
Broadway Corridor Steering Committee Meeting #17 
Prosper Portland, 222 NW Fifth Avenue, 1st Floor – Commission Conference Room 
Transit: MAX Green/Yellow/Orange lines near NW 5th and Couch; Bus lines nearby: 4/8/9/16/17/20/35/43/44/77 
November 27, 2018, 2:00 pm – 5:00 pm 
 
MEETING PURPOSE 
The purpose of the meeting is to: 

• Report back on what we’ve heard and how design-related input has been incorporated into refined 
development concepts 

• Review refined development concepts and provide feedback 

• Clarify next steps 
 

INPUT SOUGHT 

• What’s missing in our feedback summary 

• Feedback on refined concepts with a social equity and guiding principles lens 

• Perspective on design or process challenges 
 
MEETING MATERIALS 

• Steering Committee Packet (Refined Concepts) 
 
DECISIONS or RECOMMENDATIONS TO BE VOTED ON 

• None 
 

UPCOMING MILESTONES/SCHEDULE 

• November 28: Open House at Asian Health & Service Center (9035 SE Foster Rd, Portland, OR 97266) to present 
refined concept alternatives 

• December and January: No meetings 
 

MEETING SUMMARY NOTES 
 
1. Welcome and Introductions 

Jahmese Myres, ELP Advisors opened the meeting and invited everyone in the room to introduce themselves. She 
reminded the audience that in this public meeting, the public is primarily invited to observe the process and other 
opportunities exist including the Open House on the 28th to provide input on the project. 

 
2. Public Comment 

Jahmese opened the floor for public comment. There was none. 
 
3. Updates and Check-in 

Kimberly Branam, Prosper Portland Executive Director, provided the following project updates:  

• The result of Prosper Portland’s RFP for security of the USPS site was the selection of Safeguard, which is also an 
MBE firm, to secure the site. There has also been one interim use identified for the site: My People’s Market on 
May 31st and June 1st.  

• As the process advances, there will be new members added to the team such as a new hire specifically 
dedicated CBA negotiations by January. 

• Regarding the development plan process, Phase C1 of the project will be extended by two months to provide 
additional time to bring together information on each of the three concepts before selecting one. The Executive 
Committee will engage in a more formal evaluation process for selecting a concept to consider all stakeholders’ 
input in a meaningful way. Because of this change in the process, there will be further considerations on the 
feasibility and financials of the project and there will also be no Steering Committee meeting until February 
2019. However, there will be office hours for committee members, focus groups and further analysis of the 
concepts. 

 



4. What We’ve Heard 
Kimberly explained that the purpose of this part of the presentation is to share a summary of the group priorities 
from the October meeting. Kimberly offered considerations when providing feedback on the concepts based on the 
priorities surfaced in October. She also asked Committee members to identify if any information is missing or was 
inaccurate. The summary included: 

• Affordable commercial space for local businesses to grow and a community-owned building 

• History and culturally-specific pieces of the project should be prioritized, visible, accepting, and accessible 

• In the integration of affordable units, there should be a wide variety of housing types 

• Performance metrics should be incorporated and tracked 

• The Living Building Challenge should be considered 

• Green infrastructure should be prioritized 

• Living wages should be provided 

• Minority, Women and Disadvantaged Business Enterprise targets should be in place 

• Childcare for women and low-income folks should be considered for workforce development 
 
Next, Nolan Lienhart, ZGF Architects, was invited to present feedback that has been received and incorporated into 
the refined development concepts. Nolan began by reminding Committee members that a packet was sent out 
containing a significant amount of content related to the design concepts, which will not be covered in this meeting. 
This will instead be a high-level overview.  
 
Nolan explained that there have been many concerns with regards to using an equity lens for design, which can be 
difficult to represent in high-level concepts. Nolan explained principles of design for racial and social equity, which 
are the result of interviews and public engagement. These principles support equitable design and include: 

• Engaging and elevating the voices of underrepresented groups in each phase of planning and design 

• Providing public spaces to just be 

• Creating spaces to accommodate serving low-income customers, particularly with respect to food and drink 

• Avoiding excessive or unnecessary spending on infrastructure 
 

Nolan emphasized some of the high-level feedback received for all concepts: 

• Create spaces for businesses that serve the low-income community 

• Arrange affordable housing on the site so it is integrated and not on the edges of the concepts; concepts 
highlight suggested ways of arranging these sites and offer alternate sites 

• Portland Housing Bureau’s feedback was to spread out affordable housing instead of concentrating all 
affordability into one parcel 

 
Nolan then provided the following concept-specific feedback: 

• PLAY Concept: 
▪ Feedback: The blocks seem too large; there may not be enough east-west flow; affordable 

housing clustered in two sites; green area is limited in its use as only a sports field 
▪ Adjustments: In this design, ZGF tried to highlight pedestrian pathways, showed the multiple 

and flexible uses of the space for more than just a sports field 

• NATURE Concept: 
▪ Feedback: the building footprints may not be commercially viable; there should be clearer 

purpose for open spaces in this concept; more clarification of Universal Design principles; and 
may not be welcoming to some cultural groups 

▪ Adjustments: ZGF worked on more even building footprints, provided more ideas for the 
purposes of open spaces, provided accessible connection from NW Johnson to Broadway Bridge, 
and created a more flexible nature concept without implications of a sense of darkness, 
expanding on nature being a closed forest and a more vibrant and open landscape 

• DISCOVERY CONCEPT: 
▪ Location of the Green Loop: It needs to be moved further towards the middle 
▪ Housing affordability concerns regarding location and scale 



▪ In regard to small spaces, some really liked the idea but others thought there should be larger, 
more civic spaces because it can be more difficult to program smaller spaces. ZGF consequently 
made the spaces slightly larger and more specific 

▪ Union Station drop-off should be reconfigured to prioritize pedestrians and reduce the parking 
lot size 

▪ Concept does not have a north-south street 
 

Next, the Steering Committee was given an opportunity to ask questions about the presentations. The questions and 
answers are as follows: 

• Are these mixed-income developments or are they exclusively affordable housing? 
o Some portions will be mixed-income and some will be potentially deeply affordable housing 

• Is the investment into transforming the Union Station worth it given its current state? Should we invest in 
something else instead? 

o ZGF believes it is worth the investment. There are many interesting examples that have happened 
around the world and when it is done right, it can be a very powerful and connecting feature 

• What is the plan regarding affordability of the property for this project? 
o There will be a deeper dive into the financial realities of the project in the next phase of work 

 
5. Small Group Breakout Session 

Steering Committee members broke off into small groups to discuss the development concepts.  
 
1) Group 1 (Housing workgroup members) 

a. What questions do you have? 
i. What is the Executive Committee’s role in the decision and when are we involved before then? 

ii. Clarity of timeline moving forward 
iii. What is the variance in cost from one scheme to another? 
iv. When will real negotiation (with lawyers) begin on the CBA?  After July?  Parallel with the design 

process? 
v. What is Steering Committee’s role between Feb and July? 

b. What Resonates with you about the designs? 
i. Smaller parcels mean broader choice of developers especially smaller businesses 

ii. Alleys 
iii. Less dense affordable housing 
iv. Connectivity under Broadway and development of union station 
v. Theme of parks done differently (Nature) 

c. What doesn’t 
i. Helix for bike path 

ii. Alleyways may not be safe for students PNCA 
iii. Any buildings that block views of Union Station 

d. Themes we’d like to talk about today: 
i. How do designs impact the available funds for CBA? 

ii. Accessibility (to small builders) and (large scale) Massing 
iii. Union Station 
iv. Housing Parcels 

e. Group Questions and Topics 
i. What are the resources for Union Station Does the financial pie get bigger? 

ii. What does it feel like in open spaces when built out. 
iii. What is accessibility?  Student safety?  Inviting all?   Inviting those outside the development not 

just residents. 
iv. How to accomplish accessibility to affordable childcare, food and transit? 
v. What is the ratio of family vs single units? Multi-generational units?  How does that impact the 

adjacent space? 
vi. Will MFI actually support families?  Should agreement be specific about 30% MFI for families? 



vii. Offer space for services to get out of income challenges. 
viii. What does it feel like when built out? 

ix. What is codified in Masterplan vs the CBA? 
x. Timeline of built housing; noise to endure if early; not as nice of space/integration if late in 

development? 
xi. Additional conversation is needed in small groups 

xii. Provide flexibility in the CBA and Master Plan so options are not precluded. 
2) Group 2 (Urban Design & Accessibility and Sustainability workgroup members) 

a. Requests for follow-up / future information: 
i. Provide % / sf totals for assumptions in development pie charts for each concept; Make 

available cost implications for variations in the pie chart as available 
ii. Would like opportunity to discuss with Bureau staff regarding green loop, infrastructure, etc 

iii. Want to better understand what can be blended between the concepts; agreement on: 
iv. Prefer opportunities for flexible programming in addition to smaller intimate spaces 
v. Like activation of Union Station 

vi. Want see more/better representation of how “what we heard” can be manifested in physical 
plan (even if not driving the design)  

b. First impressions, what should we keep? 
i. PLAY: 

1. Open space scale, flexibility; celebrates park blocks and lends itself to corporate 
sponsorship thereby saving money for other priorities 

2. The flexible open space works for various cultures to use in different ways as they prefer 
3. Likes this extension of the Park Blocks 
4. Prefers the massing in this concept; Is more open and not overwhelming 
5. Best Union Station option; Transportation hub function should be the priority; Don’t 

constrain access; Open space within the USPS site should be prioritized over open space 
at Union Station. 

ii. NATURE: 
1. Open space feels inviting; no expectations to engage in specific activity 
2. Aesthetics of this concept are most interesting; Creates something different; diverse 

types of spaces and volumes; likes integration of nature in urban setting 
3. Likes the public “foothills” 
4. Ecoroofs are required and should be considered as opportunities for public access 
5. Likes the access to nature (see also: Tanner Springs) 
6. Likes the legibility of the Green Loop (vs Play) 

iii. DISCOVERY 
1. Likes the art alley 
2. Best Union Station option but doesn’t like other aspects of the concept 
3. Likes Union Station activations; Doesn’t create a backside and lends itself to other 

programmatic goals for the project 
4. Likes that Union Station doesn’t feel pushed to the side; Creates good opportunities to 

activate under viaduct 
5. Likes that this concept appears to have the least amount of public ROW 

iv. OTHER: 
1. All: Need to explore integration of art, culture, nature in all concepts 
2. Nature and Discovery provides best opportunities for art and stimulation; likes 

meandering public realm 
3. Prefers the amount of open space in Play and Nature 

c. What’s missing or not working? 
i. Would like to see a stronger connection to the river 

ii. Need to look at massing for performance; don’t shade northern portion of site with towers; 
iii. Which is lowest embodied carbon? 



iv. Right size massing/building height for various construction materials within code constraints (ie 
mass timber); Preference for low carbon options 

v. Designation of arts and cultural space as primary not secondary; 
vi. Integration of arts is essential; include in all aspects 

vii. Need to consider anchor tenant or institution, which can also help fund/sponsor public elements 
of the project; 

viii. What is preferred massing to support an anchor tenant? 
ix. Consider open space potential on stormwater, heat island reduction, small business 

opportunities, etc 
x. Need to further explore phasing, including future flexibility and future value creation 

xi. Wealth creation opportunities including policy implications; ownership impacts experience 
xii. Need to better understand logic of large structure at north end in all concepts 

xiii. Opportunities for education are missing; may include higher ed, lifelong learning opportunities; 
education partnership opportunities; can be integrated in various aspects including 
sustainability elements 

xiv. Summary was missing reference regarding alignment with Equity guiding principle and goals 
3) Group 3 (Workforce Development and Business Equity workgroup members) 

a. What is important in the three design concepts, what must stay, what must not be taken out? 
i. Equitable design principles: 

1. Elevate personal safety and security; 
a. We need to demilitarize safety 
b. Information officers, not police officers 

2. Lighting and visibility 
ii. PHB owning 16% of parcels 

1. Important to renegotiate to fully integrate affordability into market rate 
2. Don’t want to ghetto-ize 

iii. Union Station 
1. Are we looking at Amtrak usership? 
2. Are we projecting Amtrak popularity 10 years out? 
3. Union Station will be more desirable once transformation has taken place 

iv. Play 
1. Play is the most equitable because of the open spaces, this is a community space 
2. You can see a My People’s Market sitting in play 

v. Nature: 
1. Nature is the most appealing, most aspirational 
2. Nature is dramatic 
3. Nature is aesthetically the best, I like the zig zag quality 
4. Nature might have that as well but it is hard to tell from the scale 

vi. Discovery: 
1. Like: union station as place, most of Discovery except the curlicue 
2. Discovery transforms union station, it would be a maximizer for business 

vii. Bike / pedestrian: 
1. Bike path too snaky for riders, straighter line, less meander 
2. Cities in Europe have a lot of pedestrian only streets, break up the grid, think of 

removing one of the streets 
3. Make sure it is pedestrian friendly, draw for business 
4. Like: connecting pedestrian traffic on the Y split of Broadway Bridge, wide open spaces, 

odd shaped buildings 
5. Dislike: not taking the opportunity to extend the N Park Blocks, circular ramp off of 

Broadway Bridge 
viii. Grid and space design: 

1. The more innovative, the more space you will have for commerce 
2. Smaller more intimate space would make retail opportunities more affordable 



3. Smaller space would help people go from food carts, for instance, to brick and mortar 
4. The concepts that aren’t all straight lines are more similar to how we flow and find as 

POC 
ix. Project Goals and Approach: 

1. Difficult to say what’s important without a CBA 
2. It is good that we are going to test the concepts economically 
3. May need to merge goals, how can they be pared down and put in a viable package 

x. Commercial space: 
1. I recommend identifying potential commercial space on next refinement 
2. We need parks, restaurants, food carts 

xi. Placemaking 
1. Have an open mind to placemaking for these concepts 

xii. None of them play to the waterfront 

b. Questions 
i. There are questions about phasing each of these 

ii. Business equity and long time compliance over CBA is important 
iii. Wealth creation and ownership opportunities 

c. Three themes come up for what we’d like to focus on: wealth creation, anchor tenants, CBA, and 
Phasing 

i. For anchor employer, banks or investors would finance a project with 500 employees  

ii. From development perspective, a large employer using large amount of space would mean a 

faster build 

iii. When we recruit an anchor employer, we need to lead with our values 

 

6. Large Group Report Back 
After completing the small group activity, the Steering Committee reconvened and reported back on the main take-
aways from their small group discussions. The groups reported back the following: 

• Urban Design/Accessibility/Sustainability Group:  
o What’s not working with concepts: 

▪ Transportation: activating Union Station 
▪ Missing a connection with nature; not enough open space 
▪ Missing massing opportunities around performance and what can and can’t be blended 
▪ Did not see equity reflected in the Discovery concept 
▪ There needs to be a greater connection to the river 

• Workforce Development/Business Equity Group 
o Group conversation primarily focused on: 

▪  Phasing and connecting to the river  
▪ Diving deeper in the Community Benefits Agreement 

o Wealth creation opportunities 
o Anchor tenants and the difficulty in identifying a good one given the diversity of the Broadway Corridor 

Steering Committee 

• Housing Group: 
o Two primary issues discussed:  

▪ The complexity surrounding affordable housing and how this should be pursued 
▪ Contributing to the Community Benefits Agreement 

7. Closing 
Jahmese closed the meeting by thanking attendees and reminding them of the opportunity to provide further 
feedback through feedback forms. 

 



Broadway Corridor Steering Committee
Meeting Date: November 27, 2018

Last Name First Name Organization Present
1 Bayer Bridget Main Street Alliance
2 Bealer Andre NAMC‐Oregon; MCIP
3 Brennan Emma Oregon Tradeswomen X
4 Davis Joy Alise Portland African American Leadership Forum X
5 Devendorf George Transition Projects X
6 Dysert David Pearl District Neighborhood Association X
7 Faison James Faison Construction X
8 Friesen‐Strang Elaine AARP X
9 Galster George
10 Genasci Donald University of Oregon
11 Gonzalez Jose Miracle Theatre Group
12 Haines Kelly Worksystems Inc. X
13 Houck Mike Urban Greenspaces Institute X
14 Kadish Nathan Ecotrust Alternate / Sam Beebe
15 Kaylor Christian Oregon Employment Department
16 LaBar Janet Greater Portland Inc.
17 Leach Elizabeth  Leach Gallery
18 Lee Neil CCBA / LEEKA
19 Lumley Paul NAYA
20 Malloy Peg Portland Housing Center
21 Muñoz Ana Latino Network X
22 Myers Willy PDC / Columbia Pacific Building Trades X
23 Nuñez Diana Hispanic Chamber X
24 Paulson James JMPDX LLC / Worksystems Inc. Board X
25 Poole Tyrone OneApp X
26 Rodriguez Sam Mill Creek Residential X



Broadway Corridor Steering Committee
Meeting Date: November 27, 2018

Last Name First Name Organization Present
27 Satterfield Vivian Verde X
28 Saul Amanda Afforable Housing Consultant X
29 Simer Jeremy SEIU Local 49
30 Stevenson Sarah Innovative Housing, Inc.
31 Stokes Nate IUOE, Local 701 X
32 Szporluk Michael self‐employed X
33 Turoczy Rick PIE
34 Tuski Don Pacific Northwest College of Art Alternate / Mack McFarland
35 Uhlig Alicia Daniels International Living Future Institute X
36 Vanderford Paul Sustainable Northwest X
37 Williams  Ian Deadstock


