities, i.e. Trader Joes, etc. 

• Feels like density is coming but not in a managed way 

• More density near McLoughlin or River Road 

• Two-story buildings would be ok– something that fits in the fabric of the community. 

• Mixed use: storefront below business or residential 

• Too many “seedy” businesses presently 

• Will there be an extension of the Orange Line south; when? how? 

• County not reliable; developers need private development partner with property owner 

• No plans for subsidized housing/funding for affordable housing – no specific site plans 

• Gentrification/anti-displacement strategies will be important 

• Natural area as asset (i.e. Linder Creek and trail) 

• Tree retention is important 

• Workforce housing is important 

• Accessory dwelling units (ADU’s) are good – need to ensure parking is addressed 

• There are no parks within ½-mile radius of LRT station 

• Connectivity issues – Yes for bikes/pedestrians – NO cars! 

• Trolley Trail  

o Dangerous – no lighting; this is the route for kids to school – needs to be safe! 

o Great community asset 

• Employment opportunities along McLoughlin 

• Makers space?  Maybe ok, but think about what it might generate: traffic / compatibility / 

noise / smell 

• Need to change zoning 

• Oak Grove Boulevard is example of small-scale makers 

• Courtney is a bad environment for walking 

• Houseless is not as big a problem as in other neighborhoods; there are some homeless at 

certain spots 

• Need public gathering places, parks, and plazas 

• Phase 2 needs to work/coordinate with Milwaukie 

• Need to coordinate billboards and their impacts on adjacent neighbors 
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Representatives that developed Metro grant and RFP scope of work 

• This a county project only; city of Milwaukie is not included, but we want Milwaukie residents 

to be part of the discussion if they want to be 

• Memo 1 suggestions: 

o Include Oak Grove Elementary School demographics for Spanish-speaking population 

o Include the Nature in Neighborhood TriMet/Metro project  

• If Phase 2 does not go forward what type of investment will likely occur? Public storage. 

• Housing prices still go up by doing nothing because there is no new supply to offset demand.  

• Expanding the Phase 2 discussion to include Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) would be great.  

• Streets have not been repaired. Need to be improved to provide walkability before parking is 

reduced.  

• Determine if there is enough parking at LRT station.  TriMet designed the structure for two 

more stories.  Parking is overflowing onto residential streets. 

• Consider how new uses adjacent to parking structure could share the use to maximize when 

vacant during evening.  Residential could be a good compliment. 

• Don’t want another advisory committee that just makes suggestions.  How do we shift into 

creating more action?  

• Would like to engage County Board Members in Phase 2.  

• Group still very interested in volunteering to door-knock and distribute survey.  How can 

public engagement align with more community events such as a BBQ or parade? 
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ATTACHMENT B:  Survey Summary 

A total of 376 surveys were completed digitally and one was completed as a hard copy, for a grand 

total of 377 completed surveys. The survey was also made available in Spanish, though there were no 

responses to the Spanish version of the survey.  

The survey focused on asking participants to determine the level of support of the programs and 

projects adopted in the MAP.  The ranking of priorities is listed below.  More detailed survey 

information is provided in Attachment C.  

It is interesting to note that the survey respondents ranked protecting neighborhoods from up-zoning 

as the least supported program.  As shown in the detailed responses, the reason why this is the least 

supported program is because people want more density to allow for more affordable housing within 

the community.  

The summarized ranking below is based on the weighted average of the responses, so the highest 

priority – protect and enhance existing natural habitat – is the top priority and the lowest priority – 

protecting neighborhoods from up-zoning – is last. 

 

# QUESTIONS 

STRONGLY 

SUPPORT % 

WEIGHTED 

AVERAGE 

Q19 

Protect and enhance existing natural 

habitat 68.72% 4.53 

Q5 

More lighting at key locations to improve 

safety for motorists and pedestrians 64.63% 4.46 

Q16 

Support community-wide events and 

cultural celebrations 52.14% 4.32 

Q20 Develop new parks and open spaces 54.93% 4.25 

Q21 

Improve pedestrian and bike connections 

to the Trolley Trail 56.42% 4.24 

Q22 

Convenient and safe access to the light-rail 

station and surrounding businesses for 

pedestrians, bicyclists and transit-riders 57.49% 4.2 

Q7 

Improve pedestrian and bike connections 

to schools, parks and other important 

community destinations 55.59% 4.2 

Q11 

Programs that support improved 

storefronts and other aesthetic 

improvements to the outside of 

commercial businesses 48.67% 4.14 

Q3 Improve pedestrian crossings 59.79% 4.14 

Q4 

Streetscape improvements (such as 

benches, trees, flowers, etc.) 46.54% 4.12 
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Q23 

Convenient and safe access to the light-rail 

station and surrounding businesses for 

motorists 47.18% 4.07 

Q14 

Work to reduce negative impacts of adult-

oriented businesses on surrounding 

neighborhoods 53.33% 4.04 

Q24 

More opportunities for people to ride a bus 

or light-rail into, through and from the 

project area 49.33% 3.95 

Q10 

Programs that promote the establishment 

of new businesses and expansion of current 

businesses 30.48% 3.66 

Q18 

Protect neighborhoods from incompatible 

development 42.74% 3.66 

Q9 

Incentives for businesses that provide 

family-wage jobs (example: manufacturing, 

office, construction) 35.47% 3.65 

Q8 

Develop commercial or mixed-use 

(combination of commercial, retail and 

residential) 35.66% 3.62 

Q15 

Locate offender treatment facilities in 

places that will limit negative impacts on 

surrounding neighborhoods 42.36% 3.58 

Q25 

Mixed-use developments near McLoughlin, 

such as 2- or 3-story buildings with 

commercial or office on the first floor and 

apartments or condos on the higher floors 32.53% 3.49 

Q13 Strictly enforce sign ordinances 32.00% 3.44 

Q12 

Strictly enforce county codes related to 

property use and maintenance 30.93% 3.25 

Q6 

Public-private partnerships acquiring land 

or buildings in the commercial area for 

development and re-development 30.48% 3.22 

Q17 

Protect neighborhoods from up-zoning 

(allowing increased amount of housing) 28.69% 3 

 

 



 

 

ATTACHMENT C:  Survey Detailed Responses 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




















































































































	Attachment C Survey

