Many of us who are neighborhood activists today wonder about
why and how Portland's neighborhood system was crea@sl)
Professor Carl Abbott presents a very informative and readable
description of the origins of Portland's neighborhood system in
Chapter9 of his excellent history of planning in Portland:
Portland: Planning, Politics, driGrowth in a TwentietiCentury
published in 1983.

The chapter describes "Portland's political revolution™ in the
1960s and early 1970s in which community members first
organized to stop destruction of their older neighborhoods as part
of urban renewal plans of the time and then to champion
revitalization of these neighborhoods. Southeast Uplift was
created in 1968 as part of this community empowerment
movement. Understading these origins helps us all understand
some of the underlying tensions in the system today and the
often very different organizational cultures in different parts of

the city.

Neighborhood activists may find that the descriptions of struggles
betweencity government, development interests and community
members still ring true today. The current struggle by community
members to ensure a strong community voice in the development
of the Portland Plan (the review and updating of Portland's
Comprehensive |lBn) echoes many similar struggles and
controversies around the creation of the original Comprehensive
Plan in the late 1970s.

Some terms Abbott uses for different types of neighborhoods may
be unfamiliar. He defines and maps thesegmdorhoods types in
Chapter 1:

--"stopoverneighborhoods":the inner neighborhoods around the
central downtown that offered cheap housing for transient
workers, European immigrantand differentminority

populations; these were Portland's highest density neighborhoods
(parts of NW, neighborhoods south of downtown, inner SE
neighborhoods by the river, neighborhoodsNit along MLK)
--"everyday neighborhoods"many of the neighborhoods in

North Portland and SE Portland west of 82nd.

--"highlands": the West Hills, Laureltst, Eastmoreland.
--"automobile suburbs": much of SW Portland, and outer East
Portland



FromPortland: Planning, Politics, and Growth in a Twentihtury
City, by Carl Abbott by permission of the University of Nebraska Press.
Copyright 1983 by the Urarsity of Nebraska PregRages 188 206)

Chapter 9 TheNew Publidnterest: Neighborhood Planning, 1950

The Lair Hill neighborhood is a triangle of twenty small blocks wedged
between highvolume traffic arteries just south of downtown

Portland. Thee dozen commercidduildings are scattered among one
hundred residences. Thgpical block holds eight to ten frame houses
of one and aalf or two stories. Most were built between 1876 and
1910,and had scrollwork, ornate brackets, projecting porcrexl

bay windows. Reinvestment and rehabilitation since 1970 have ranged
from rainbow paint jobs to completely refinished interiors and solar
energy systems. In the real estate market of the early 1980s, fully
renovated Lair Hill houses retailed for $100,@0nore. Neighborhood
resdents are a mix of elderly survivors from Italian and Jewish
immigrant communities and members of the middle clag® have
moved in during the late seventies and early eighties in search of an
urbane style of lifé.

The fate ofLair Hill exemplifies the neighborhood revtitun In

Portland planning. For more than a dozen years, inl®&0s and 1960s,
it was on the urban renewal list of expeabdle neighborhoods. The
Preliminary Project Repoon the South Auditorium district ih957
showed the LaiHill remrant as suitable for rehabilitation and
clearance for lowdensity apartments. A decade latePortland
planning diector Lbyd Keefe wrote Mayor Schrunk that Lair Hill was
appropriate for "clearance type urban renewal,” sinthad "few
buildings which merit preservation or enhancemeatid would never
be a family neighborhood. Instead he suggested lacge subsidized
housing for the elderly or for Portland State University students. The
next year, theCommunity Renewal Bgram did mark the area for
potential rehabilitation but set a low priority because it was too deteri
orated to save at a reasonable cbst

The culmination of this evaluation was an application for an urban
renewal planning grant that the Development Comsios filed with

the federal Department of Housirand Urban Development (HUD) in
1970. The PDC describkdir Hill as the worst area on the west side and
called forclearance of all 143 buildings, which would displace 20 busi
nesses, 4%amilies, and 95ingle individuals. "Rehabilitatioss
recommended by the Community Renewal Progracofitinued the
planners, "would only prolong inefficient lande ... and give a few



more years of life to structures, majority of which were built before
1900, of medioag corstruction, and crowded on the land." The
proposal called foa new street system to occupy roughly half the land
area andsubsidized housing for faculty and students from Portland
State and the University of Oregon Health Sciences CeWiih
endorements from the two universities, the Planning Commission,
and the Housing Authority, the Portland City Council approved the
application on August 8.

Although the PDC asserted that it did not need to consult the people in
Lair Hill, residents formed a Hitark Assocteon in October, 1970. With
the support of new city commssoner Neil Goldschmidt and county
commissioner Mel Gaion, the Hill Park Association forced the
Development Commission to treat them as legitimate participants in
the neighborhoodplanning process. Although the city counated

four to one to continue with a modified renewal apgtion in July,

1971, the protest delayed the project long enough for it to lose funding
when President Nixon spended urban renewal spendirig.

Develpment of a viable alternative started a few montlager in

reaction to a private proposal to redevelop alastomed industrial

property threequarters of a mile south of Lair Hill as the massive
John's Landing project. As early as 1966 and 1967, residetits o
Terwilliger neighborhooavest of industrialized Macadam Avenue had
banded tayether in a community league to fight the loss of residential
land to zone changes. They secured zoning changes that helped to
preserve their moderaténcome community by gablishing a buffer

zone of apartment houses against new warehouses and factories. The
three neighborhoods belowhe hills in southeast Portland that would

be affected by thenew housing, stores, offices, and traffic at John's
Landing Corbett, Terwilligerand Lair Hil now joined together to

form a neighborhood council and a planniogmmittee. Assisted by a
professional planner from the Planning Bureau, the neighborhoods
prepared a plan for CorbefferwilligerLair Hill between the fall of

1972 andhe fal of 1974, One of its primary goals was to "retain Llt

as a residential neighborhood" by encouraging new housing on vacant
land, limiting new construction to three stories, and accepting
additional neighborhooebriented commercial uses.

The most reent planning change came in 1977, when thig council
designated Lair Hill as one of the first historic conservation districts in
Portland. The designation remented an attempt to preserve the
architecture and social character of the community byirgjwesidents
the power to delay demolitions and to examine new construction in



comparison with design guidelines. The joint report by the Riag
Commission and Historic Landmarks Commissaied that the
neighborhood contains "one of the richest @adtions of Victorian
residential architecture in the city.” Neighborhood residents and the
CorbettTerwilligerLair Hill Planning Committee were strongly in favor
of historicdesignation, in the early 1980s, residents continued to work
on writing effectivedesign guideline$.

The experience of Lair Hill illustrates the change in attitiwdeard older
neighborhoods between the start of Ter8chrunk's mayoralty in 1957
and the end of Neil Gogthmidt's administration in 1979. By the
standards of mosPortland planners in the 1950s and early 1960s, Lair
Hill wasin rapid decline as a residential community. It suffered
increasing absentee ownership, encroachment of commeusas, loss
or deterioration of surviving housing, and a shift toward transient
residerts whom Ira Keller characterized as "street people of the type
who inhabit the fringe of a univeity." A decade later, this "extremely
blighted" area was singled out for admiration and preservation
precisely beause of its small frame cottages left oveym the last
century and its "broad mix of people in terms of income, difgstyles,
and race.” Similar changes have occurred in fheblic image of older
neighborhoods in Northwest, Nordast, and Southeast Portland.

Neighborhood policy and plannimdpanged along witipopular
attitudes between 1966 and 1980. Until the ril®60s, planners
ignored the stopover neighborhoods asbfia residential areas.
Instead, they tried to concentrathightintensity uses in inner
neighborhoods in order to isolai@nd protect the everyday city, the
highlands, and the aamobile suburbs. The policy was based on the
premise thatEliot, Buckman, Goose Hollow, Lair Hill, and similar areas
within three miles of downtown Portland were beyond saje®
Changes came withraeighborhood revolution thaerupted in every
sector of the city between 1967 and 197&bina, CorbetTerwilliger,
Northwest Portland, and other old neighborhoods demanded new
attention to their needsBy the 1970s, policymakers recognized that
stopoverneighborhoods could be reused as residential areas, either
with new types of residentsaé on the west side) or with a nok old and
new (as on the east side). Sections of the city tret been ignored or
damaged in the 1960s now receivegecific suppdrthrough housing
rehabilitation, historigpreservation, public improvements with
Housing and Comunity Development money, and the creation of
neighbohood plans’ Changes in public tastes, political leadership,
federal programs, and the housing markdit@mbined to convince
citizens, planners, and politicians that neighbood change is not



necessarily a onway street leading tarban blight.

Portland's professional planners in the late 1950s and eE950s
conscientiously applied nationally accegtplanningprinciples to their
city'sneighborhoods. They took f@ranted that neighborhood
decline is an inevitable proces$he end product of a long slow
process of erosion." Thelpelief was founded both on practical
experience withchanging land vaks in Portland In the 1920s and 1930s
andon the most common model of urban structure, whiclsasies
that land-use zones grow outward like ripples ipand. Every
concentric zone Is assumed to bdransition asnew land is developed
on the edge of theity and as land uses expand from the center. The
model indicates that inneresidential neighborhods naturally give way
to institutionaland fringe commercial uses as the city grows and
demands space for its central functions. Housing in the internadeli
zones is passed down from high&r lower-status occpants. The
implication is that public policy can only hurry or rationalize the
natural transitions. Such an urbayrowth model justifies urban
renewal on the edge of the businessre and supportstte “trickle-
down" theory that dominatechousing policy during the generation
after 1945

When decision makers for Portland planning applied theiief in
one-way change, they looked in particular at the stopover
neighborhoods. The residential areas thagged the lower land

along the Willamette appeared to have dived their role as staging
areas for newcomers to the cifyvith the possible exception of the
black neighborhoods dflortheast Portland). Land in these areas was in
demand forcentral usedy a growing downtown office district, by

light industry, for warehousing, and by expanding institutisnsh as
hospitals, the state university, and shopping cent&@wsien the

consensus that blight "continues to get worse uontdarance of an

area maybe the only feasible solution," the city accommodated the
demands by obliterating substantial parts of two neighborhoods in the
late 1950s to make room for the coliseum and the Soutidiforium
renewal project. Fominer-southeast and innesouthwest Porthnd,

the corollary was the replacement of singl@mily housing bxheap
apartments to hold the land at an increased retumtil it was needed

for more intensive usé!

The complement to writing off the inner ring as a resitiaharea was
the effort to hold middleclass population in theveryday
neighborhoods and highlands by making them as "suburban” as
possible. The Planning Commission and its staff applied the ideas



about the characteristics of meighborhood unit that had been defined
by Clarence Rey in the 1930s and incorporated into the planning
consensusAt the time when Portland politicians were beginning to
worry seriously about the flight of population from the deal city,

their model of an ideal city neighborhood borestiiking resemblace

to a weltdesigned tract developmenthey hoped to retain low
population densities, to block out nonresidential activities, to insulate
the neighborhood frontraffic, and to increase open spat&The plan

for the St.Johns district published in 1958immarized the principles

of neighborhood design: "It is generally accepted that the
'neighborhood," an area inhabited by persons who are likelyave
some common interests and activities, should notibeken up by

major trafficways, should contain sonhecalshopping facilities, and
should have an elementary school and neighborhood park as a focal point
for common ativities at this level 2

The application of this goal can be analyzed from Ri&nning
Commission'€omprehensive Development Péaaitywide map of

proposed land uses and public facilities prepared in 1958 and revised in
1966, and from itCommunity Renewal Programublishedin 1967. The
highlands needed little change, for the Westi$JiLaurelhurst, and
Eastmoreland were wellefinedand wellmaintained areashat could

easily compete with uppestatus suburbs. Plaring director Lloyd Keefe
considered Eastmoreland to be nearly an ideal neighborhood unit with its
purely residential character and its walliffered boundaries. For
SouthwestPortland, the Planning Commission tried to provide a
neighborhood unit framework within which new neighihaods could
develop. In particular, it€omprehensive Relopment Plamand its report
Land for Schoold957)helped to determine the locatiorf®r more than a
dozen newschools. The Planning Commission and its staff led the fight
against a public housing project in Hillsdale in order to preserve the area's
social isolation. Proposals for themaining eastside neighborhoods the
everyday city were more drastic. ThHEomprehensive Development Plan
suggested the relocation of five schools in South@astland and fifteen
schools in Northeast and North Portlamdorder to reconstruct
neighborhood patterns. It also calléar fifty miles of new eatsside

freeways and expresswaysaddition to F5 and 205 in order to define
neighborhoodborders and to make the area appealing to awtéented
residents. In a summary written by Keefe and signe@lanning

Commission president Harry Sroufe, the coission's efforts were

"directed toward restructuring our redential sections into secluded units
protected from the emroachment of conflicting urban use$:"

The process of neighborhood planning between 1957 and 1967 was as



straightforward as its comnt. City Planning Commission reports make no
reference to neighborhoodroups or citizen involvement. They were
prepared by city employees for their colleagues in city hall. The commence
ment of an Albina Neighborhood Improvement PrograntigyPortland
Development Commission in 1961 was anere example of planning for
neighborhoods. The PDC weager to follow its South Auditorium land
clearance with aehabilitation project. Both PDC executive director,
JohnKenward, and chairman, Ira Keller, believewtsrely in the
importance of the Albina efforfyut the fact remains that itvas
devised by the agency and sold to the communitynwrdfirst
suggested the idea to the Urban League in Jand&§0. Keller and his
wife spent Sunday afternoons knockiog doors to recruit
participants. The PDC staff defined the project ardhirty-three
blocks between Fremont, Skitbre, Vancouver, and Mississippand
worked to organizen Albina Neighborhood Improvement Committee
in 1962-63. Plans for the area were preat by the Planning
Commission and recommended the sort of naturaighborhood unit
called for in theComprehensive delopment PlanThe Development
Commission not onlynade rehabilitation assistance available and
cleared severatiozen rundown buildingfor new construction but also
tore out two blocks of housing in the middle of the area to build
Unthank Park."

Planning agencies ignored the opinions of Northeast Portland citizens
in their treatment of the heart of Albina south of Fremont. The Albina
Neighborhood ImprovemenProject area had been chosen for its small
size, the quality ofts housing, and its fiftjifty ratio of blacks and
whites. In1967, more than a thousand Albina residents petitioned the
city council to extend the PDC's project southdiarheagency replied
by citing the Planning Commissio&sntralAlbinaStudy which

described the new area as a "disorderaalection of mixed land uses
[and] deteriorated and dilapiated buildings" suffering "an advanced
stage of urbarblight." At the same time, th&Comprehensive
DevelopmenPlanwas designating the area south of Fremont and west
of Williams for new public facilities such as a communityegrd, and

the PDC was preping a multiblock landlearance project in

cooperation with Emanueiospital™®

Portland'sCommunity Renewal Programh 1967 surmarized
neighborhood policy over the preceding decade. It was prepared by
the Planning Commission staff betwe&®64 and 1967 for use by city
bureaus and the Developme&@ommission. Similar teports in other
cities, it was itended to satisfy federal worries that earlier urban
renewalefforts had been conceived without awareness of the full set of



urban needs. The recommended program set the preagon of high
quality middleclass neighbortiods throughcode enforcement as its
first priority. The second priority wake assistance of middielass areas
that were feeling the firseffects of blight, such as Sellwood, Montavilla,
Irvington, andUniversity Park. It gave a lower priority to bligti areas
with lower income levels, since they had fewer resourceshfdping
themselves. These loyriority areas included mogif the stopover
neighborhoods Brooklyn, Buckman, the/illiamsUnion Avenue
corridor, and every wessideneighborhood below tk hills.!’

Portland planning went through startling changes betwéd®&66 and
1972, as the emergence of active and often amggighborhood
organizations made local residents the actaather than the objects

in neighborhood decisions. The néplanners” expressed different
values than those held by thstaff and commissioners of the central
planning agenciesltering the content of neighborhood plans and the
processes by which they were formulated, in turn, the politmaitext
for the new neighborhoogblanning was the changef geneations on the
Poitland City Council in 19680. Lloyd Aderson, Connie McCready, and
Neil Goldschmidtvere less committed to old policies and personnel than
William Bowes, Stanley Earl, and Buck Grayson had beéémthe patial
exception of Goldschmidt, they did nottiate the neighborhood
revolution, but they were willing toespond to neighborhood requests.
Neighborhood groupand city agencieslso needed to adapt tohanging
requirementsfor federal assistanc&he £deral demand for citizen
participation in city spending decisions through the Goumity Action
program of the Office of Economic Oppanity, the Model Cities
program, and fially the Housing and CommuniBevelopment program
has been well doauented® The requirement for environmental impact
statements under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1§&%
neighborhood groups another tool for influencinggjor capital
investments that had previously been beyoodmmunity control.

Despite the suburén boom of the 1950s and 1960s, mdPgrtlanders
continued to live in the stopover neighborhoodsd everyday
neighborhoods. Sixty percent of the poptita within the city limits in
1970 lived in housing built befoM/orld War 11. In the later 1960s, thides
of the PDC show growing interest in substantial neighborhood
rehabilitation through public improvements and lewterest loans. The
city's code compliance program, which was directed dhgton and
University Park, was a starting poffitioweve, most older neighborhoods
were interested in community revitalization that went beyond code
enforcement.



The neighborhood planning revolution was the cumulative result of efforts
by a score of largely sefefiningneighborhood organizations. Nearly
every one ofthe stopover neighborhoodand another half dozen of the
everyday neighborhoods began to argue vigorously for thwir versions
of revitaliation in 1968, 1969, and 197Reighborhood associations were
not new in themselves, buhe positive baracter of their agendas was a
significantdeparture. Rather than reacting against unwanted changes,
neighborhood groups in thate sixties planned and adeated
improvements in public services and coordinatdthinges in landise
regulations and publicacilities. By 197and 1972, active neighborhood
associations and plannirgpmmittees were a presence that politicians
and planningadministrators could not ignore. Indeed, their numbers
required attention not as single problems or single neigttmrds tut
as a neighborhood movement.

The origins of this movement were different in everytgat of the city.
Portlanders now tend to remember the growupth which they were
directly involved as the first to storm thearricades of the city hall
establishmentThe movement gained its most articulate spokesmen
among middleclass’colonists” of the stopover neighborhoods on the
west side gspecially those involved in the Northwest District
Assocition. However, the process of neighborhood mobilization
began in tke 1960s on the east side with local effortsitdluence
federally assisted programs.

Between 1966 and 1968, the effective control of the ne\wdel Cities
program for Northeast Portland shifted from downtown agencies to
neighborhood activists. The initiapplication for a planning grant was
prepared betweerNovember, 1966, and April, 1967, by John Kenward
andOliver Norville from the PDC, Lloyd Keefe from the PlarBurgau,
Donald Jeffrey from the city attorney's office, aRdank Ivancie. The
PDC and Bhning Bureau staff helped tarite the proposal on the basis
of questionnaires to city agencies and dropped it in the mail without
seriously egecting the Washington bureaucracy to fund it. Officials at
HUD criticized the application because its suggesitzen

participation component was "mostly at the levelinforming

residents rathethan involving them" and becauseignored the
problems of working with lowemcomegroups. Nevertheless, HUD
funded a year of Model Citigdanning, perhaps becausd Terry
Schrunk's position gsresident of the National Conference of Maydfs.



Timeline:
Northeast Portland
1965 Irvington Community Associati@rganized

11/19664/67 Model Cites Planning Grant applitan prepared

1968 Citizens' Planning BoardViodel Cities Planning
2/1969 Irvington downizoning

7/1970 Irvington and Woodlawn Neighblood Development
Programs

1/1972 KingVernonSabin NeighborhooBevelopment
Program

197273 Neighborhood policy plans for ModElties areas

Southeast Portland

1967-68 Buckman, Sunnyside, Richmomtpoklyn, and
HosfordAbernathyneighborhood associations organizefth the help
of Portland Action Comittees Together

5/1968 Southeast Uplift program started

1972 Southeast neighborhoods challenly®unt Hood
Freeway

8/1974 City council withdraws approval éfount Hood
Freeway

10/1974 Inner Southeast Coalition formed



Northwest Portland

5/1969 Northwest District Association orgeged  12/1969
City council agrees to fund Northwastighborhood plan

197071 Northwest neighborhood planningrocess 10/1970
Northwest neighborhoods challeng®05 3/1972
Northwest Comprehensive PoliciBgn  7/1975
City council adopts Northwest plan

Southwest Portland

196667 Terwilliger Community Leaguetae

10/1970 Hill Park Association organized

12/1971 Johns Landing development proposal

197273 Corbett TerwilligerLair Hillneighborhood planning

10/1974 City council approves Corbeterwiliger-Lair Hill plan
North Portland
1972 North Portland Citizens Comttee organized

1974 NPCC separates from North Cmunity Action Council

Paul Schulze, the new director of the Model Citiesgpam, made a key
decision at the start of 1968 to base tpdanning more heavily on input
from citizens than from pulc agencies. Because neighborhood
residents feared that the program was another guise for urban
renewal, Schulze reiterated that the Development Commission was
providingspecific expertise for the Model Cities program but did not
control the plan itself. Lodgrotest that the program shoulbave a
black rather than a white director certainly made temphasis on
citizen participation politically expedient. The working rules for the
program gave a Citizens' PlanniBgard the power to veto staff
suggestions ahto shape the Model Cities plan. Most of the planning
staff were on loarfrom the Development Commission, City Planning
Commision, school district, and FT@ounty Community Council.
Delays in the planning process and other administrative problems
brought the resignation of Schulze in the fall atieé appointment of
Ken @rvais from the Urban Studig3enter at Portland State College
as interim director. Ahough professional staff largely drafted the
plan, it followed the outlines set by the Citizens'ritlang Board.
Throughoutthe year, Mayor Schrunk and the city council were happy to



keep their hands off and let the strange creation in Northdastland
chart its own coursé’

TheComprehensive City Demonstration Pt reachedhe council
members orDecember 16,1968, followed HUBsee-part

requirement for a poblem statement, a firsyearaction plan, and a
five-year plan. The product shock&brtland bureaucrats, for it was
one of the first official stements that epressed residents' own
percegions of theproblems of Northeast Portland neighborhoods.
Since the Model Cities area was nearly 50 percent black, the problem
statement spoke directly about racial discriminatigit embarrassed
political leaders who maintained that blacksRortlandfaced no

special problems because of race. Indemzmmissioners Earl and
Ivancie carefully edited the worjjhetto" out of the document. It also
enraged members of the school board, the Multnomah County Public
WelfareCommission, and the Portland Devefopnt Commission
because it singled out their agencies for criticism. The sdimeanid

called the problem analysis "vicious," "irresponsiblagccurate,”
"prejudiced,” "bitter," "erroneous," and "sybctive." Ira Keller tried to
delay council approval, &ed Portland State to fire Lyndon Musolf as
director of its Urban Studies Center, and argued that "what we have is
an urworkable, visionary set of plans which cannot help but cause
disappointment in the black community and great trouble floose

who aretrying to help govern the city." Behind thenanimous
statement of opposition to the Model Cities plémat the PDC adopted
on January 13,1969, was the fear thhe Citizens' Planning Board

would replace the Developmer@ommission as the body setting
physcal development andiousing policy in Northeast Portlarfd.

A city council that had limited enthusiasm for the Model Cities program
left the jobof finding a consensus with Gexis and the Citizens'
Planning Board. The Planning Guission did offer essdial support

for the housing and physical development proposals. Model Cities
advocatesombined political pressure and negotiation to reach
compromises with the school board and the public welfare
estaldishment. They counterattacked the Development Consinis by
raising the issue of Ira Keller's predominant influemcBortland and
refuting specific PDC complaints. The pleceived final council

approval in April and federal fundingJdaly, 1969. Residents continued
to participate in the degelopment d annual Model Cities action plans
until the program was terminated in 1974. Opinion surveys showed
that Model Cities residents trusted the Citizens' Planning Board more
than they did the city councff’



The citizens who joined in local planning througle Model Cities
program defined new goals for their neighlhaods. As we have seen,
professional planners in 1962 aadain in 1966 wrote off the entire
Eliot neighborhood south of Fremont and west of Union for
commercial and instittional reuse. By 197 however, the
Comprehensive elopment Plan for the Model Cities District
admitted that"since that time, there has beenshift in residents' at
titudes.... Many people, particularly the elderly, want to remain....
Rehabilitation and rebuilding of thEliot neiglborhood for residential
purposes is consistent with a broad community goal of improving the
variety and quantity ohousing opportunities in the central Portland
area." Sinceesidents had been requesting housing assistance since the
mid-1960s,it was actually the planners whose attitudes hathnged.

The neighborhood suffered additional damagetia early B70s from

the Emanuel Hospital Urban Renevifabject, which the PDC carefully
reserved from the ModeCities planning process despite bitte
neighborhood oppsition. Nevertheless, in the early 1980s the area
headedeveryone's list of Portland neighborhoods that are ripe for
private reinvestment®

Plans for Irvington, the highestatus residential area éfuded within
the Model Cities areashowed a similar thougless dramatic change.
The Irvington Community Associatidi€A) worked diligently in the
later 1960s on community promotion and an "Escape Suburhige in
Irvington"campaign. The ICA also requested that the Planning-Com
missiondo a neighborhood plan, which Planning Burstaff worked
on through 1967. One suggestion that gained city council appiova
February, 1969, was to reme thesouthwest corneiof the
neighborhood from mediuntensityapartments to singléamily
homes. Havever, the PD@irned down a housing rehabilitation
program. A year lategs new breezes blew from HUD, the
Development Commsson reversed itself and implemented a federally
fundedNeighborhood Improvement Program. The published plan
restated the neighbrhood unit concept of the 1966onprehensive
Development Plarit suggested the constructioof three new schools
and the expansion of interior park aretasallow the development of
small, compact residentiallands in the quadrants divided by Knottcan
Fifteenth. Thregyears later, the Irvington Community Association
preparedits own neighborhood plan for Model Cities programming
with the help of professional consultants and the new coumity
planning division of the Planning Bureau. Residémesnsel/es had no
interest in a massive restructuring of tmeighborhood. They wanted
support for community ativities, housing rehabilitation loans, and
installation of busshelters, drinking fountains, and bulletin boards



along thestreets?

Neighborhood orgnization in Southeast Portland wasligect

response to the Model Cities program. Five neighioads in the inner
southeast had already organized for @cmnic development and social
service planning through Portland Action Committees Together, a
local antipoverty agency. Representaés from Buckman, Brooklyn,
Sumyside, Sellwood, other neighborhood organizations, and
southeast PTAs argued angrily at city council hearingglmuary,
1968, that their communities had the same typegpadblems and
neededthe same sorts of help as the Model Cities area. Since HUD
regulations limited the Model Citiedistrict to 10 percent of the city's
population, Frank Ivancigroposed a separate program to be staffed
by the Develoment Commission. Militant neighborho@ssociations
continued to apply pressure on the city during the formative months
of Southeast Upit. The Buckman, Brooklyn, Swslde, and Richmond
neighborhood boards formed their own ad hoc SEUL committee in
April. Terry Schrunk gointed his own Mayds Advisory Committee
in May, withfive of thirteen members representing neighborhood
organkations. Several neighborhoods simultaneously organized a
Portland Planning Institute, which applied to the Officeegbnomic
Opportunity for a planning grantptthe amoyance of Schrunk and the
fury of Keller, who again saw tli@sue as agency versus neighborhood
control #’

By 1969, a functioning Southeast Uplift program covehedentire
southeast sector of Portland. It assisted neightmd organizing

outside the PACT area and focusedhwusing, schools, and jobs. Eight
southeast neighborhood organizations joined to challenge the
environmental impacstudy for the Mount Hood Freeway in 1971. Their
consistentopposition placed the freeway and its neighborhogftects
onthe publicagendaand provided necessary support fitie 1974
decision against construction. Seven neighborhood associations also
joined as an Inner Southeast CoalitiorSieptember, 1974. Its purpose
was to generate the neighbbood planningdata and policies that the
Office of Planning and Development required before allocating HCD
money toneighborhood need§®

The Northwest District Association (NWDA) was anotteghborhood
association that took control of its own local planning. In thargy of

1969, the Development Camission began to plan a multibtk land
acquisition and cleance project at the request of Good Samaritan
Hospital and Consolidated Freightways. Since local organizers had failed
to start a neighborhood group, the PDx€eif met federal



requirements for citizen participation in helping to organize a
Northwest District Association "to encourage, coordinate, plan and
participate in orderly rehabilitation and renewalThe result was more
than the agency or its clients bamedfor. Four hundred fifty people
packed a chaotic meeting dviay 20 to attack the hospital and the PDC.
In the next severaionths, the NWDA separated from the Development
Commission. In November and December it argued beforecihe

council that Patland should not apply for an urbarenewal planning
grant withouta comprehensive plafor the district. With prodding
from Commissioner Lloyd Anderson, the council agreed to set aside
$75,000 for a neighborhooplan involving neighborhood

participation & the same time that it forwarded the grant

application. The commitment dftaff time and money to a planning
partnership with NWDAegitimized the organization and its objectives.
The next fiveyears brought initial work by NWDA committees and Plan
ning Bireau staff in 1970 and 1971, completion of a pretiany NWDA
Comprehensive Policies Plan in 1972, adoptibgoals for the district

by the Planning Commission in 1974, and approval of the Northwest
District Policy Plan by the ciepuncil in July, 1978

The goals of the NWDA in its first two years were clear but madest
influence the route and design of the planne805 connector and to
hold the blocks west of Twendfjrst Street for housing. Its objectives
expanded with experiencas the associatn dug into neighborhood
planning. It joinedvith the Willamette Heights Neighborhood
Association irthe fall of 1971 to file a suit that challenged th805 en
vironmental impact study prepared by the state highvaegpartment,
blocking construction untihe city council recinded approval of the
freeway in May, 1974. The Planni@gmmission's goals by 1974 had
included expectations of a highly urban neighborhood with a diverse
population livingn "a wide variety of... housing at all prices and rent
levels"and supported a mixture of land uses that would contribtdea
diversity of life styles and a stimulating environméfSince 1975, the
NWDA has reviewed all requests for zonafgnges, variances, and
conditionatuse permits against ifgolicy plan The existence of the plan
has placed the burdean petitioners who want to transfer residential
properties to commercial or institutional use. The success of the
NWDAalso provided a training ground for many of Portland's liberal
activists of the 1970s Vera Katz, a state legislator since 1973; George
Sheldon, an NWDA president who becapnesident of the Planning
Commission; Ogden Beeman, another NWDA president who chaired
the District Plannin@rganization Task Force; Mary Pedersen, the first
director ofthe Office of Neighborhood Associations; William Scott, an
assistant to Neil Goldschmidt and member of the sctoalrd after



1980; Margaret Strachan, who was elected to titg council in 1981.

Cooperation between the Planning Commission and the NWDthvea
catalyst fa the definition of a formal ra for neighborhood groups in city
decision making. PlannirBureau employees such as Frank Frost and Dale
Cannadyhad worked on assignment for the Model Cities program and SEUL
in 1968 and 1969, balancingédtuesires of neighb®ood committees

against the citywide interests of the Plaing Commission. The planners
detailed to NWDA found themselves cast even more directly in the role of
neighbohood advocate without formal delineation of the respohilities

of advocate planning. In April, 1971, the Plann@@mmission drafted
guidelines on district planning to assitst northwest neighborhood staff.
One week after noisgouncil hearings on the Lair Hill renewal project,
Commisioner Lloyd Anderson urgehle city council to state itsupport of
neighborhood involvement in planning and éstablish a system for
neighborhood input. Andersen's idgécked up the endorsement of Neil
Goldschmidt and suppoftom the NWDAthe Irvington Community
Association, adthe SellwoodMoreland Improvement League. With
Anderson and Goldschmidt pressing for a committee with a broachdate
to study community problems, Frank Ivancie intnged the resolution by
which the council establishedistrict Planning Organizatiq®PO) Task
Force on Noveier 24, 1971. The task force was to define the role for
neighborhood groups in planning decisions, estaldisteria for their
recognition, identify funding needs, armf#scribe channels of
communication between neighbboods ani the councif™*

The DPO Task Force appointed by Mayor Schrungistea of twelve
citizens and four representatives from the Housing Authority, Planning
Bureau, and Developme@ommission. When Schrunk's choice to head
the task forcefailed to attend thefirst meeting, the group elected NWDA
president Ogden Beeman. The most active participants &etigists from
Irvington, Corbet{Terwilliger, SEUL, St. Joh@®ose Hollow, and other
older neighborhoods. Beeman and the majority of niews looked for
realistic waysn which tofit neighborhood associations within the existing
city strudure in order to regularize the process of consultation. The first
report, in December, 1972, recommended a ttier system of
neighborhood organizations and district plang organizations. Existing
and future neighborhood groupsere to be defined by citizens and to
have access to the cifylanning staff for the development of a
neighborhood comrehensive plan. The District Planning Organizations
were copied from San Diegand Fort Worth. They were to include
30,00040,000 residents each, to be defined by the Planning
Commission, and to be used by other city agencies fariciplanning.
The task force proposed that each district have-finfle staff to assist



neighborhmd access to citpureaucrats. Half the members supported
an additional preposal for a district council of neighborhood
representativego advise the city councif

Implementaton of the DPO proposal féth Nell Golédchmidt in his first
year as mayorGoldschmidt included Bureau of Neighborhood
Associations in his 19784 budget and assigned the operations to
Commissioner Mildred Schwab to avoid charges that he was using city
money to build a personal political organization. Schwabtsice to
coordirate the new function was Mary Pederserfoamer Reed College
professor who had recently served esecutive director for NWDA.
Public hearings on a dradtdinance revealed deep hostility to the
district planning tierwhich neighborhood activists fearadould

override theinterests of specific neighborhoods. The council agreed on
astructure in February, 1974, when it established an Office of
Neighborhood Associations {ONA}. The essential functi@Na& has
been to assist neighborhood organizations thgbwa central office and
five area offices. Its purpose is "to pide standards and procedures
whereby organized groupd citizens seeking to communicate with city
officials and citypureaus on matters concerning neighborhood liability
may obtain assistace from staff... and to provide certain minimum
standards for said organizations."” The citguees neighborhood
associations to be open in memliship and to record minority as well
as majority opinions. In return, the Office of Neighborhood
Associatims facilitates local activity. Since 1975 it has coordinated
"neighborhood needs reports” that introduce neighborhood shopping
lists into the city budget process. The planning department also
notifies neighborhood associations of zoning changguests an has
worked with individual communities otilown-zoning and district

plans®

Neil Goldschmidt's years as mayor from 1973 to 1979 weaeked by a

set of decisions that brought a wide range of gtjicies intoihe with

the interests of older neighborhats. Inhis 1972 campaign, Poathders
had perceived Goldschmidis the candidate of the new neighborhood
activists. The election results showed that his appeal was strongest in
the stopover neighborhoods and the everyday neighborhoods most
threatened by lad-use changed! Goldschmidt's central goal was to
make all of Portland's neighborhoods attractive to a diverse population
that included families witlthildren as well as the poor, the elderly, and
childless houseolds. Since one of the potential advages of older

city neighborhoods was accessibility to jobs and downtowtivaies,

one policy was to shift the emphasis of transportatmanning from
freeway building to public transit. An pnoved public transportation



system would also support a réalized downtown, whose expanded
opportunities forshopping, work, and recreation would make inner
neighbohoods increasingly attractive. Other objectives were toviie
direct city assistance for neighborhood associations and to continue
efforts to upgade buildings and public facilities in older sections of
the city.

Given the origins of the Office of Neighborhood Asatans, it is no
surprise that Neil Goldschmidt and his alliestoa city council gave it
strong support after 1974. Gadhmidt asigned responsibility for ONA
to a new commisioner, Charles Jordan, previously the executive
director of Portland's Model Cities program. The count of active
neighborhood groups doubled from about thirty to abaikty

between 1974 and 1979. Southeastgigorhoods have concentrated
on basic problems of housing rehabititm, commercial zoning, and
economic development Thigercely independent neighborhoods of
North Portland rélect that area’s origin as a separate city and its
longstandirg feeling oneglect by city h&l Economic development
issueshave dominated the North Portland agenda. Neighborhood
groups in the automobile suburbs of the southwest have worked on
immediate street, drainage, and service delivprgblems. City
commissioners now exe neighborhoodassociations to testify on
zoning and landise issues and in several instances have come to rely on
neighborhood inpuin budgeting. The election of Margaret Strachan to
the city council in 1981 put farmer staff person foONA's northwest
area office in a position to support the agency directly.

City hall emphasized visible changes to build public dentie.
Goldschmidt organized a Bureau of Neighborh&ironment to give
citizens a single number to call about neighborhood nuisarfces)
abandoned cars to ovgrown lots. The Planning Commission dewn
zoned one hundred blocks in Buckman in 1977 "to promote the main
tenance and reinvestment in existing residential structurdé
Landmarks Commission and Planning Commissiparededinitial

work by architect Al Staehli into an ordinance authorizing historic
conservation districts for residential neighborhoods, a preservation
tool used for Lair Hill andadd's Additiori® As federal legislation and
funding changed, Portland replacedetiNeighborhood Develapent
Program of the early 1970s with Housing and ComityuDevelopment
(HCD) assistance to twentiye neighbohoods. Since the HCD area
included approximately 140,000 residents, it was possible to use federal
funds for a generadousing rehabilitation program’ Threefourths of
Portland's HCD money went to housing rehabilitation in seeond

half of the seventies, in contrast to 10 percent incanparable city like



Seattle. Part of the credit goes to a P&t received new leagrship in

the middle seventies and ventured into new programs such as a
nationally respectedPublic Interest Lender program. Credit also goes to
Goldschmidt. Louis Scherzer, a savings and loan executive who chaired
the new Development Commission, coranted in 1977 that

Goldschmidt had "gotten some of thesechaic local lenders to turn
around. These are high risleighborhoods we're going into through

the Public Interest Lender program, but he convinced us, [and] got a
staff together that knows rehabilithon....The basic thing iseeping

these neighborhoods attractive. The gut issue is the little guy who takes
out a loan for a paint job or a new furnadehas a tremendous ripple
effect throughout the neighbdrood."*

The trend of private reinvestmentiolder neighborhoodsvas more
than a local occurrence. Portland's policies &KIil exploited
aesthetic, ideological, and economic changest affected
metropolitan housing markets all over the country. The revaluation of
Victorian and bungalow ahitecture, for example, was essentially a
phenomenon othe 1970s. It now requires an act of will to remember
the aesthetic consensus of the middle 1960s, before the ewois
success of the historic preservation movement andititellectual
rediscovery oWictorian taste. In Portland, theenovation of a set of
townhouses on Northwest Irving Streley architect George Sheldon is
an identifiable event thamarks the local evolution of tasfé.Social
changes of the 1960s also convinced many miatiles Amecans that
residential integration by race and perhaps by class wass#ive

good. The seltonscious maintenance of Irvington as a stable
integrated neighborhood during the 1970s, for example, paralleled
the experience of similar areas in other citi€gnally, the rising costs
of new construction in thd970s made older housing increasingly a
bargain. One epert has pegged the change squarely at 1974, finding
upturns in central city homeownership, private housindgaéilitation,
and neighborhood retalization°

The 1980 census showed the significant effects of the neighborhood
revitalization strategy. Despite a fall in tof@pulation within the city
limits during the 1970s, the numbef Portlanders in their twenties

and thirties increased by motban 30 percent. There was also an
increase in home ownership, from 81,800 owstacupied houses in
1970 to 84,000 in 1980. Many families with schagkd children
continued to prefer the suburban ring, bringing a sharp dirop
enroliment in Portland pulit schools. However, andrease in the

total number of households from 145,000 to 159,000 meant continued
demand and reinvestment in Portland houses and apartments.



The new comprehensive plan that Portland prepared addpted
between 1976 and 1980 car lunderstood in termsf neighborhood
policy and neighborhood reactions. Neighborhood associations had
enough influence during the first year of work to interrupt the
ponderous citizerparticipation process that the Planning Bureau had
devised. They werehde to force at least token consideration of their
own suggestions in addition to three options defined by the
professional staff. Areas with their own district plans wespecially
concerned that their hargdvon schemes were nahcorporated
automaticallyinto the citywide document. The process included
neighborhood and district consultation 97778, publication of a
preliminary plan in January, 197@visions during 1979, and city
council adoption after prlonged debate in August, 1980. The
comprehersive plancontinues the Goldschmidt policies by encouraging
reliance on public transportation and allowing increased density and
diversity of population. The key policy objectives are td'ftpmote a
range of living opportunities and employment opportties for

Portland residents in order to attract and retain a stable and diversified
population”; (2) "improve angrotect the city's residential
neighborhoods while allowing for increased density"; (3) "reinforce
the downtown's podion as the principal@mmercial, service, cultural,
and highdensity housing center in the city and the region”; (4) \pde

a mixture of activities along major transit route¥."

The plan has faced problems as a political documentbse it favors
certain neighborhoods ahe expense of others. It essentially
recognizes and promotes the presanixture of uses and populations

in the inner neighborhood$kesidents who are satisfied with the basic
character oBuckman, Northwest, and similar areas and with their
revitalization since 1970 are also satisfied with the compresigr plan.
However, the plan's provision for neighborhood retailing, home
businesses, roviiouse zoning, and additioof rental units in single

family houses spreads the burdensiméreased density to the

highlands, the automobile suburband the more affluent of the
everyday neighborhoods. Undboth the 1924 and 1959 zoning codes,
these were the areathat became accustomed to using laode

planning as &ool for protecting largeot, exclusively residgial neigh
borhoods. Their residents have not been pleased at losing their special
status through a plan that promotes diversitythin neighborhoods as
well as among them. An incongive effort to abrogate the plan

through the initiative and referendumicked up its strongest support
from Mount Tabor, Laurelhurst, Rose City Park, and half a dozen-South
west neighborhood$?



Portland's political revolution of the late 1960s and early 1970s changed
both the process and content of neighltrmod planning. Dring Terry
Schrunk's first three terms amayor, planners worked from the top
down, applying profesional values and expertise to smatlale

problems andnforming local residents of the resulting proposals. The
St. Johns plan of 1959, the Albina Neigtitood Improvemenfroject,
the first formulation of a Model Cities program, and the initial
planning forthe Eliot and Lair Hill renewal projects all originated
within city agencies. To the Portland Plann@gmmission and its staff,
the Comprehensive DelopmentPlanof 1966 was a substantial and
serious scheme for peerving and protecting residential
neighborhoods. In thegudgment of Neil Goldschmidt's staff, who
inherited the 1966lan, there had been "no neighborhood planning”
becauseesidents themskes had not been involved in setting
neighborhood goats.

By the 1970s, neighborhood activists had grown tired of being lectured
about the substandard environments of their older neighborhoods and
had learned to participate in diming their own needs fophysical
development and municipal services. The Office of Neighborhood
Assoations furnished a set of "advocate bureaucrats” whose first
concern was to articulate neighborhood interests. Thegadures of
physical planning were viewed from the bottaup as tools for

achieving the social and political goals of stable population and local
control. The process for deloping a new comprehensive plan in 1977
78 ran into controversy because it reemphasized the application of
professional expertise on quéshs like energy conservati@nd

housing styles. The political weakness of the resulting Comprehensive
Plan adopted in 1980 is that it ignores the clearly expressed preferences
of a large percentage &fortlanders.

The changes extended even to the defomit of neighbohoods.
Neighborhood associations in the 1970s largehoigd the carefully
defined neighborhood units of th€onprehensive Development Plan
when they set their owmoundaries. The neighioboods on the 1966
map are corpact and tidy unitghat float between arterial streets like
the bubbles in a carpenter's level. The map of neighborhood
association boundaries maintained by ONA is an untidy hodgepodge.
Several associations claim overlappingiteries and still other
sections of the citjhave no activeassociations. The size of
neighborhoods varies substantialjjeighborhoods sandwich major
traffic streets and commeial nodes that constitute natural centers of
activity. Only halbf the neighborhood associations carry names from
the 196 map. Especially on the east side, where neighborhood-iden



tities were set in the 1920s, the same name was applied to substantially
different areas by planners in the 1960s and by residents in the 1970s.

According to the broadest rhetoric, the Planningy@wission of the

1960s and the Planning Bureau of the 1970s heéinted to build a

livable city that would be attractive ttamilies with children.
Disagreement centered on the sort oéighborhood environment
necessary to achieve that engntly acceptald goal. The Keefe
Kenward planning strategy was to declare the stopover neighborhoods
expendable. They were willing to sacrifice neighborhoods tred

been built up before 1920 to commercial and institmal expansion
and freeway construction in ordéo protect residential areas that

were not yet troubled by housing deterioration or latnde changes.
Newer neighborhoods were to be further insulated from development
pressureghrough neighborhood unit planning that tried to create
buffers and barricadge between different types of land use. The
alternative vision of the early 1970s was propounabeast fully by
inner-Northwest and Southwest activists and $iyme of the new
bureaucrats. It was a dowinome rewrite ofJane Jacobs. Its advocates
emphasized grater density and variety of population and uses,
explored the reuse of olddyuildings, and were uncomfortable with
any significant lossf housing. On the east side, where mixed uses had
always been a step toward the destruction of residential camities,

the neighborhood agenda was essentially a refts@ccept a
disproportionate share of the costs of metrogaln growth.

Many of the forces at work in Portland since 1960 werepraduct of
national trends. Portlanders were not responsible for tieerof a

citizen participation movement, for the crisis the national housing
market, or for the popularity of Jantacobs. At the same time,
Portland provided a receptivenvironment for a new style of
neighborhood planning. Ne@oldschmidt was able tiead and to
personify a major change in local politics. Because of his interest in land
use,transportation, and housing, he attracted and supportedeav
generation of city employees who worked to alter thieection of
Portland planning. At the same temPortland is city with
distinguishable neighborhood types arrayed in identifiable crescents
around the downtown. It is thereforeasy to analyze the ways in which
planning for neighborhoodhange or stability allocated the effects of
growth among diffeent parts of the metropolitan area. What the
neighbohood revolution did for Portland was to expose to open
debate the political choices that had been implicit in the planning of
the previous decade.



t 2NIf F yRQ&
neighborhood
associations played a
vital role in city planning
during the 1970s. From
a map by the Office of
Neighborhood
Associations.

1 St. Johns

2 Linnton

3 Portsmouth
4 University Park
5 Kenton

6 Arbor Lodge
7 Overlook

8 Columbia

9 Piedmont
10 Woodlawn
11 Humboldt
12 King

13 Vernon

14 Concorth
15 Boise

16 Sabin

17 Alameda

18 Beaumont

19 Northwest Industrial
20 Northwest

21 Eliot

22 Irvington

23 Grant Park

24 Hollywood

25 Rose City Park
26 Burnside

27 Kerns

28 Laurelhurst

29 C.E.N.T.E.R.

30 Montavilla

31 Hillside

32 Arlington Heights
33 Gooséollow

34 Downtown Commun,
35 Lair Hill Park

36 Buckman

37 Sunnyside

38 Mt. Tabor

39 Upper Highland
40 Southwest Hills
41 Healy Heights
42 Homestead

43 Corbett

44 HosfordAbernethy
45 Richmond

46 South Tabor

47 Brooklyn

48 Kenilworth

49 Creston

50 FostefPowell

51 BridlemileRbt.Gray
52 Terwilliger

53 SellwooeMoreland
54 Reed

55 Eastmoreland

56 Woodstock

57 Arleta

58 Lents S.U.R.G.E.
59 Pleasant Valley
60 Hayhurst

61 Maplewood

62 Multnomah

63 Wilson Park

64 Burlingame

65 Ash Creek

66 Jackson

67 Arnold Crele

68 Collins View




