
PORTLAND TRANSITION TEAM  

PUBLIC COMMENT REPORT  

Date range: July 1st – July 31st, 2023 

From June 1st through June 30th, the Portland Transition Team received a total of 754 public 

comments through our online comment form, via email and verbal public comment. 50 out 

of the 754 comments was submitted on behalf community-based organization(s). To date, 

we’ve received 1,700 public comments during the transition of Portland's city government.  

Raw public comments received during July 1st through July 31st. Attachments are 

included at the end of the report. 

 

Raw Public Comments  

Hello, my name is _____. I live at _____. I’m 72 years old.  

 

I’m thinking that my new geographic district is maple, but the font on the map on the 

front of the card I received recently from your office is impossible for me to read, 

because it is so small. I looked at the maps online in a bit more detail and to be honest, 

now I’m not sure what district I live in. I am going to make an effort to come to an 

information meeting, to learn more.  

 

If your office is trying to be inclusive in its outreach efforts, please at least put a contact 

phone number on the card! The phone number that is listed (small font, light green on 

dark green paper; it looks like a phone number to call only if you need interpretation or 

an accommodation of some type).  

 

How would I contact your office if I was not computer literate and didn’t know what a QR 

code was (which I barely do, if it wasn’t for my granddaughter)? 

 

If I look at this card, I would assume that all the in-person meetings are at 1120 SW 5th 

Ave. In fact I got more useful detail via a link when I was reading a Willamette Week 

article.  

 

Thanks for “listening” to my concerns. 

Why are there no hearings in NE and so many in SE & N?  Already looks discriminatory. 

Hi, 

 

I'd like to participate in the virtual public hearing on 7/14. I do not see a link on your web 

site to register and/or to connect. Can you help? 



 

Thank you, 

the flier for the IDC hearings says to register, but I can't find a way to register for the 

event. 

I appreciate the efforts of the commission, and because I assume you all have more data 

and expertise than I do,  I hope the eventual decision will be accompanied by statements 

of why the selected plan was preferred. From my limited perspective, my least preferred 

option would be Maple. As a westside resident, I see that all the plans have the diverse 

densities and usages of the entire westside combined into a single district. I think that is 

appropriate, and creates a political requirement of achieving some balance of advocacy 

within the district, which is a good thing. A map that attempts to combine the central city 

east and west within a single district works against having that intra-district diversity for 

the other districts, and biases the westside district towards having to represent all of city 

center issues in overall city planning. Between the other two options, my slight 

preference would be for Cedar, because it has a larger segment of  a common district on 

both sides of the river. However, if eastside neighborhoods felt strongly about drawing 

districts along neighborhood lines, that preference should be given a lot of weight. 

Thanks again for your effort, and for the opportunity to comment. 

I am submitting testimony on the Alder map (Sellwood, Eastmoreland, Reed 

Neighborhood Associations) incorporated into the West side.   I am opposed to this 

proposed map.   I live in the Reed Neighborhood (RNA) and was the president of RNA for 

six years.   I then took a job downtown and became the president of the Downtown 

Community Association so I know these areas well.   Sellwood, Eastmoreland and Reed 

are mostly residential neighborhoods without much of a business center (with the 

exception of some areas in Sellwood).   Now, compare Alder with Maple that basically 

incorporates Lloyd Center area (a major business district) into the West side which is 

more closely aligned to the neighborhoods.   I am opposed to the Alder map.   Sellwood, 

Eastmoreland and Reed should be part of SE and the major business district in the Lloyd 

Center should be incorporated into the west side.   Or, just go with Cedar which does 

this. 

I am writing to give my support to the Maple district. This is the only plan that makes 

sense for the southern eastside neighborhoods. I am sure there are many who can 

delineate specifics that support my choice so I won't go into that.  My main comments 

are directed to the process in general - I feel very strongly that existing neighborhoods 

that have been in existence for many, many years should not be divided up among 

separate districts. I realize it is a difficult task to 'equalize' the populations in each of the 

4 districts, but long standing neighborhood associations and support systems (ie: SEUL) 

should not be disrupted. Our city is experiencing  too many disruptions in so many ways, 

to impose more division would be a mistake. I think existing neighborhoods and 

neighborhoods with close shopping, schools, and other shared infrastructure should be 

kept intact. The history of our strong neighborhoods should be respected in this process.  



The maple plan groups Sellwood-Moreland with it's neighbors that have a community of 

common interest.  I personally feel, and every neighbor I have spoken with, feels the 

other two options do not represent who we are as a community.  

I support the selection of the Alder map.  I have moved to Portland from Massachusetts 

during the last year.  With my background in city planning and gerontology, I had 

admired Portland since it was selected as the World Health Organization's first Age 

Friendly City in the U.S.  Among other attributes, I particularly admired the process for 

neighborhood engagement in Portland.  It's time to again strengthen the neighborhoods.  

The Alder map will be the best choice to do that. 

The Alder map is my preferred option as it doesn’t split Sandy Boulevard into two 

districts, and it keeps Albina with other North and Northeast neighborhoods. 

The three maps proposed all sacrifice the SE district, butchering one part or another. I 

understand that the task force tried to balance the number of residents per district, 

however, the cuts are all made at the expense of the SE, thus violating a core value of 

this project: foster a feel of belonging for the residents. Attaching parts of the SE to the 

SW is absurd. The idea that Sellwood Moreland and Eastmoreland's population is similar 

to that of the SW shows a complete misunderstanding of these neighborhoods that are 

anchored in the East and share the same topography, environmental and geographic 

issues as their SE neighbors. Please reconsider your maps and use the river as the 

natural boundary to the neighborhood.  

I live in Westmoreland, and really believe it would be detrimental to lump us in a district 

consisting mainly of neighborhoods west of the river. We share many issues and transit 

areas with the east side and our neighborhood is oriented with neighboring east side 

one - Sellwood, Eastmoreland, Reed, Brooklyn and Woodstock. I feel like our issues with 

houseless populations more closely relate to these neighborhoods also and not so much 

with the how the west side experiences these things. I feel our voice and neighborhood 

identity would get lost being separated from other eastside neighborhoods.    

Having reviewed the maps, I strongly favor the Maple Map. My second choice is Cedar.  

This is the best plan  

As noted in the draft salary proposal, the Salary Commission needs to be fiscally 

responsible, consider the city budget, and consider the public.  The high salaries being 

proposed are outrageous, especially as there will be 12 city councilors and staff.  The 

thriving wages proposed are out of sync with the reality of the salaries of the public and 

this will be a flashpoint of negativity and distrust.  Quite frankly, we continually hear that 

there are budget constraints, so how can these high proposed salaries be justified when 

programs are cut, staff not hired, buildings/roads not repaired, etc.  As a voter, my 

feedback is you need to re-evaluate the thriving wage concept and dollar amounts 

proposed or the City of Portland leadership will lose my trust. 

As noted in the draft salary proposal, the Salary Commission needs to be fiscally 

responsible, consider the city budget, and consider the public.  The high salaries being 

proposed are outrageous, especially as there will be 12 city councilors and staff.  The 



thriving wages proposed are out of sync with the reality of the salaries of the public and 

this will be a flashpoint of negativity and distrust.  Quite frankly, we continually hear that 

there are budget constraints, so how can these high proposed salaries be justified when 

programs are cut, staff not hired, buildings/roads not repaired, etc.  As a voter, my 

feedback is you need to re-evaluate the thriving wage concept and dollar amounts 

proposed or the City of Portland leadership will lose my trust. 

The mailer we all received was incredibly poorly designed for many reasons. If this is an 

example of this project's work, I am incredibly disappointed at the quality of non-

information provided and design used. Please do better and I hope your entire 

team/process isn't this incompetent because it doesn't inspire confidence that this 

project is being managed properly. 

 

Or maybe you all are PR geniuses and intentionally designed this mailer to be mystifying, 

useless and undecipherable to intrigue people into complaining and investigating to 

figure it out? There is no such thing as bad publicity? You all just want people to be 

interested in your project and the best way to increase awareness is to piss people off so 

much that it increases traffic to your corner of the internet?  

 

Please do better, 

As a city employee I’m almost speechless at the new map- I know there’s a lot of money 

on the W side but I didn’t realize that they owned everyone at the city and could impose 

this new version of redlining. Maybe it’s the real estate lobby? 

-Thanks anyway for making 3 versions of the same essential map to give people the 

illusion of choice.  

 

I saw a national article about the mass exodus of people out of Portland and I completely 

understand, hopefully I can be one of them  

Hello, 

 

I am a resident of the Brooklyn neighborhood and am writing to emphasize to you that 

the ONLY district proposal which keeps Southeast intact is MAPLE. 

 

Therefore, MAPLE is the only solution.  Please act accordingly. 

Just wondering, why no hearings scheduled for NW Portland? 

Hello, 

 

I received a flyer inviting me to share my thoughts on the new districts being considered 

for Portland. I reviewed the Draft District Plan Report and wanted to provide my 

thoughts. I think the Cedar plan is the best option. The boundaries shown in the Cedar 

plan make the most sense to me, and match how I think the city is distributed. The 

report mentioned how this plan prioritizes transit thoroughfares, and this brought it 

clearly above the other two options. I hope the Cedar plan is chosen. 



 

Thank you, 

Hello, 

 

I am a resident in SE Portland. I’d like to voice my support for the Alder map over Cedar 

and Maple maps.  

 

The Alder map provides SE Portland a better chance for voices to be heard that 

historically have not. This would group together Portlanders that have historically been 

underrepresented (i.e. racially, ethnically and economically). Additionally, it would place 

more of the historically overrepresented voices into a separate district, so that they won’t 

dilute the voices of those who have been historically underrepresented.  

 

Second choice would go to the Cedar draft, but I definitely don’t feel like the Maple draft 

is an appropriate way to group SE Portland.  

 

Thank you for your time, 

Hello____, 

     To attend this meeting do I need to sign up? 

The Cedar Map is my preference 

The Maple map appears to make the most sense in giving each district the 

representation that best reflects them and best follows the natural neighborhood lines. 

The other two maps, Alder and Cedar, jut far east of the river in a manner that doesn't 

really reflect those neighborhoods. It looks more like a grab to include the more affluent 

areas into the blue Westside. 

Are there no funds/attention/prioritization/transitional needs for N/NE Portland as 

identified as Peninsula Junction?  As a resident in North Portland, it sure feels like we get 

the short end of the stick in many ways. Being wholly omitted from this Transition plan 

doesn't fit in any equity nor inclusion lens. 

I'm a board member for Goose Hollow Foothills League.  Going forward, I believe central 

eastside will have more in common with downtown than other areas.  This map should 

keep these neighborhoods together despite the river divide. 

I still believe that 12 smaller districts with one councilperson in each would be better. 

However, I think all three maps are a good effort considering the parameters set. 

After carefully reviewing maps and some of the existing commentary in public media, I 

would recommend adoption of the Cedar map. It addresses the concerns of the Central 

Eastside district, allocates to the 'westside' the eastside districts most similar to them 

demographically and avoids the extreme gerrymander of the Maple plan. I also note that 

the comment on thge Maple plan re 'preserving historic Albina' is misleading as all plans 

do this currently. 

As a resident and business owner in the HAND neighborhood, and a former member of 

the HAND board, I'd like to throw my support to the Alder option.  I think the option is 



the best of the three, because it divides the central city the most of the three options.  I 

think its important that each of the districts have a foot in central city.   Unfortunately, 

district B does not have such a foothold in the center of the city in any of the options, but 

this is the best of the three in that regard.  This feature, in my opinion, is far more 

important than prioritizing the chosen roadway transit corridors  for their role in 

influencing any sense of neighborhood in the east side, the focus of the Cedar plan.  As a 

resident and business owner that spends both my home and working lives close to 12th 

and Hawthorne, I can say with complete confidence that these roads do not define much 

of anything.  As a rationale for Cedar, 12th Avenue is no more a relevant divider than is 

Division or MLK, and is far less a relevant physical divider than Powell or the river.  And 

Maple's plan is not more effective at keeping historic neighborhoods together than any 

of the other plans.  HAND, for instance, is cut into multiple districts.  Maple also is the 

most unbalanced in terms of population between the three options.  From an equal 

representation per resident perspective, this is less desirable.  Central City 2035 Plan was 

the work of a limited number of voices.  Most are not familiar with the work or the goals.  

It's still a long way off, and it's there are a number of ways that plan can be modified and 

still accomplish its main purpose.  The argument for having central city divided from the 

point of view of city council representation, might make more sense than keeping it 

together.  It will always be physically one.  But shouldn't the entire city feel they have a 

stake in it the central city?  That's where we come together.  And coming together should 

always be the goal, especially as we figure out how to "divide" things up with this 

representation plan.   

Keeping westside communities and East/West Moreland together makes the most sense 

for Portland's future.  

The card itself instead of having a 1 large map - has 3 small maps with 3 names for 3 

districts.  The 4th distric has no name and no map and it is not in the color scheme of 

blue/green.  Also perhaps it was me but the website listed did not work -- and in looking 

up the website the one that went to the site was not the one listed.  

I prefer Alder 

Keeping the development along E Burnside aligned with downtown makes the most 

sense to me. My house is in the same district on all 3 maps so my decision is not based 

on that. 

The Alder map provides SE Portland a better chance for voices to be heard that 

historically have not. This would group together Portlanders that have historically been 

underrepresented (i.e. racially, ethnically and economically). Additionally, it would place 

more of the historically overrepresented voices into a separate district, so that they won’t 

dilute the voices of those who have been historically underrepresented.  

For inner SE residents, the Cedar plan makes no sense as we don't tend to identify as 

"central" and our concerns differ. Maple makes the most sense by keeping inner SE 

together with other east-river neighborhoods with similar concerns. My children's 

schools have all been in SE, recreation in SE, and shopping is done on the east side..  



Like many I know in the Sellwood neighborhood, I think the Maple option is our best new 

District approach. The Sellwood has a SE residential feel both throughout the streets and 

the neighborhood shopping district. It feels more closely linked to Woodstock and other 

SE areas than  Western neighborhoods.  As such I feel they are better suited to District C 

than the Blue  westside District D.  By contrast,  the Central Eastside and Buckman's 

activitie business heart are more industrial, and artisan at its heart . This folds in well 

with more of the Northwestern and downtown energies of Blue District D. Please select 

the Maple option.  

I think the maple plan for city districts makes the most sense and uses existing 

boundaries portlanders know and recognize like the willamette and the highway. Ideally I 

would like it if each of the 4 districts had a similar population, race, ethnic, career, and 

income dispersion.  

I strongly support the Maple plan, because it keeps Sellwood connected to the Eastside. 

Also I strongly prefer the grouping of the central Eastside. 

The flyer communicates almost nothing. Why should I care? There aren’t any meeting 

days on Mon/Tue when waitstaff and other service based employees have days off. This 

looks important but THERE IS NO CLEAR COMMUNICATION!!! (repeat comment)  

I'm confused that these are full time positions?? We have greatly reduced the scope of 

commissioner's work from policy making AND administration to just policy making. And 

we have increased the number of commissioners making policy, which should allow for a 

distribution of core administrative work. So why are we keeping these positions full time? 

It makes no sense. It appears as though those in power simply do not want to give up 

their power, prestige, and full time income.     I actually believe making commissioner 

roles part time would make more progress on the salary principles articulated by the 

commission, as it would allow a greater diversity of people to run for office who may not 

be in a position to relinquish their current job. It would also ensure people only stay in 

office as long as they're committed to it for the right reasons, as opposed to fear of 

entering back into the job market.  

They shouldn’t make more than majority of employees and it’s insulting to say workers 

cannot have thriving wages but having way less responsibility than at presentâ€¦.142k 

for 12 electeds is way too much 

I recommend adopting the Alder geographic districts. It is the only choice that enables 

residents on the east side of the Willamette to influence our downtown; downtown 

issues affect all Portlanders to some degree. I am keen to have that opportunity to 

influence the progress of all of Portland. 

Explanation is not good enough. So when will the required two hearings happen in NE? 

Ted wheeler better stop using briberbwry to officers to do his black mail and his exstoton 

of laws his a bad person with not no degree s of laws at all and bagergery and 

racketeering and fraud and even the 14 and 15 th admeant s have been broken by him... 

A postcard from Portland Transition arrived a few days ago. On it were three proposed 

maps called Alder, Cedar, and Maple. Where can I find the street names that delineate 

the proposed districts? 



Maple is the only planthat keeps SE intact and therefore, it’s the only map to use!!!! 

I live in area D and I live in a the most ethically diverse neighborhood I have lived in since 

moving to Portland.  

I am writing to encourage adoption of the Cedar or Alder draft maps. In order to 

promote equal representation, deviation from ideal populations should be minimized. 

The rate of deviation is 35% higher for the Maple map than it is for the other two maps. 

This rate of deviation is only likely to grow over time as recent population trends 

continue. 

I favor the Alder plan b/c it would build on the legacy of the neighborhood associations, 

which have a long history of people working together for the common good. Favoring 

transit corridors (Cedar) or the Central City (Maple) doesn't seem compelling to me, as 

these configurations will bring together constituencies that have no historical 

association. Thanks. 

Maple is considerably better than the other options. It is the only one that makes sense 

for the SE neighborhood boundaries. The neighborhoods near Sellwood are much more 

connected in community, schools, etc. with the rest of the east side rather than the west 

side.  

If we were allowed to vote on a map, my partner and I would both choose Maple. We live 

in Sellwood now, but we've spent the previous decade and a half in NW. From our 

perspective, the Maple map best keeps like with like. It keeps the Lloyd District and 

Albina, higher density eastside districts with the urban Westside, and it keeps Sellwood 

with the more morphologically similar eastside. I see this as helpful since it allows similar 

investments to propogate across a district, e.g., better pedestrian infrastructure in more 

urbanized areas and better bicycle infrastructure for eastside neighborhoods. 

The Alder map seems more fair to the residents of SE Portland. 

So it seems like the N/Ne district is pretty well established since it gets minimal 

recognition in any of these plans. Doesn't seem very inclusive to those of us living on the 

penninsula.  

The ALDER map is best.  Central City is not just another neighborhood, because it 

contains resources valued by the entire city.  Thus, it's important that a council majority 

care about the central city, which would only be the case under this map. 

All of these are too big to realistically represent one area. To think that someone elected 

to any of these districts will be invested in all the smaller neighborhoods encompassed 

within seems naive. Multiple representations for large areas is not going to give better 

voices to those within their boundaries, it just waters them down. 

I will be at the public comment meeting. Just wanted the monthly update email 

It looks like all 3 maps are keeping East Portland together, and I just want to emphasize 

that this is a good thing. This will give the entirety of East Portland 3 representatives. I 

also approve of keeping historic Albina together, and I think the inner eastside has a lot 

in common with the central city. 



The flyer communicates almost nothing. Why should I care? There aren’t any meeting 

days on Mon/Tue when waitstaff and other service based employees have days off. This 

looks important but THERE IS NO CLEAR COMMUNICATION!!! (repeat comment)  

Fairest split 

My comment concerns all three draft maps.   As a Brooklyn resident I want to see the 

historical ties of my neighborhood to its neighbors and its geography maintained.  Only 

one map, Maple, does that for Brooklyn and its adjoining south east neighborhoods.  

Maple is the least divisive to us and surrounding established neighborhoods, and it links 

portions of the central eastside to downtown that are already closely aligned by bridges, 

population, and economic goals. My concern with The Alder map is simple.  It slices off a 

section of southern Brooklyn south of Holgate, and separates us from the geographically, 

socially, and economically linked neighborhoods of Westmoreland and Sellwood. Cedar 

draft map is problematic.  It is based on transit corridors that have historically divided 

our city.  Existing transit corridors were imposed on the neighborhoods they pass 

through for the sake of commuter convenience.  This plan perpetuates these historic 

divisions, and ensconces the priority of through traffic over community unity.  Our 

neighborhoods were originally divided by these roads and corridors.  Now communities 

have linked both sides of these routes, in response to these routes.  The Cedar plan 

effectively divides these communities once again.  This is most apparent in my 

neighborhood of Brooklyn.  Highway 99-E (McLoughlin Blvd.) through Brooklyn is the 

border between two districts, and it cuts our neighborhood in half.  A path through 

Brooklyn was demolished for this highway in the 1930s, and it cut us off from the 

Willamette River.  The city has long promised us a connection to the river that has never 

happened.  Now there is a districting plan to cut us in half again. It is historically blind 

and insensitive. 

Draft maps Maple and Cedar are based on city planning, prior to 2020, that does match 

the post pandemic realities of Portland in 2023. Draft Map Maple is based on the idea of 

a 160% projected population growth in the Central City 2035 plan, and 40% increase in 

downtown office jobs. This is at odds with the reality that office space in the area is 

seeing record vacancies, the population of central Portland is decreasing as people move 

to suburbs in the surrounding metro area, and that work from home opporunities have 

permanently changed how people and businesses choose to be located. Draft Map 

Cedar is based on a public transportation network that is serving less passengers and 

miles than it did in 2003. This network will continue to face headwinds to increasing 

ridership/revenue from declines in the population of Portland, work from home 

opportunities eliminating the need to commute, and home delivery of goods and 

services replacing the need for low cost transportation. I recommend replacing these two 

options with draft maps that are better aligned with the current and future needs of 

Portland residents. 

Yes they need more Grant s have to homeless people for business to operations for 

homeless citizens to own Thier own company s give them grants and open the up 

business for them to have and keep and make money for Thier self and other homeless 



people so they don't live in shelters or street s just aprmeants for them and bulid them 

aprmeants for low in come SSI and of snap person s who's citizens it stopped supporting 

drug addicts with three apartments it's a federal crime you don't support a money 

laundering person that's on drugs with disability checks and snapchats it's money 

laundering and people have drug addict problems don't give them a free apartment 

that's a miss you so public funds for every homeless person that suffers because they 

don't use drugs or alcohol the hell is wrong with you equal rights to every citizen and no 

discrimination get them apartments on counterstone for it to be done immediately for 

every homeless person and they're not to have a shelf with no more quit wasting money 

on shelters god dammit Ted wheeler and you're just bartender brother and bribery to 

the officers You're just bored you don't have a degree of law you don't have a license 

practice law with and also the Portland Police never renewed their license for their 

business we'll make it ball to rest and accusations that you don't know of and quit 

bribing those officers let them do their damn job and yes major 11 charges do stand in 

Oregon State against drug addicts you cannot take it and change it into a state law from 

a federal law that's a source of law blackbone fraud and get to court and you will be 

immediately escorted to the prison maybe to a military base I'm a federal judge of the 

military and I will put you there you have us like the service card don't tell me I can't put 

you there none of you 

HI, 

 

PLEASE send me a full schedule of the upcoming hearings in July regarding the new 

districts.  I can’t attend for my area so need to know where else I can attend. I have 

surfed for over half an hour on websites but could not find this information. 

the willamette river should be the dividing line between east & west districts. do not put 

small parts of se portland into the westside district.  

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

Thank you for seeking testimony on the proposed city charter representative districts.  

After meeting for several hours with SE Uplift and the Sellwood Neighborhood 

association, there was consensus that only the MAPLE map would serve the needs of the 

Sellwood Moreland and Eastmoreland Neighborhoods.  There are long standing 

relationships, partnerships, and culture between associations on the east side for 

parades, festivals, cleanups, businesses, and even lawsuits.  East Moreland and Sellwood 

have shared environmental concerns with the train yard between us. 

 

Dividing our communities and pairing us with the west side does not facilitate 

representation.  Our view point would always be a minority on the westside because of 

the lack of shared concerns and our low numbers as a neighborhood relative to 

downtown.   

 

Dividing our community is discriminatory.  The reason the west side needs part of the 



east is to balance population in the districts.  The reason we have a higher population is 

because the city has unfairly placed much of the high density housing on the east side 

and increased our population here.  Now to balance populations in districts, some of the 

proposals split us off.   (The high density housing is never placed in high income 

neighborhoods even though housing is a shared social problem.  The city is increasing 

income inequality by reducing property values in middle income neighborhoods through 

zoning.) 

 

Please endorse the Maple Map.  Sellwood is a vocal community and our needs are best 

met with our contiguous SE neighbors. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

I am in favor of the Maple district map. I live in the Woodstock neighborhood and I 

frequently visit businesses in the Sellwood area so I consider Sellwood as my 

neighborhood as well. The central east side (Kerns, Hosford, Buckman) is an area I travel 

through to reach NE Portland. I rarely make stops in those areas aside from OMSI. 

Therefore the Maple map is the closest match to my activities in Portland. 

Na 

I like that Maples map seems to be most intuitive because of the use of major transit and 

the river as dividers, but I also do like that central east side is grouped with downtown.  

I support the Maple map. People with similar circumstances should have the opportunity 

to vote as a block. In addition, it’s a good idea to have people with a shared interest in 

the central part of the city - and are impacted most by changes in the central part of the 

city - get the opportunity to vote as a block.  

This is super confusing and it still doesn't seem to prioritize the actual Eastside of 82nd, 

an area that has been seriously neglected despite paying hefty taxes. 

Putting East and West Moreland together with the West side does not make any sense to 

me. I live in Westmoreland, and have little or no connnection with those west side areas.  

I support the Maple option. 

I fail to see why only area C is forced to combine with area D and area A is exempt. 

Arguing that the Willamette River is the cause fails to recognize that it divides the 

neighborhoods in area C from area D every much as it divides area A from area D. 

Inclusion of a portion of area A with area D should be considered. 

While I appreciate the challenges inherent in such a project, I am concerned about the 

way that the maps carve up inner SE Portland. I understand the need to balance 

population in particular, but each of the maps separate significant areas from their 

community resources and split communities of interest. In examining the maps, it seems 

that the best choice in reducing these impacts is the Maple map. Therefore I urge 

adoption of this map over the others, although I have concerns about all of the options 

presented. 



Hi,  

 

I’ve read the initial report and communications on recommendations for city 

reorganization and realized that the Children’s Levy was not included on the team that 

worked on recommendations for the Culture and Livability area.  It looks like people 

didn’t realize that the Levy was moved to a separate Office/Bureau of the City when we 

were moved out of a Commissioner’s office.  I’ve attached the paperwork establishing the 

Office of the Children’s Levy in 2018 and here’s a link to the relevant city code: Chapter 

3.134 Office of the Portland Children’s Levy | Portland.gov.   

 

Please include me any in future work done at the bureau level as the transition plans 

continue to form. 

To the District Commission: 

  

The July editorial in THE BEE constitutes our on-the-record thoughts about the three 

maps.  The only map we can support, as it is, is Maple. 

  

The editorial is attached. It also appeared in the July issue of the newspaper – which has 

the second-highest circulation of the 23 Oregon newspapers published by Pamplin 

Media – and it also appears this month on both websites maintained by our Southeast 

Portland general circulation newspaper. (The attached is as it appears on 

www.TheBeeNews.com.) 

  

Will this meeting be filmed for public TV coverage? If so, what channel? 

 

If not this meeting, will any meeting be available to watch on public TV and if so, what 

channel, dates, and times? 

Hello -  

I live in Westmoreland, and I am dismayed that 2 out of 3 of the proposed new district 

maps lumps the Moreland/Sellwood neighborhood in with the parts of the city west of 

the river. My neighbors and I do nearly all our business and recreation in Sellwood, 

Woodstock and the inner east side. There is rarely any reason to cross our one little 

bridge to the other side of the river, and I question whether that area of town shares our 

same concerns. 

 

In an effort to balance the population numbers, you have created a lack of 

representation for our neighborhood. That said, the Maple district map at least includes 

a few more of our actual neighbors in a district that will still be dominated by downtown. 

I guess Maple is as good as it gets for Moreland/Sellwood. 

To whom it may concern,  

We strongly urge you to adopt the Maple plan.  

Thank you,  



Good evening, 

I appreciate all the input that has gone into the district mapping thus far.  As I review the 

three districts, I am most supportive of the third, Maple.  As a SE Portlander, I appreciate 

that Maple keeps SE together, and I think conceptually the idea of having the 'central city' 

section east of the river be part of the SW/NW quadrant makes the most sense.   

Thanks for considering my input! 

I live on NE Killingsworth Street and would like to know what happens to our area as far 

as geographic districting? I noticed on the map i received we are not included. Please 

respond to me. Thank you. 

We live in interesting times, which can mean folks can get fixated on one candidate or 

wouldn’t vote for the other candidates ever, so consideration of the other candidates 

would be totally out. So if such a situation arises for a voter do. Just vote for one 

candidate and that is all, or vote for the same candidate repeatedly? 

1)  In proposing salaries for city council members, please include a description of the 

responsibilities of those council members (what will they be expected to do to earn their 

salaries?)  2) See Stephen Kafoury letter to editor in July 5, 2023 edition of The Oregonian 

("Don't hike Portland council pay").  Please respond to the points he makes.  Thank you. 

I am opposed to the proposed salary increase for councilors. They will have much lighter 

workloads than the current councilors, and should if anything be paid less, not more. 

This is not a fiscally responsible move by a city already strapped for funds. 

Considering the increasingly congested roads in Portland, making transportation difficult 

and time consuming, focusing on people being able to get around town more efficiently 

and with less pollution should be the priority. Alder map just seems to be grouping all of 

the rich neighborhoods together. I don't see how Sellwood/Mooreland has any 

community ties to NW PDX. 

Why are these public hearing meeting’s not hybrid as well?  It was my understanding 

from listening to prior meetings that zoom would be an option.  Who made the decision 

to have these public meetings in person only?   If the city really wants public input, then it 

needs to be more accessible to the general public. As it’s summertime and many families 

are on vacation. Therefore, if it was available by zoom, people would be able to attend.   

It’s bad enough that you’re having these in July and August but then to not offer zoom 

only goes to show that you really don’t want public comment. There is absolutely no 

excuse to not have these. Also be hybrid meetings please get back to me ASAP how the 

decision was made to not hold hybrid meeting. And why? 

The Maple map represents the shared experiences of those experiencing life in the 

Central City and as someone who has lived in various parts of SE Portland over the 

course of 10 years, this map most adequately represents the distinct needs of each 

district.  

It is completely deplorable to try to clump all the renters together as suggested in the 

"Maple" plan! What a way to water down their needs! Plus the Maple plan pretends to 

include the Central City...and yet doesn't really as it leaves out inner NE.  The Cedar plan 

makes no sense and divides neighborhoods putting the inner Eastside with downtown, 



where it does not belong. The Alder plan works..and here's why. The socioeconomic clout 

of the westside combining with the wealth of the sellwood/east n west moreland areas 

creates less power over all for the wealthy..which is good for this city traditionally 

dominated by westside political clout. Also those areas are tied together well by the river 

as opposite to the barriers to the river in the inner eastside. Alder makes the best choice 

for fairness and geographical continuity. 

This map makes the most sense to me as 11th and the train tracks are the dividing line 

between clearly distinct types of infrastructure. 

This is my preferred map option  

I am aghast that no map offers the east side an option without the west side - I think that 

we are talking about wildly different priorities, topography, investment, demographic 

needs, safety and beyond and I feel that the east side is getting once again screwed in 

the process. West will outweigh any part of the east that they would be attached to in 

voting majority, interests, etc... and I seriously worry that the east side will be neglected. I 

understand bundling NW with SW as the infrastructure is largely the same in geography 

and demographics with concerns and can likely find common ground for need and 

investment - the east side needs to be grouped within their community for advocacy 

around similar needs and investments. South Waterfront suffers none of the challenges 

that the East Waterfront is suffering - I am in South Waterfront numerous times of the 

week, they are not tagged, experiencing houseless crisis, low rental rates due to crime 

and safety concerns, have a lack of transportation options or aging buildings - there 

needs to be another approach to how these maps are drawn. This was not creative in the 

least. 

The Maple district proposal appears to best match the interests and "identity" of the 

people in the districts. This minimizes the risk that some parts of a districts feel 

unrepresented or marginalized. I also believe that existing neighborhood and 

neighborhood-coalition boundaries should be adjusted so that they cleanly map into the 

districts. 

My preference is Alder; it maintains the precedent of dividing by existing neighborhoods 

and SE neighborhoods selected are compatible.  I'm also in favor of giving parts of center 

city Portland to several districts as the most fair.  Regarding the Cedar option, I don't see 

transit priority of sufficient importance to negate our traditional neighborhood 

organization.. 

It doesn't make sense to include any eastside area with the downtown district, which all 3 

maps do, to varying degrees. The issues and interests of those voters and businesses in 

downtown portland are not the same as ANY eastside area. The commission should 

include a map option that keeps the westside as it's own district. 

Please do not separate our eastside neighborhoods into demographic zones that do not 

reflect who we are. We chose to live on this side of the river because we share a bond 

with the eastside, not with the west. I believe it will be difficult to fully represent the inner 

east when the criterium seems to be a numbers game to meet the population goals of 



redistricting than it is to benefit our neighborhoods. It's imperative that you maintain the 

intergrity of the eastside as a whole.  

I live in Westmoreland. At first, I did not like the idea of my neighborhood being 

separated from the rest of the east side. But ultimately, I realize that the mandate that 

each district have an equal population makes it impossible to adhere to strict 

eastside/westside boundaries. My favorite option is Alder because it pairs 

Westmoreland, Eastmoreland, Sellwood, Reed, and Brooklyn, with neighborhoods from 

the eastsid and westside that share similar demographics and socioeconomic together. I 

believe that Alder is the closest map to how Portland residents view the city in their head. 

I'm confused that these are full time positions?? We have greatly reduced the scope of 

commissioner's work from policy making AND administration to just policy making. And 

we have increased the number of commissioners making policy, which should allow for a 

distribution of core administrative work. So why are we keeping these positions full time? 

It makes no sense. It appears as though those in power simply do not want to give up 

their power, prestige, and full time income.     I actually believe making commissioner 

roles part time would make more progress on the salary principles articulated by the 

commission, as it would allow a greater diversity of people to run for office who may not 

be in a position to relinquish their current job. It would also ensure people only stay in 

office as long as they're committed to it for the right reasons, as opposed to fear of 

entering back into the job market. (repeat comment) 

I'm confused that these are full time positions?? We have greatly reduced the scope of 

commissioner's work from policy making AND administration to just policy making. And 

we have increased the number of commissioners making policy, which should allow for a 

distribution of core administrative work. So why are we keeping these positions full time? 

It makes no sense. It appears as though those in power simply do not want to give up 

their power, prestige, and full time income.     I actually believe making commissioner 

roles part time would make more progress on the salary principles articulated by the 

commission, as it would allow a greater diversity of people to run for office who may not 

be in a position to relinquish their current job. It would also ensure people only stay in 

office as long as they're committed to it for the right reasons, as opposed to fear of 

entering back into the job market.  

 

_______ is a community leader at East Portland Community Center. Question: Will you 

consider other maps if there is a better fit than the current options?  The current options 

lack equally distributed population and are divided. He provided a map he believes 

equally distributes – each district represents around 167,00 people (differs by 

approximately 10 people). He does not like the current options and asks that his map be 

considered. 

____ is from the Pearl District neighborhood and represents himself, although he is a 

member of The League of Women Voters of Portland and The Pearl District 

Neighborhood Association. He has watched most of the independent commission’s 

videos and most of the video testimony in 2021 on the state legislative redistricting 

process. He has been interested in the subject for almost 50 years. He appreciates the 



Pearl District be included in the west for all three maps. The first criteria that districts are 

contiguous and compact, and although the plan released on June 1st has some data on 

other factors on population, it does not have measurements of compactness, which are 

fairly common in districting. He is requesting, and has submitted the question via email 

to staff and they said, “ask the commission”. There are 6 different ways to measure 

compactness, and he believes it will give people a better understanding of these maps if 

the statistics are put out there for all to see. He commends the commission on the plan 

to date, but believes this will add to the people’s understanding. He wished the 

commission luck and thanked them for all the work being done. 

_______ thanks the commission for putting the time, the energy, and the effort into 

holding these public hearings. 97214. She is representing the Buchman Community 

Association. She is here to point out that a large portion of the Cedar map divides the 

Buchman neighborhood. It also takes with it the original city of East Portland, which is 

considered a historic district on Grand Avenue and is transported to the west side. 

Concerns with the Maple map: she understands there aren’t enough people in the west 

to make its own district, so some had to be moved over. She believes this was a poor 

plan. What she understood from reading is that renters would be clumped together, and 

the Buchman neighborhood has a lot of renters – but this is an issue. Why clump all 

renters in a new structure that is district represented – that weakens renters. We (the 

association) want renters in every district so they are able to be elected and represented 

in all districts, not just in one. Another concern with the Maple map is that the Buchman, 

Kerns, inner southeast neighborhoods vote extremely liberally. The efforts of those 

liberal votes will be watered down by a district that is dominated by the conservative and 

socio-economic powers of the west. The Buchman Community Association gathered in 

June and voted unanimously to reject the Maple and Cedar maps. They chose the Alder 

map because it makes sense (socio economically). There is a real tie-in between the 

John’s Landing area, Terwilliger, Lewis and Clark college, east Moreland, Sellwood, etc. – 

they fit better. She would like to move away from a system where the west dominates 

politics, and to where everyone, including far east Portland, North Portland, and St. Johns 

have the same amount of clout. The Alder map does this. She also mentions the 

commission wanting to bring the river together, but far East Portland doesn’t have access 

to the River like Sellwood or John’s Landing.  She pleads, take the Maple and Cedar maps 

and toss them. Choose the Alder map. 

_______ thanks the commission for their service and apologizes for her English. She 

realizes it is tremendous amount of work to please everyone with the criteria. She is 

relatively new to Portland and lives in East Moreland. She respectfully disagrees with the 

previous testimony. She represents herself, only. She is part of the East Moreland 

Association, but is not representing them this evening. She noted criteria of contiguous 

and compact. The southeast is butchered every time. There are pieces removed. 

Sellwood and East Moreland belong to the southeast. Utilizing geographic boundaries, 

such as the river, makes sense. All three maps divide communities of common interest. It 

seems the southeast is always on the chopping block to find those extra residents. The 

aspect of the common socio-economic – she thinks it’s prejudiced. East Moreland and 



Woodstock have a lot of similarities. The southeast needs to remain together in all of its 

complexity. All the socio-economic groups should remain together. She apologizes, but 

does not like any of the maps. 

  

  

______ thanked everyone that came. Her zip code is 97230 and she is very new to the 

process. She asks if there were any shared employment experiences that were brought 

into the consideration of the development of these plans? Manufacturing, Port of 

Portland, etc. Primary concern in preserving established neighborhood boundaries is 

important but last-century. Portland has changed – the demographics, the 

neighborhoods, where people can afford to live. She’s concerned with the Alder and 

Maple maps - by keeping central city together, and the preserving historical Albina 

community (which is no longer affordable to live because of the gentrification. She lived 

there 40 years ago and could not afford it now. She says real America shops at Winnco 

on 122nd and 102nd.) Portland has shifted and is evolving. She believes prioritizing 

transit quarters, where people can afford to live is a new reality. Neighborhood 

associations and the neighborhoods themselves don’t always connect. Another question, 

can these districts change in the future, and if so, is it based on census information? Are 

these three maps the only maps we have to work with at this time? 

______ zip code 97236 recognizes this is an overwhelming task and appreciates the 

commission. She has questions for the function of the new government. She is 

concerned about how the representatives that are elected to represent each of these 

districts – how does the city of Portland now, with this new method of government, make 

agreements with the surrounding cities? Who determines that? Is it the three 

representatives of a district that shares a boundary with that city? Is it the entire new 

commission? Who makes those decisions? 

______ Zip code 97236 is not keen on the Cedar map. She hasn’t noticed discussion 

regarding assets. Maple would concentrate much of the cultural assets into 3 

representatives having lots of opportunities to be seen, heard, and have power. She 

suggests 9 representatives for universities, art museums, etc. Or is it better to have them 

lumped into just one? Her preference is Alder because having 9 commissioners 

representing the city’s biggest cultural assets would lead to more collaboration, but she 

has no idea if that would actually happen. She believes having a discussion about that 

power base, being concentrated or not, is important. 

_______ 97205 thanks the commissioners for the process. Cedar shows natural 

boundaries and follows transit dividers logically, and he advises to honor that as part of 

the criteria. 

______ 97201 had a presentation suggestion. She is confused by the color coding for 

visual learners. Each map was given a name and color. The colors seem to coincide with 

and mark the district. She requests the color of the names of the maps be changed to 

neutral (black labels). 

I do not support the salary structure that has been identified by the Independent Salary 

Commission. Commissioners pay, in line with that or Multnomah County Commissioners 



is sensible. The City holds in trust the tax dollars of citizens most of whom do not earn a 

“thriving wage”. While it may be aspirational to be able to offer elected officials, as well as 

school teachers, etc. a “thriving wage”, a public body cannot in good faith with it’s tax 

payers do so. And on a purely practical note, with unionized employees, a “thriving 

wage”, becomes a goal of city of Portland unions. This is not affordable, sustainable, or 

smart. There is not science to believe that a “thriving wage” must be offered to attract a 

range of candidates, varied in interest, diversity, educational attainment, previous 

experience, etc. 

Why are these public hearing meeting’s not hybrid as well?  It was my understanding 

from listening to prior meetings that zoom would be an option.  Who made the decision 

to have these public meetings in person only?   If the city really wants public input, then it 

needs to be more accessible to the general public. As it’s summertime and many families 

are on vacation. Therefore, if it was available by zoom, people would be able to attend.   

It’s bad enough that you’re having these in July and August but then to not offer zoom 

only goes to show that you really don’t want public comment. There is absolutely no 

excuse to not have these. Also be hybrid meetings please get back to me ASAP how the 

decision was made to not hold hybrid meeting. And why? (repeat comment)  

Hello!   This is the young man who spoke on July 5th at East Portland Community Center. 

Above I have the map that I mentioned in my testimony. My Map: 

https://districtr.org/plan/188747?event=portland2023 

As a long-time board member of my neighborhood association, I feel it is important to 

leverage the NA structure in the districting. Also, living in Foster-Powell, I feel we have 

less in common with the southern inner SE neighborhoods; they are more 

demographically and ideologically aligned with the S and SW neighborhoods. My 

preference is for the Alder map. 

Can you tell us what would be the average household (or per capita income) in each 

district under each plan? 

Hello,  

 

Map's name: PDX Future #2  

ID: 188747 

 

https://districtr.org/plan/188747?event=portland2023     I did make some final 

adjustments to the airport part. new map: 

https://districtr.org/plan/188747?event=portland2023 

 

If you have any questions about the map, just shoot me an email and I will be happy to 

answer them! 

Hello, 

 

My name is _____ and I am a reporter with Portland's Afternoon News on KXL Radio. I was 

wondering if there is any video/will be any video of the public hearings the Independent 

District Commission is hosting?  



 

Thank you and let me know if you have any questions, 

What are disgusting globalist communist billboard that you placed in Austin do you 

realize what happens when people start having babies the entire civilization collapses 

who pays for this let me guess is it Soros is it Bill Gates? I can understand why you 

wouldn’t want anyone to have babies, particularly in the hell hole that has become 

Portland what disgusting degenerate pigs y’all are I bet you believe in pedophilia and all 

perversions that you probably promote  

 

You all are disgusting people to say the least but I guess that’s your point I wouldn’t want 

to reproduce to buy was y’all.  

Redistricting ought to be treated like the Jeffersonian "periodic revolution" it is, & be 

done by a multiples-larger than the Legislature, randomly chosen Citizens Redistricting 

ASSEMBLY, following predetermined mathematicaly determined rules, like 

proportionality of seats to the spectrum of all parties plus independents, (or 

"Redistricting Registrants", Centrists, the two major parties and the two types of 

wingnuts, declared once a decade, just before Redistricting, when everyone would have 

to register their general  proclivities), or equalaterality. The legislature cannot get to 

name the Commissioners. 

OR, were "Organized Communications" adopted, it would create a Consensus 

Organization that could be trusted to produce the most fair districts possible. OC is 

small, randomly assigned discussion groups, electing reps to higher and higher random 

levels, by means of secret Ranked Ballot, till one small group, most exactly in the middle, 

finally does. OC's small groups would be best served by "Additive" RB, counting the first 

choices, and then, if noone has fifty percent, adding in the next choices, and so on, till 

someone, most exactly in the middle, finally does. Even the Brit House Of Commons 

chooses its Speaker by RB.  

Then again, Ranked Ballot, being the. Perfect Marriage of Freedom With An Eye For 

Justice And Justice With An Eye For Freedom, must inescapably result in Sharing The 

Work, the workweek attached to the unemployment rate. STW would make most welfare 

unnecessary, and give us such things as all bills and motions being brought up in number 

of cosponsors order, meaning All Powers to Their Lowest Appropriate Level, thereby 

greatly reducing the spoils of the  political system. 

As a 35-year Portlander, homeowner, and voter, the district map options on your 

postcard prompt a few questions.  First though, thank you for your service on the District 

Commission over the past year. 

 

The three map options are very similar at first glance. Below are my concerns re the 

seemingly minor differences:  

 

1.  What is the population in each district on each map? It would be very helpful to have 

those figures printed on each map proposal, within or near the related proposed district.  

(I do see charts in a doc on your website. The population and demographic numbers 



confirm a democratic (small d) intention to aim toward '1 person, 1 vote.’)  

 

 

2.  All 3 districting options show some part of the “blue” (largely Westside) district 

reaching across the river to pull in some Eastside neighborhoods. Why not pull the 

indicated Westside neighborhoods* of Goose Hollow, Old Town, University, South 

Waterfront into the “blue-green” Eastside district?   

By pulling people (voters) out of the Eastside into the larger “blue” distric,t there voice is 

diluted by inclusion in a pool that skews wealthier. That in turn defies Portland’s 

demographics and population history.  

 

*Per your website; "Eastside neighborhoods with high percentages of renters (Central 

Eastside, Buckman, 6 Kerns) share a district with westside renter-heavy neighborhoods 

(Goose Hollow, Old Town, University, South Waterfront) as well as other westside 

neighborhoods.”   

 

While inner SE may share some characteristics with some Goose Hollow, Old Town, etc. 

neighborhoods, the “blue district” tends toward more affluent neighborhoods overall 

(e.g., economics of the South Waterfront and West Hills are very unlike Buckman).  

 

3.   Along the east side of all 3 maps, the “lime green” district stretches north and west 

from the city line in the south, to include the Airport area. Is this simply a geographic 

map, or a representation of voting-age population (one person, one vote)?  Do city voters 

actually live on airport and Port of Portland property indicated in the maps? If not, why 

are they in the maps?   

 

4.  Will district boundaries be reviewed and updated every 5 or 8 years, as citywide 

population and demographics change? 

 

PS.  For trivia’s sake, what's that tiny white triangle on each map, wedged between the 

blue-green and lime-green areas?  

 

Early last year, I threw out a suggestion that we draw 8 or 10 districts with 1 rep each. 

Too late now, but pulling Eastside neighborhoods into a Westside district dilutes the 

voice of, and actually defies the reality of, Portland’s Eastside population.  

 

Thank you again for wrestling with this process through what may be a rather thankless 

task!   

 

Here’s hoping for the very best!   

I do not consider the salary proposal for the new Council to be fiscally responsible and 

therefore I OPPOSE it.  



 

I’m requesting accommodations for tonight’s meeting at Taborspace.  

 

I’m requesting that the meeting have available a large audio visual screen to display the 3 

different maps that has the ability to show where the different locations for district are 

located.   

 

Provide written copy of presentation with numbers of who to call or how to provide 

testimony. 

 

Provide a micro phone so that people will be able to hear the presentation and be able 

to use the micro phone to ask questions.  So the entire room can hear.  

 

I’m requesting also that the city provide zoom link so that people who aren’t able to 

attend in person can do so by zoom.  Talbert the manager of Taborspace says that it’s 

available if the city provides the zoom link as the dining room as Wi-Fi services.  Zoom as 

you know requires a computer with the zoom app to be able to broadcast.   

Many people are away on vacation as it’s summer time and many family are out of town 

but could do a zoom call if it was available.  

I’m requesting zoom to be made available at all future meetings. 

I was told the city didn’t ask if that was even available… 

I work with senior citizen population and they need accommodation for hearing loss.  

Also visual presentation so they can see which Map you’re referring too. 

 

It’s hard enough to get people engaged in public involvement but if you’re not providing 

accommodations such as I’ve mentioned above more people won’t attend because they 

are missing much of the presentations. 

 

Also I’m asking that these meeting be recorded as well so people can review meetings as 

needed. 

 

Please put these request in the formal record  

Honorable District Commission,  

 

I recognize the challenges of creating districts of equal population that reflect the unique 

and wonderful neighborhoods that comprise Portland.  

 

After reviewing the 3 options I strongly urge you to select the Maple map.  

 

It links the east side and west side downtown areas which have strong commonalities, 

and leaves intact the Sellwood, Westmoreland and Eastmoreland communities alongside 

Woodstock and Reed, all of which are inextricably connected. To link them to the west 

side would be folly.  



 

Thank you for your efforts to give voice to every Portlander. 

 

Respectfully  

I do not consider the salary proposal for the new Council to be fiscally responsible and 

therefore I OPPOSE it) 

(repeat comment) ++ Redistricting ought to be treated like the Jeffersonian "periodic 

revolution" it is, & be done by a multiples-larger than the Legislature, randomly chosen 

Citizens Redistricting ASSEMBLY, following predetermined mathematicaly determined 

rules, like proportionality of seats to the spectrum of all parties plus independents, (or 

"Redistricting Registrants", Centrists, the two major parties and the two types of 

wingnuts, declared once a decade, just before Redistricting, when everyone would have 

to register their general proclivities), or equalaterality. The legislature cannot get to name 

the Commissioners.++ OR, were "Organized Communications" adopted, it would create a 

Consensus Organization that could be trusted to produce the most fair districts possible. 

OC is small, randomly assigned discussion groups, electing reps to higher and higher 

random levels, by means of secret Ranked Ballot, till one small group, most exactly in the 

middle, finally does. OC's small groups would be best served by "Additive" RB, counting 

the first choices, and then, if noone has fifty percent, adding in the next choices, and so 

on, till someone, most exactly in the middle, finally does. Even the Brit House Of 

Commons chooses its Speaker by RB. ++VThen again, Ranked Ballot, being the. Perfect 

Marriage of Freedom With An Eye For Justice And Justice With An Eye For Freedom, must 

inescapably result in Sharing The Work, the workweek attached to the unemployment 

rate. STW would make most welfare unnecessary, and give us such things as all bills and 

motions being brought up in number of cosponsors order, meaning All Powers to Their 

Lowest Appropriate Level, thereby greatly reducing the spoils of the political system. ++ 

Zoe Morgan Sydney, Movement for Fulfilled Democracy, USA Planet Earth, Some Galaxy 

Speeding Away Into Nothingness 

Where can we find demographic details for each of the three proposed maps (Alder, 

Cedar and Maple) to include: population by age category, race/ethnicity, household 

income, number and area of city parks, etc.? 

Do not annex any amount of SE portland across the river from downtown for 

"downtown" - SE needs to stay south east and downtown needs to stay across the river. 

The SE waterfront district serves a wonderful purpose as it is right now. 

Focus on comparable numbers (for comparable breadth of responsibilities and 

comparable job time requirements) and ditch the concept of thriving wages 

Before paying an above average wage for a (soon-to-be) above average number of city 

council members for a city the size of Portland, we need to see above average results. 

This reeks of yet another money grab at the expense of tax paying Portlanders. Let's first 

see Portland "thrive", then talk about rewarding our esteemed leaders with a thriving 

wage.  



Hi,  

 

My vote is for the Alder map. 

 

Thanks 

Go Alder! 

Of the three options I prefer Alder. 

The transition people who made these maps and the website have failed to provide 

enough information for me to make a decision. This entire effort has been poorly done. 

The Alder map makes more sense as it retains the natural historic neighborhood 

boundaries and can enable Neighborhood associations to collaborate more easily.  

Maple: Keep the Westside and downtown its own district.  

Cedar: I oppose creating a legislative boundary that reinforces the already-challenging 

barrier posed by NE Sandy. Neighborhoods that straddle this street, and who wish to 

advocate for upgraded pedestrian crossings or other street improvements, should not 

have to do double work to get two sets of commissioners on board. 

This option is my least ideal map, I live in inner se and I feel there are more 

commonalities with the great SE area of portland than the SW part of portland.  

Alder is the best map of the three 

Cedar looks like the simplest map and it keeps Downtown together as a unit. 

Maple: Sellwood and West Moreland are less similar to the west side than Laurelhurst.  

Focus on comparable numbers (for comparable breadth of responsibilities and 

comparable job time requirements) and ditch the concept of thriving wages 

Before paying an above average wage for a (soon-to-be) above average number of city 

council members for a city the size of Portland, we need to see above average results. 

This reeks of yet another money grab at the expense of tax paying Portlanders. Let's first 

see Portland "thrive", then talk about rewarding our esteemed leaders with a thriving 

wage.  

All Maps: My main concern is with the southeast part of the map: it is a community that 

has a lot of common environmentally, politically, cultreally - is it naturally connected and 

people collaborete on multiple projets. It is diverse which is a good thing. Please review 

the map to keep the SE whole.  

______ thanks the commission for time and effort in the project and for taking public 

testimony. He is a long-time resident of The Buchman Neighborhood and is here as a 

private citizen. He favors the Maple map. Mainly because the Alder map keeps intact the 

SE inner neighborhoods together with the rest of southeast. He agrees with the rational 

that it is demographically and economically connects west Moreland and surrounding 



neighborhoods with the west side, whereas he views inner SE neighborhoods as not so 

aligned with the west side. In terms of the Cedar map, he doesn’t follow the rational of 

following major transit lines. He also doesn’t understand the rational in favor of the 

Maple map of the why the renter heaviness of inner SE fits well with the west site. He is 

more in favor of Alder map - keeping west Moreland and similar neighborhoods aligned 

with the west side, which he doesn’t feel attached to as a member of the SE. Confirmed is 

in favor or the Alder map. 

______ thanks the commission for taking public testimony. She apologizes and says she is 

not in favor of any of the maps. She is from the Buchman neighborhood, and the notion 

that you would weigh everything according to the number of renters in the districts you 

have set up horrifies her, because that ignores all the homeowners. And its political 

distinction you must know – renters vote quite differently that homeowners do. She 

encourages keeping the SE neighborhood together, because they really do have much 

more in common entirely and nothing in common with people on the west side or across 

the river. 

_____ has issues with all three of the maps. He has lived in the Rose City Park 

neighborhood for most of his life (60+ years). He has always been involved in his 

neighborhood and there is a connection with Hollywood to the west and Madison South 

just across the street to the east. Cedar is the worst of the three maps, slicing Rose City 

Park neighborhood in half – right down the middle. With all three, you’ve taken a meat 

clever approach to central NE Portland, chopping it up into pieces and making Rose City 

Park along with Madson South and Roseway the stepchildren of SE uplift. The Oregon 

Senate House districts, the metro districts, the Multnomah county districts are all 

different in SE Portland. The relationship between NE and SE is also geographically 

severed by I84. How is this better for all representation? It’s not. It seems as if one of 

your skewed priorities has been keeping minority race populations in segregated 

districts opposed to having all districts equitable and divers while focusing on common 

geographic area neighborhoods, where the interests overlap. Furthermore, not trading 

all neighborhoods equally can be viewed as discrimination. To make districting whole, 

one of two things needs to happen – either central NE neighborhoods in Hollywood and 

possibly Grant Park or Beaumont Wilshire need to be coupled with central SE 

neighborhood thereby giving more of a central SE balance where common interests are, 

NE neighborhood voices north of I84 can be heard in the larger SE geographical area. Or 

Rose City Park, Madison South, and Roseway all need to be moved to the same northern 

district, thereby keeping all central district voices geographically north of I84 together, 

having the same district representation. 

______ is from the Buchman neighborhood. The map he supports is Alder because he 

believes that east Moreland is more social economically aligned with the west side. He 

also believe that Buchman is the oldest east side neighborhood in the whole city, and 

you’re going to throw it over to the west side. We’re part of the SE uplift, not the west 

side – he doesn’t even know what their neighborhood organization is over here. He think 

this is a misnomer that – renters in the Pearl District are a lot different than the renters in 

the inner east side. He supports the Alder map. 



______ had a question. This comes from material on the website. The most recent plan in 

case of a majority not being reached, what defines the most recent plan? The Maple map 

– making central city contiguous and how it jibes with the 2023 central city plan - it made 

him wonder, and having not read the plan - how much impact and influence has over the 

decision of these maps? 

_______ has been involved in the Brooklyn neighborhood for over 30 years and has held 

various positions, and still does the newsletter. She says they have a real neighborhood, 

and they’re probably the smallest of most all neighborhoods in Portland. Her questions 

are: 1. Why are we changing this? What is driving us to districts instead of neighborhood 

associations? 2. What are the advantages of using the term districts instead of 

neighborhoods. And why divide the existing neighborhoods? Every map has divided our 

neighborhood. 3. What is the cost of dividing it into 12 districts? It seems like it would be 

a heck of a lot more. 

______ is from the Buchman neighborhood 97214, and is cochair of the Buchman 

Community Association, representing the Buchman community association as a whole. 

She heard the narrative last night, and she heard again tonight about the Cedar map – it 

keeps referring to the central east side industrial district as though it’s a neighborhood, 

and it leaves out the fact that Cedar plan divides. It divides the Buchman neighborhood 

in two. The Buchman neighborhood goes from the Willamette River, the east bank of the 

Willamette River, to 28th Avenue. The Cedar map absolutely divides Kerns, divides 

Buchman, and divides Hosford Abernethy, however the narrative makes it sounds like it 

consolidates all central east side. She wants to point that out, because one of the key 

criteria is to not divide communities of common interest. She wants to make clear that 

Buchman neighborhood from the river to 28th Avenue is aligned with Kerns, with 

Sunnyside, with Richmond, with the inner southeast neighborhoods – that it has been 

involved with politically, with activity, with social activities, with livability issues for 

decades. She is appalled, especially when she hears the part about the renters. She 

thinks it’s so wacky this concept that it’s positive to try to put all the renters in one 

district. Again, that diminishes the rights and the power of people who rent. If you have 

one area full of renters and you have three representatives from there, and you have 

three other districts full of homeowners, why are we trying to do that? You’ve taken the 

grace to try to recognize the issues around the displacement in Albina, and to pull Albina 

out of the central city, then you call them Maple. It’s not right to try to pile all renters into 

one district. She agrees the renters in the Buchman neighborhood are far different from 

the renters in the Pearl district. She’s pragmatic. There are three maps. Time is limited. 

She goes Alder. She has spent her entire life in Portland. She took her first swimming 

lessons in the Sellwood pool. She knows the area very well. It is much more aligned 

socio-economically, politically, and demographically with the west side. If the west side 

will not divide, and if you must take something from the east side, she asks you to take 

the east Moreland, West Moreland and the Sellwood neighborhoods. That’s the right 

thing to do politically and socio-economically. 

_____ sees it differently from the previous testimony. He represent the east Moreland 

neighborhood. For those who live in Sellwood, west Moreland, and east Moreland, this 



notion that they somehow match the west side socio-economically or have something in 

common with them is a terrible way to try to divide people up. They have nothing in 

common with the west side’s interests. They are all proud east side neighborhoods. And 

east Moreland is proud to be a part of the inner SE. They share concerns about the rail 

yard, about transportation corridors, about the environment, about the tree canopy 

that’s disappearing in the east side – they all of these concerns in common – not to 

mention they shop, work, live and create with all of their neighbors on the east side. He 

speaks for a lot of people in the Morelands and Sellwood - that they have no interest in 

being lumped with the west side. He doesn’t blame Susan for wanting to, for being in 

favor of, Alder, and of course they’re in favor of Maple. They are both not great 

alternatives. He thinks there will be a lot of feedback that way. He understands that it's 

based on population, and the commission was handed a pretty bad deck of cards by the 

charter commission – trying to divide Portland into four groups with equal populations, 

but splitting up SE Portland from the rest of the SE is. They would like the commission to 

know that it is strongly opposed by everyone he’s talked to in his neighborhood. 

______ thanked the commission for all they’re doing. He lives in 97214 off Hawthorn, and 

he was waiting for someone from Sellwood to speak, because from his standpoint, Alder 

looks like the best map. He was waiting to see what others would say from the other 

area, because no one seems to like people from the west side. That’s not really fair. The 

commission has a problem of making some kind of compromise because of the 

population – equal population. So it’s kind of like a hernia – you have to push it one way 

or the other way. It’s a difficult problem, and he thinks the options are great. From his 

standpoint, living in that neighborhood, he’s watched dogs, trees, and kids grow to full 

height. Alder is best for his little area, but he understands the sentiments from the 

person from Sellwood. He feels differently.  It’s a difficult problem. 

_____ an expatriate Californian whose family left Oregon in 1850 for better territories, 

she, She, just wanted to say that the loveliness of the people that talk to the commission, 

and the work the commission does is an impressive thing to see. The river is a natural 

boundary, and the commission decided to keep the west side together, which means 

that, given the numbers, there are about 12,000 east siders that don’t have enough 

population to elect one of the three members, even if they’re all agreed upon who that 

person should be. She knows in another preliminary decision made at one of the 

commission’s earlier meetings was not to do the adjustment in the northern part of the 

city, leaving all of us disagreeing about which part of the south you should alienate and 

be forced to join themselves with dreadful people. Explain the reasoning – the thought 

behind that. She understands if this doesn’t come to a super majority, this goes to the 

council – and given the number of council members who don’t like this whole thing, that 

doesn’t seem like an attractive prospect. She never understood the reasoning behind 

that. 

______ from Mt. Tabor had a question about the voting that will be done in August. It isn’t 

completely clear how the IDC will vote. Given with what was voted on 26288, she’s 

assuming the commission will use a rank choice voting. It would be helpful to the public. 



She had been watching the IDC on Zoom for many months and commends the IDC for 

their communication. She and her community have learned a lot. 

_______ currently resides in the 97232 zip code. She has attended Zoom meetings and is 

in awe of IDC’s tireless determination and dedication and the knowledge of the IDC. To 

her, the worst-case scenario would be if the decision was made by the city council. She 

implored the IDC, do what ever needs to be done to tweak these maps, to use their 

judgement, heart, compassion, and knowledge to make the decision. Don’t let city 

council make that decision. 

_______ has issues with all three of the maps. He has lived in the Rose City Park 

neighborhood for most of his life (60+ years). He has always been involved in his 

neighborhood and there is a connection with Hollywood to the west and Madison South 

just across the street to the east. Cedar is the worst of the three maps, slicing Rose City 

Park neighborhood in half – right down the middle. With all three [maps], you’ve taken a 

meat clever approach to Central NE Portland, chopping it up into pieces and making 

Rose City Park along with Madson South and Roseway the stepchildren of the Souteast 

Uplift. The Oregon Senate House districts, the metro districts, the Multnomah county 

districts are all different in Southeast Portland. The relationship between Northeast and 

Southest is also geographically severed by I84. How is this better for all representation? 

It’s not. It seems as if one of the IDC’s skewed priorities has been keeping minority race 

populations in segregated districts opposed to having all districts equitable and diverse 

while focusing on common geographic area neighborhoods, where the interests overlap. 

Furthermore, not trading all neighborhoods equally can be viewed as discrimination. To 

make districting whole, one of two things needs to happen – either Central Notheast 

neighborhoods in Hollywood and possibly Grant Park or Beaumont Wilshire need to be 

coupled with central SE neighborhood thereby giving more of a central SE balance where 

common interests are, NE neighborhood voices north of I84 can be heard in the larger SE 

geographical area. Or Rose City Park, Madison South, and Roseway all need to be moved 

to the same northern district, thereby keeping all central district voices geographically 

north of I84 together, having the same district representation. 

How long are these districts in place? What happens to the current maps when the west 

side population becomes more dense? 

How will the city pay for all the new commissioners when we don't have money to finish 

the existing city plans (park and community centers)?  

The last thing we need is MORE overpaid "commissioners". 

Last evening, my friends and I appreciated the opportunity to listen to the Commission’s 

presentation on Portland’s new geographic districts. It sounds like the issues you are 

helping our city deal with are complicated and controversial! We learned a lot from the 

public testimony and subsequent community questions. Thank you for your attention to 

this process and for bringing this information to our neighborhood. 

Great work! Three solid options. Alder is the best option because it ensures shared 

commitment to success of our central city and to our neighborhoods 



After long reviewing the 3 options I strongly urge you to select the Maple map.   The 

Maple Map links the east side and west side downtown areas which have strong 

commonalities, and leaves intact the Sellwood, Westmoreland and Eastmoreland 

communities alongside Woodstock and Reed, all of which are inextricably connected. To 

link them to the west side makes no sense at all.   Thank you for the opportunity to give 

voice to all Portlanders. 

IDC Virtual Public Hearing 7/14 12PM - 2PM Hello, 

 

Where is the Zoom link for this meeting? 

Dear Commissioners:  

 

May I have the zoom link to call into the virtual hearing? 

 

https://www.portland.gov/transition/districtcommission/events/2023/7/14/independent-

district-commission-public-hearing 

 

Also, thank you for your service.  You have done a great job summarizing reasonable 

choices.  

Dear District Commissioners, 

 

We are asked to choose among Alder, Cedar, and Maple for what you call “Portland’s new 

geographic districts.” Given that these are three from among over a dozen that were 

presented earlier, it is not clear whether these are the final three from which one will be 

chosen or whether there is still room for improvement. 

 

Some criteria are not options; for example, the populations of the four districts must be 

approximately equal. It is, however, not clear what “approximately” means in this 

context, nor whether it is the current population distribution or the projected 

distribution within the next 5 or 10 years that is determinative. Given that limit, there are 

other criteria that should have some influencee, which I enumerate below. 

 

Criterion 1.  Districts should be cohesive. No district should have part of another district 

come between its communities. Although I have not seen this as a formal requirement, it 

appears that every map I have ever seen fulfills this criterion. 

 

Criterion 2. Keep established communities together. Portland has multiple 

Neighborhood Associations. They exist for a reason—the people in those communities 

have interests in common related to where they live and the immediate surroundings. 

They have a need to have those community interests represented on the City Council. In 

this regard, I wish to point out that a neighborhood is not just a collection of dwellings; it 

also includes were people shop, go to restaurants, engage in leisure activities, and have 

friends. All of these factors should go into deterimining council districts. 

 



Criterion 3. Respect the Central City 2035 planning that has already been established. I 

have heard no objections to that plan, so it should be respected. 

 

Criterion 4. What do we do about that part of the City that is west of the Willamette 

River? If that part of the city had roughly one-quarter of the population, this would not be 

a problem—one district would be West Portland, corresponding to the East Portland that 

is present in all three proposed districts. Alas, West Portland is so much less than 25% of 

the population that it must be joined by something on the east side of the river. Given 

Criterion 1, the part of the East side that should be added would come from one of three 

possible places—the southern edge of town, the central part of town, or (part of) North 

Portland. 

 

Given these four criteria, how do the three proposals fare? 

 

Maple is the best of the three but could be improved.  The Maple map is cohesive. It 

mostly but not entirely keeps established communities (as defined above) together. It 

respects the Central City 2035 planning. And it uses those three criteria to place those 

parts of the central part of the City that are part of downtown into the district that has 

the West of the Willamette.  Maple is not perfect (nor can it be), but would be better if the 

Lloyd district were moved to Maple’s District A instead of where it now is in District D. 

Moving some of District C to District A in compensation would better balance the 

populations. Madison South, Rose City Park, and Roseway would probably work to solve 

this potential issue. 

 

Alder is in the middle, with some serious flaws. The Alder map is cohesive. However, it 

solves the West problem by joining the communities of Sellwood, Westmoreland, and 

Eastmoreland with the Westside in District D instead of District B (as in Maple). This 

disrupts the community where I live—Eastmoreland—because much of the non-dwelling 

activities in this neighborhood takes place in Woodstock, which would be in District B 

(the drawn line is Cesar Chavez Blvd at the southern part of town). Moreover, it leaves all 

of the Central City 2035 planning east of the river in a separate district from that part 

west of the river. Those differences make Alder clearly inferior to Maple with regard to 

the four criteria I have posited. 

 

Cedar is (clearly) the worst, being largely based on inadequate criteria.  Cedar pretty 

much ignores people in favor of highways and waterways, and that is no way to 

determine how to structure how peoples’ representatives are chosen. For example, 

Eastmoreland and Westmoreland are pretty much similar in terms of the interests of the 

people who live there; they should not be in separate districts. McLoughlin Blvd as it 

turns away from parallelling the river is an inconvenience for the people who must cross 

bridges to get from one part of the community to another and all the people who 

traverse McLoughlin from the southern city limits to downtown never encounter any of 

the communities. Make it a tunnel and nothing would change except that the absurdity 



of placing district boundaries over the tunnel would be obvious. The same is true of 

using the Banfield or SE 12th Ave. as boundaries.  

 

As I have disclosed, I live in Eastmoreland. I also disclose that I am a policy analyst by 

profession, and the experiences in my career have helped me understand how to choose 

criteria for public choices. 

 

yours, 

Comments on District Map Options (attachement) 

I was at the public hearing last night.  It was said that you may be adjusting the maps or 

drawing a completely new map based on the public comments. If so, I live in the 

Roseway neighborhood.  To keep our neighborhood together the northern border 

should be Prescott, not Freemont nor Sandy. 

Alder is my preferred district map at this time. 

Maple: Best to keep Central City together to ensure equitable revitalization and 

utilization across the entire area and not further the current problem of the west hills 

exclusivity. 

Maple: no comment 

It is important to keep the Sellwood, Moreland, Eastmoreland communities together and 

with communities on the east side of the river.  Linking these communities with 

communities on the west side of the river will not facilitate serving community needs and 

interests.  Maple is the only draft mat that accomplishes this 

Maple: As a life long Portland resident, I feel this plan best preserves neighborhoods, 

including Albina, and keeping Westmoreland and Brooklyn part of the SE community. 

We live in Linnton. We have far more in common with St Johns and North Portland than 

we do with downtown. How will being part of the downtown district address the needs of 

those of us who live next to the CEI Hub? 

I prefer the Maple district that keeps the central city together. 

Alder: This is the version that I support - keeping things as similar as possible  

I am excited to endorse the Cedar plan. Eventually, Portland is going to move away from 

car-dependent transit, and towards bike and public transportation.  The Cedar plan is 

brilliant and forward thinking because it groups the city into districts based on their 

connectivity. It will be inevitable that neighborhoods, linked together by transportation, 

will shop at the same grocery stores, eat at the same restaurants, and experience the 

same living conditions. For a similar reason, I am a secondary proponent of the Maple 

plan, which prioritizes building rental advocates. As a one-time renter in the central east 

side, I can agree that renters need strong representation on the city council, undiluted by 

homeowners in other districts. For these reasons, I do not favor the Alder plan, because 



it draws arbitrary boundaries based on arbitrary socioeconomic lines. The division does 

not make sense because it is based on subjective boundaries that might be interpreted 

differently, and which should be expected to change over time. 

I like the Maple map. Please vote for the Maple map.  

Alder: This map seems to make the most sense as our new voting district plan as it is the 

closest one built around preserving established neighborhood boundaries.  

Cedar: We should be prioritizing our public transportation and non-car infrastructure, 

and as such, grouping Central Eastside and inner Kerns with district D makes the most 

sense.  

We, the Neighbors of Lone Fir, strongly support the Alder Map, oppose the Cedar Map, 

and are adamant in our refusal of the Maple Map. Our neighborhood, and the larger 

Buckman Community of which we are a part, are integral components of the social, 

political, and physical ecology that is the eastside. Are now, and have been in living 

memory. The Alder Map truly reflects this reality, and maintains our existing integration 

with adjacent neighborhoods like Kerns, Laurelhurst, Sunnyside, and Hosford Abernathy. 

The Cedar Map, while not as disastrous as the Maple Map, cuts us off politically from 

what is effectively our own central business district. And that aforesaid Maple Map is an 

intolerable nightmare. The Maple Map alienates us entirely from our sibling 

neighborhoods at precisely the moment when electoral reform was supposed to provide 

us a strengthened voice in the operations of this city, diluting our voice to near 

inaudibility by turning us into a minor appendage of westside interests. The Maple Map 

is, for all intents and purposes, gerrymandering – ethically, and perhaps even legally, 

unacceptable. As such, we urge acceptance of the Alder Map, and only the Alder Map. 

I support the Alder district map the most because it shares the central city interests 

among three districts and adds similar SE neighborhoods to the westside. It would seem 

more appropriate to combine the Portland airport with the North/NE Portland district 

since it shares industrial ties with these areas around it. There must be negligible 

population residing in the PDX Airport area and more of the area around Gateway/82nd 

Ave could go to East Portland which already has very distinct issues to represent rather 

than getting distracted with the airport representation or worse yet, not representing the 

airport at all.   

I. Believe the Maple map is dealing with the future of Portland by aligning itself with the 

Central City design map for the coming decades. We need to have a unified policy on 

how to attract business, keep, utilize the Convention Center and its surrounding area to 

encourage tourism as well. The two other maps address more suburban needs of good 

roadways and residential housing.  

The California State Controller just released the 2022 update to public employee 

compendation: 

  

https://publicpay.ca.gov 

  

Attached is a PDF with following lists: 



1. All City Manager positions (descending population and compensation) 

2. City Manager positions for Cities > 200,000 pop 

3. City Manager positions for Salaries > $300,000 (many more) 

4. Assistant City Manager positions for cities > 500,000 pop 

  

The attached spreadsheet has tabs for each of the above list. The position hyperlinks (left 

most column) will let you dig into the components of compensation to extract out one-

time costs, etc. 

  

If you don’t want to open the spreadsheet (which I can understand in these times) you 

can click down through the appropriate menus to get to the same lists. Use above link. 

Note: just realized I saved the PDF with the hyperlinks but I suppose there are similar 

security risks. Printing isn’t an issue. 

  

I wanted to see what the #s looked like and thought I would share. 

  

I keep mentioning CA/DCA salaries because I expect the sum of the #s will significantly 

dent the transition run-rate budget; assuming we search for top talent and in the case of 

the DCA’s have an appropriate number. I could be wrong but expect these are 

INCREMENTAL positions. 

  

Have a great weekend, 

Hi ____, 

 

I couldn't find a zoom link for the virtual district commission hearing on July 14, 12 - 2pm. 

 

Please help. 

Honorable District Commission,  

 

I understand how challenging it is to create districts of equal population that reflect the 

unique and different neighborhoods that comprise Portland.  

 

After long reviewing the 3 options I strongly urge you to select the Maple map.  

 

The Maple Map links the east side and west side downtown areas which have strong 

commonalities, and leaves intact the Sellwood, Westmoreland and Eastmoreland 

communities alongside Woodstock and Reed, all of which are inextricably connected. To 

link them to the west side makes no sense at all.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to give voice to all Portlanders. 

 

Respectfully  



I urge you to adopt the Maple Districts option because it best represents the connections 

between the neighborhoods on the East Side of Portland. 

 

My adult children and I live in Sellwood.  I have owned a home here for over 30 years.  I 

am the fourth generation and my children are the fifth generation of my family to live in 

Sellwood.   

 

The cultural, economic, and business interests of Sellwood and Moreland residents align 

best with our neighbors and small businesses on the East Side. 

To me, the cedar map makes the most sense because it most closely aligns with how 

people feel about where they live. For example, I live on NE 47th, right above Sandy. The 

other two maps group me with Rose City Park, which is technically neighborhood, but 

logistically we are more aligned with Grant Park and Hollywood, which is in another 

voting district. Regarding Cedar, though, having Sellwood align with the west side doesn't 

make sense. I would group it with the rest of SE and to compensate give everything east 

of 82nd to the outer east side district  

I'm don't think that district D needs to cross the river; In all options section D seems to 

get a but of the east side as well.  I don't see section B getting any changes in the options; 

the boundry of 82nd/205 seems pretty set for East Portland. By allowing the west side to 

have a section east of the river, you're continuing the idea that that Rep  that will be 

dominated by SW voting will still sway what happens in central eastside which have 

distinct needs. By continuing to promote that people east of 82nd are seperate and not 

connected to the city, we'll still see this Rep be outvoted by the others and always 

fighting for resources and attention to come out east. .  

I prefer the Maple map. As a longtime resident of the Woodstock/ Reedway/ Moreland 

area (lived in all three over the past 15 years), I strongly prefer keeping these areas 

together and with Brentwood Darlington. Having worked in the CEID for the past 9 years, 

I also like the idea of grouping the inner eastside north of Powell with the Central City. 

From the perspective of a longtime SE resident, these maps are all flawed in the way they 

will align some portion of SE with the westside.  Do the districts have to be perfectly 

population balanced? I'd prefer aligning some portion of SE with NE if needed as the 

neighborhoods have more in common. SE Residents already feel like the westside has all 

the political clout in the city, and in each of those options, that issue would persist for 

some group of SE residents near the river. 

Cedar: I prefer this district map since it maintains the integrity of the east side 

neighborhoods 

use the Alder map.  Maintaining established neighborhood boundaries is important and 

will lead to better outcomes 

Maple: I think it best to keep Sellwood with the rest of Southeast.   

As a former president of the Eastmoreland Neighborhood Ass'n, I have a keen interest in 

preserving the neighborhood and its traditional boundaries. "Maple" is the only map of 



the three proposals that does not link Eastmoreland with areas west of the Willamette 

River. 

Doesn't like the name Maple. It considered an invasive species to PDX. 

That was a good plan. He encourages the IDC to think hard about different approaches 

that would bridge the river and the district. He thinks there ought to be a bridge plan, 

where a lot of common objectives could be met. He suggests the Sellwood and Ross 

Island bridge would connect one district, Hawthorne, Morrison, Burnside another, 

Broadway and St. John’s another, and a strong outer East side district. He encourages 

linking both sides of the river. 

Concerned maps are too similar. Interested in horizontal approach. Brian Jensrold lives 

in the Lents neighborhood off of 82nd Avenue. He is a new home buyer, and bought 

right before the pandemic. He agrees with what the last speaker said. The first time he 

saw the maps was in the Oregonian. It looked like they drew the same map three times, 

similar to vanilla – vanilla, French vanilla, and vanilla bean [laughs from the audience]. 

Certain people who are familiar with school districts may see a significant difference. He 

is unfamiliar with school districts. He is the leader for HD46 Multnomah Democratics. He 

also leads a study group for Election Integrity. Now that the session is over, this is their 

next big concern. He attempted to draw his own maps using the website and ran into the 

same situation. He mentioned concerns regarding airport accessibility and noise from 

the airport. He drew a horizontal map that he managed without subdividing the districts. 

They were off in population by 1000 and sometimes 2000 people which is about 1%. He 

didn’t know if all were inclusive when it came to school regions.   

Supports Alder map. ______ is a digital manager at a national non-profit and a board 

member of Next Up Action Fund. She is representing herself. She lives in the Buckman 

neighborhood and is in support of the Alder map. She loves her neighborhood. As a 

person of color in Portland, she enjoys the welcoming and safe pockets of diversity in her 

neighborhood, supporting small distances, and being within walking distance of other 

neighborhoods. She is about to sign a new lease, and feels her neighborhood is 

threatened by the Cedar and Maple maps. There are a few reasons for those concerns. If 

inner Central east is paired with the west will lessen the voices of the East. She believe 

someone like her would have little chance to campaign and win a council position if 

paired with the West. There is also an income gap that cannot be ignored. The census 

block recorded more people aged 18-34 with lower income reside in the Buckman and 

Kerns neighborhoods, as opposed to the West.  The income gap ranges from $20,000 to 

$40,000. Lastly, she states creating a district based on homeownership vs. renter and 

race is deeply problematic. There are people of color all over the city. The should be 

electable and elected in every district. And on a personal level, every neighborhood has 

its quirks. What she feels and values is not represented on the West side. It pains her to 

see the inner East side further gentrified or having elected officials that represent her 

that don’t live in the neighborhood.  She supports the Alder map or something similar 

which groups areas of similar income from the east and west side. The public’s only true 



chance of true representation is to continue being paired with the east side and the 

neighborhoods she loves. She thanked the IDC for their time. 

_______ lives in Brooklyn, zip code 972O2. She is a member of the neighborhood group 

there. They talked these maps over at their Challenge Committee and in her 

neighborhood. They didn't have time to do a vote, so she came to this meeting to send 

along the best ideas that she can represent honestly. First, Brooklyn is a very small 

neighborhood. As everyone knows, it's rapidly gentrifying from having been a relatively 

poor inner-city neighborhood. There's a ton of fancy condos going up, and they’re being 

changed rapidly. The Brooklyn neighborhood has environmental alliances with Sellwood 

and Eastmoreland. The Brooklyn Rail Guards divide our neighborhoods and provide a lot 

of diesel fuel and stuff. So, the maps that we favor thus far is the Maple Map. Alders OK 

and Cedar's awful. The reason the Cedar map is awful is because it would divide our 

Brooklyn community right down the middle. It would completely eliminate our 

community as a political force, just divide the neighborhood down the middle. Also, the 

transportation rationale for Cedar includes political structures that are not city of 

Portland political structures. For example, TriMet, that's not city. Railroads, that's not city. 

ODOT, that's not city. They are affected by all of them. Alder, speaking positively, is okay, 

but when looking at the southern border, it is actually all industrial. Maple is best for the 

Brooklyn neighborhood because the political considerations and the construction that 

was done on the 2035 Plan focused on the idea of a central city. It would maintain our 

integrity as It's the only map that would. None of the others to do. A lot of granular work 

on zoning went into that 2035 plan, and I would hate to see that be tossed out. Through 

this political process, she asked the IDC to preserve Brooklyn's community. At 82nd out 

to the 205 becomes a neighborhood and the North becomes a neighborhood. It 

absolutely should have political power. Brooklyn is for that. They support it. She thanked 

the IDC for their hard work. 

______ lives in the Creston Kenilworth area. She’s been in Portland for 35 years. She 

thanked the IDC. She said the IDC has a thankless task, and she thanked everyone who 

has commented. The comments have been very thoughtful. She wished there was a 

longer timeline. She thought four districts was a terrible idea. She thought there should 

be eight or even twelve, and maybe even have one representative for each district so 

that person could be responsive to everyone in their district. Instead, there is a very 

different system that concerns her. Her neighbors have asked, why is the dividing of the 

river being ignored? By pulling some of the inner east side into the west side, the 

strength of the east side is being detracted. The voices are being taken away, and she 

believes that is counterproductive to a sense of unity and a sense of identification of 

where one is, and that there are differences in the neighborhoods. Those differences are 

valuable. She moved out of the Sabin neighborhood. She loved that neighborhood and 

her kids went to school there. She was gentrified out of the Sabin neighborhood and 

moved to Southeast. Now there is the threat of gentrification in the Southeast and 

everywhere. That is another concern as housing becomes denser. She is not comfortable 

with any of these maps. But she does honor the work that the IDC is doing and respects 

the challenges that are faced. She hopes there is some way this process can be extended 



or revisited so that they are not set in stone. She believes it will be inadequate to the 

solidarity to the whole city. 

_____ lives in the Reed neighborhood, zip code 97202. She does not represent the Reed 

board, because they too could not make up their mind of which map to support. She 

reviewed the maps after the board meeting and realized maybe the Alder map is the 

past. The Cedar map represents the current state. The Maple map is the future, because 

it’s taking into account the design plan for the central city. Assets are being discussed. 

Assets are only assets if there is money in the budget to care for them. Assets cost a lot 

of money to maintain. If there is a center city, a decision for how to care of OMSI and the 

Convention Center will be upgraded. How will the Convention Center maintain any 

tourism? How does the city pay for itself? The need for neighborhoods to be compatible 

is noted, but how are taxes not raised? A budget must be maintained that manages the 

assets, encourages tourism, and encourages businesses from downtown to come to the 

areas that are considered assets. She thanked the IDC. 

_____ lives in the Northeast near Park Rose, zip code 97220. He thanks the IDC. He stated 

any of these maps would be an improvement. The first preference is for the Maple map. 

For his neighborhood, it keeps its integrity. He understands concern of other 

neighborhoods for the Alder map. By not adopting one of these maps, things will not 

keep moving forward. One item he wanted to mention was the protection of green 

spaces. He thanked the IDC. 

What were the commissioners' considerations on lateral districts? 

_____ is from the Pleasant Valley neighborhood, even more south and east of the Lents 

neighborhood. Clackamas can be seen from her backyard. She thanks the east side 

district which will allow them three city councilors, real voices within the city council. She 

hopes the east side debt gets combined with the West -to be a strong enough 

community and voting block that they can have a real voice. A concern is that having an 

area that was primarily apartment rental as a district, as it tends to be more transient 

and less engaged, could end up voiceless. She thanked the IDC. 

____ is from Sellwood. He heard arguments of the city being overly divided. He expressed 

concern that the commissioners from each side will only care about their respective 

areas, and there’s no real reason to compromise because they only have to answer to 

their constituents.  One of the reasons he supported this system is because it gives a 

deeper cross section of the community than a single member district where the larger 

block would be a soul representative of their constituency. And if one is not a member of 

that group, then he or she is a minority in that group. That could be taken into account 

when considering combining communities of interest. It could be a little fuzzy. If part of 

the East is pulled into the West, hopefully the East will have enough voice in the west 

district. 

Dear members of the District Commission: 

 My vote is for the ‘Cedar’ district realignment. 

 My family lives in an area of NE Portland which is on the active boundary section on the 

three map choices. Our house is in the section of Rose City Park just to the north of 



Sandy Blvd.  

 We feel that the more logical choice for the district Division would be the Cedar map.  

The section of Rose City Park north of Sandy is more demographically aligned with the 

Beaumont/ Wilshire and Alameda neighborhoods than areas south of Sandy. Since 

Sandy is such a high traffic corridor, it, along with Alameda Ridge itself, serve as an 

understandable logistic boundary. The Cedar map takes this fact into account. 

 

 The ‘Maple’ map would be the least desirable of the three, in our opinion. 

 Thank you for reaching out to your fellow citizens on this important matter. 

As an Eastmoreland resident, neither the proposed Alder nor Cedar maps capture the 

reality of neighborhood concerns of close-in eastside neighborhoods. Our transit, school, 

crime, and political interests are connected to those of our neighbors in Woodstock, 

Reedway, and Hosford-Abernathy. It doesn’t make sense for our elected representative 

to try to equate our problems with neighborhoods like Skyline, as in the Maple plan, or to 

split up Sellwood-Moreland and Eastmoreland (which function like an extended 

neighborhood), as in the Cedar plan. It’s also insulting that the Maple plan proposes to 

do this as a way of grouping these southeast neighborhoods with the westside because 

of similar demographics and socioeconomic status; that just sounds like gerrymandering.  

 

Please adopt the Maple plan.  

 

Thank you, 

Would love to see these maps disaggregated by more than just race. AMI, registered 

republican/democrat/ind, children in the district. Love to see that you are looking a 

race/ethnicity/origin information but there are other things we are also interested in 

seeing.  

I support the Maple map and would like to see it implemented. 

Eastmoreland and Sellwood should be kept together with the central Eastside areas.  As 

an Eastmoreland resident, I support the Maple districts map as the best representation 

of our city. 

As proposed, all three District map options would pull eastside neighborhoods near the 

river out of eastside districts. Instead, those neighborhoods would be lumped into a 

district west of the river comprised of downtown, South Waterfront, Northwest, and the 

West Hills.  This ignores the historic demographic and economic interests of the 

neighborhoods on both sides of the river.  It also ignores Portland’s own history, 

particularly several decades back, when a similar decision had devastating impacts on 

Portland’s Black community.    That time, the city’s fateful vision turned Union Avenue -- 

then the thriving heart of the eastside Albina community -- into a virtual freeway to serve 

downtown’s economic visions. They proceeded at the expense of hundreds of small 

businesses and families, households and neighborhoods that were crushed by outcomes 

of that decision, collateral damage to city burghers’ vision for the future.  By turning 

Union Avenue into a wide, fast-moving, divided boulevard with no parking and few traffic 



lights, the city gutted the NE business community in the historic Albina area. The wounds 

inflicted still have not healed.    I urge the Districting Commission and the city of Portland 

to put on the breaks however necessary and take more time in this process, to avoid 

making a similarly short-sighted, tone-deaf decision again. The economic concerns of the 

downtown business and power center of Portland cannot continue to trump the values, 

goals, lives, and concerns of the hundreds of thousands of Portlanders with less access 

to influence and less proximity to power.    

I live in the Rose City Park neighborhood North of Sandy Blvd, and I believe I would be 

best represented as included in the Cedar map. 

Maple is a well thought out plan and supports the intent of these new geological districts.  

Having people that live in the high density areas having a united voice will allow better 

policies for the entire city.  

Maple: This is my vote. Represents the neighborhood, how it should be.  

Maple: This is the plan to adopt. Inner SE neighborhoods (Sellwood-Moreland, 

Woodstock) must be in the same district. 

Maple: The Central Eastside shares much more in common with the West side/ 

Downtown. This map preserves the character of Portland's neighborhoods the best 

hi there, thanks for the thought that you've put into these designs. I'd really like to see 

average AND median incomes for each area before selection, but I think that I prefer the 

cedar (middle) map choice because it separates some of the wealthier areas up -- the 

Reed and Sunnyside neighborhoods specifically should be balanced out by a more 

socioeconomically diverse area than being lumped with the northwest. I also think that 

the districts separated by sandy make it a cleaner map. thank you for taking the time to 

record my public comment! 

Sellwood prefers Maple as do I.  

I was happy to attend the public comment session today 07/09. After reviewing the three 

map choices it seems to me that the only residents truly affected are those living in inner 

southeast. I think it should be their choice to make the final decision. You should send 

more detailed information and give them the first crack at the new the ranked choice 

voting to decide their fate.  

I live in the Rose City Park neighborhood North of Sandy Blvd, and I believe I would be 

best represented as included in the Cedar map. 

I agree with the cedar distribution  

Kade Doyle appreciated the chance to be able to share together, and he, too, is in favor 

of the Alder map for both personal and professional reasons. His office resides in 97219 

zip code and his home is in 97219 zip code. He was born in and loves the city of Portland. 

He appreciates the IDC so much, and he is in favor of the Alder map. It makes more 

sense, especially regarding the transit piece. If there is nothing being done to make 

transit easier, he doesn’t see any reason to change the district. 



______ lives in Northwest Portland, zip code 97210. She thanked the IDC for all the work 

that has been done and for the research and outreach done. She understands why West 

Portland must be combined with the part of the East side. She had a very strong 

preference for making sure that the communities of interest are kept together. She tried 

to look carefully at all three maps, and she read some of the pros and cons of the 

socioeconomic and racial makeup of each of the districts. She has preferred the Alder 

map from the beginning. She confessed that her preference is based more on feelings 

than objective data. Because she has friends in the Sellwood and Westmoreland and 

Eastmoreland areas, and because she frequents restaurants and shops there, she feels 

more aligned with that part of East Portland. She also compared the Alder map to the 

Cedar and Maple options. She believes the Alder option fairly distributes significant 

assets, like the business areas, the Convention Center, and educational institutions 

among all of the districts. It is important to her that it was designed to keep 

neighborhoods together.  That morning, she asked her neighbors what they thought of 

the districts, and one asked for more data that the IDC used. At the time she didn’t know 

about map overlay, so she appreciated the data being available. She asked where she 

could find it. She also requested more information regarding common policy concerns 

and how that applies to communities of interest. She thanked the IDC. 

______ thanks the IDC for the very informative presentation. He lives in the Westmoreland 

and Southeast, and in looking at the information made publicly available and then the 

very rich presentation, he thinks very squarely that Maple gets his vote for now. He feels 

very strongly about keeping communities of interest together. He and his peers and 

neighbors are part of the Southeast. Our relationships commercially, even on transit 

corridors, are on the east side. He does not cycle across the Sellwood bridge.  He cycles 

to 12th and 17th even to go to downtown. He wanted to point out that, with all due 

humility, bridges and boulevards don’t vote. So, any plan that is taking its orientation 

from transit corridors, that’s important because those are public assets, but they’re not 

represented. The city councilors on behalf of their people will have important policy 

making decisions and allocations of budget. The [final] map has to focus on communities 

of interest and in maintaining their integrity – things like schools and parks, and the 

common social infrastructure. When he looks at the [Maple] map, he sees common 

social infrastructure. It is duly noted the balancing that the IDC has to do. The Maple map 

appeals to him because the central city assets are assets of the community, and the 

political representation in city council with three councilors represent the interest of the 

city core. They will be able to be more focused in looking after those assets instead of 

dividng up the assets which are unique and complicated among different districts. Again, 

as a resident of the Southeast, he encouraged the IDC to take into account the dividing of 

the Southeast, the fewest orphaned neighborhood. The solution is the Maple map. The 

central city is both commercially, and as a management exercise for the city, quite an 

exercise and should be in a compact area. That integration makes more sense than 

splitting up the Southeast neighborhoods, including the one he lives in. He thanked the 

IDC for their time and a chance to be heard by the public. 



_______ thanked the IDC for holding the meeting and for giving the public the wonderful 

information. He thought the website is also extremely useful in terms of being able to 

access information. He is the treasurer of the Northwest District Neighborhood 

Association, however, his testimony is his own and does not represent those of the NW 

District Association. All three maps do nothing to the Northwest. Because he is a 

member of a neighborhood association, he believes focusing on keeping neighborhood 

associations together is a really valid criterium. He personally supports the Alder map 

because it keeps the neighborhood associations together, but he does recognize it 

affects people in the Southeast more than those in the Northwest. He also wanted to 

point out that this is the first time in probably the history of Portland that there is a true 

move forward. Board representation of government where we will have representatives 

that are voted on by the people in the districts is a wonderful first. He believes the ideal 

situation would be, since there are three representatives in each district, to further divide 

the district into thirds with one councilor representing each subdivision, because that 

would give true representation of government. He has lived in other cities where he 

knew who to contact when a pothole needed attention. As he stated before, he believes 

this is a great first start, and he thanked IDC for their hard work and for putting together 

all of these presentations. 

_______ is a longtime resident of Southwest Portland, and she asked the IDC to support 

the Alder map. She said she did not understand how the Charter Commission came up 

with four districts. She searched the Charter Commission data, and there is no key 

document that explains that rationale, so given where the process is currently, 

Portlanders are looking at four maps, not five, six or even seven. For decades, the city of 

Portland’s 95 neighborhood associations and seven district coalitions have served as the 

geographic areas of common interest and have historically focused on reliability, public 

safety, and transportation needs. Some of the transportation needs in Southwest 

Portland are very different from the ones in Southeast, East, and North Portland. The city 

is not a one size fits all. Portland’s comprehensive plan divides the city into 5 urban areas 

of distinct characteristics, and so none of these maps really look at the geographically 

historical boundaries of neighborhood associations, district coalitions, or urban design. 

From her perspective, the neighborhood associations remain a very important feature of 

Portland’s geography. Neighborhood leaders understand local issues and facilitate 

dialogue about proposed solutions within their geographic areas, as well as city-wide 

issues. Again, she stated, Portland is not a one size fits all. The materials she has about 

the rationale with the formats that were proposed before the public have nine sentences 

documenting your decision. She wished that the presentation shared at this meeting was 

in written form so that future generations would understand how the IDC came up with 

these maps. She recommended the IDC adopt the Alder map and provide more detailed 

explanations about why. She thanked the IDC. 

_______ lives on Garden Road. His grandmother bought the house in 1926. He grew up 

there, and so he inherited the place. He is a real part of the community. He feels the 

neighborhood associations contribute to helping the neighborhoods. His question is how 

neighborhood associations will fit into the new plan. He thanked the IDC for their work. 



______ is a chairman of Bridlemile Neighborhood Association and he is representing 

himself. He said he’s disappointed on how the whole IDC has come together. He has 

watched a number of the episodes on Zoom and it seems like the dialogue has been 

dominated by a few members, not all of the IDC. It may be that the others are listening, 

but if they’ve not been participating, or the public doesn’t see it. Numbers of around 285 

people have responded to surveys. That’s a fraction of a fraction of a percent of the 

people of the city. It seems like the communications from the IDC to the city has been 

somewhere between poor and rotten. A postcard was sent out the other day. It 

highlighted these three districts. He was the only person on his street, the only person on 

the neighborhood association that received the postcard. Taking into consideration the 

economic and social differences of the West, North, and East, they shouldn’t be grouped 

together by breath, let alone district. There will be someone who wins the election by 

60%, the second gets 15%, and the third gets the rest. Ther person who gets the most will 

say he or she will be in charge. The other two people are going to just be ponies to the 

shell. He does not support this new government structure. He believes tax payor money 

has been wasted. He thinks the whole proposal was pre-baked. The map company was 

pre-selected. The attorney was pre-selected. He does not know how the commissioners 

were selected. Some people were drummed off because they did not seem to fit the 

makeup of the Commission. There are no excuses publicly made for the people who left. 

It’s a sham. It’s a shame. It’s a waste of taxpayer money, and why the IDC should be paid 

$136,000 a year when you’re only doing a third of the job is not understandable. 

______ is a member of the Marshal Park neighborhood, and she echoed what the 

previous speaker said, and agreed with those comments. She referenced an article in the 

June 28, 2023 Oregonian, an opinion piece, which bothered her because it said that there 

aren’t enough people on the West side to form its own district. She supports the Alder 

map because the neighborhood associations are vey important, but she doesn’t believe 

that enough thought has gone into the entire planning process. She supports the idea of 

having responsible people in their neighborhoods, not to people who live 10 miles away, 

or even five miles away. She wants to know when she has an issue, whether it be crime, 

safety, pollution, or potholes, that there is a person she can call who is responsive to her 

and to her neighborhood, and she doesn’t believe any of the proposals address that. 

_______  lives in the Hillstone neighborhood, zip code 97219, and she doesn’t associate 

with the neighborhood association. She wanted to thank the IDC for the work they’ve 

done. She values the work that has been done. She said she found the presentation 

fascinating, and she really admires them for being enabled to work through all these 

details. She is excited about the process. She thinks Portland needs to look to the future. 

She didn’t want to say anything about neighborhood associations. She thinks they’re 

great. The people do wonderful work to volunteer efforts, but she thinks it’s necessary 

for more people to look city-wide to what best will help the city, what will revive our 

downtown, how the city can improve the transit system. So, she supports whatever kind 

of map meets all those goals. She thanked the IDC. 

_______  lives in Southwest Portland and has spent time all of the areas on those maps in 

some way or another. She knows many people who live in the southeast, so she visits 



there often. She has lived in Portland for 36 years, so she is familiar with all of the areas 

and the characteristics and nature of them, and agrees with many people who are saying 

the Alder [map] best represents that neighborhood. Associations are relevant for having 

had some influence and watching over the issues in those neighborhoods. They are also 

defined by the nature of the living circumstances there. In Southeast and Southwest 

Porland and crossing the river into Sellwood and Westmoreland, she thinks there are 

many similarities. There are more single-family dwellings and admittedly a lot of green 

space. There is the river, proximity, hills, ravine, and those create issues that are more 

relevant to those areas than they are to the flatlands. She believes Alder best represents 

this. She asked, “what’s going to group people?”, and people are the subject here – not 

thoroughfares, nor bus routes. It will be by people with similar interests. Those people 

will get to vote and influence the legislators and the rule makers and the managers of 

our communities. Bus routes will be relevant for the people within each district. How 

things are divided up and similarly, major throughfares, sometimes define neighborhood 

characteristics. The Willamette River divides, and so do throughfares like Sandy. She 

believes that is accounted for in the Alder map, and supports that map. She believes the 

IDC has done a good job of trying to think through the possibilities and why, accounting 

for even more evenness about the demographics with them. Her second choice is Maple. 

She thanked the IDC. 

_______ lives in the Southwest, South of I5, just down the hill from the Mountain Park and 

on the way to Lake Oswego. He mentioned that he’s been ill. He had COVID and had 

some health issues that kept him from getting involved earlier in the process. He 

assumed that the process is past the point of looking at different configurations of the 

maps. He said he is one of the few people that actually represented a district in Portland 

a few years ago. He used to be the West side representative for the Public Utility Review 

Board (PURV) for about five years, and it gave him perspective. He asked if there is any 

place on the IDC website where he can find graphic representation of the non-Portland 

Public Schools. 

_______ lives very close to the Southwest Community Center. He arrived late to the 

meeting, and the Commissioners advised him how to find answers to most of his 

questions. _____ wanted to thank the IDC for working on this. It’s important. He feels a 

little frustration as a voter to have it as a yes or no. There will be problems with how this 

will be implemented, but that’s not the IDC’s responsibility. Question: Why is the final 

map selection not left up to the electeds? What are the goals of the maps? What is the 

commission's final map selection process? ______ continued with expressing concern for 

community engagement. For a city as large as Portland, less than 200 have engaged. 

That worries him. He is concerned with people of privilege always getting what they ask 

for, and other communities are often left out. 

...had a comment about communication. When she received the postcard about these 

hearings, the location for the dates were not on there, and she had to look hard to find it. 

It wasn’t even clear on the website. She said it would be good to tell people so they don’t 

have to go hunting so hard for the meeting closest to them. She asked if there was 

material he could bring to a large organizational picnic. 



_______  lives in downtown Portland, zip code 97209, and previously lived in the 

Southwest. She has lived in Portland for 10 years, and she had a concern when she first 

received the postcard. She felt like the maps were of the have and have nots. She thinks 

someone will have more representation and influence. The people west of the river will 

have more influence. 

_______  lives in the 97219 zip code. She thought it was interesting to hear about the 

Spruce opportunity. She appreciates the representation and is very grateful that there is 

going to be change. She listened to the testimony from the Sellwood and Eastmoreland 

members and their joining the west side. That made sense to her. She asked about 

maybe incorporating part of North Portland with the west side. 

_______  lives in Southeast Portland, and she wasn’t planning on making a comment. She 

came to listen to testimony and see how folks are feeling. She heard the comment that 

this whole process is a shame. She looked at the panel and mentioned what she saw – 

people of color, young people, people with a variety of abilities, a public transit user 

[Commissioner Laurente]. She commends the person that said Portlanders need to think 

about the future. It feels to her that the city is taking a step in the right direction. Being 

the fourth public hearing, she asked if the IDC could share something they have learned 

from public testimony thus far. 

Hello, 

 

I see that the website shows Self Enhancement Inc as this Thursday's location. However, 

the agenda displays Matt Dishman. Since the agenda does not indicate that the website 

supersedes the agenda document, kindly confirm location. 

 

Before I sign off, does the 20-minute welcome/presentation start at 6 p.m. or 6:30? 

 

Thank you so much for the clarification. 

I was interested in attending the Zoom meeting on Friday from 12-2. Can you share a 

link? 

Sunday July 9 Meeting  Either I got the wrong address or time of the Sunday July meeting.  

I was at 8188 SE Division, and no meeting.  Was there a change? 

 

thank you 

Hello, 

 

I live in Woodstock and would like to voice my support for the Maple district option - I 

think it makes a lot of sense to keep all the inner southeast neighborhoods together. 

 

Thank you, 

Greetings:  

 

Please keep Inner Southeast Portland together.  Choose the "Maple" mapped districts.  I 



strongly recommend this. 

 

It would be ridiculous to group the East side communities with areas across the river.  

We have a unique feeling of community here, and we do not approve of having that 

broken up.  It doesn't make sense politically. 

 

Yours truly, 

I have reviewed the City of Portland Independent District Commission Draft District Plan 

Report June 2023.  

 

I am a bit surprised by the lack of diversity across the four districts, which I thought was a 

key basis upon which the need for four districts was argued in the ballot measure.  

 

In the analysis shown in the report, the focus is on ethnicity and population without 

including analysis using other demographic information such as income, renter/owner 

(though this is mentioned in some of the descriptions), residential versus commercial 

and in that single family versus multifamily. These other demographic data could help to 

further address diversity across districts, since ethnicity will for a long time yet to come 

skew white. 

 

I am not convinced that these three choices are the best choices, if they are the only 

choices than I would chose Alder because it at least has some emphasis of both Black 

and Asian voters. However, I do not like the choices. It appears that the committee 

sought to make each of the districts as similar to the census for the city as possible, 

rather than to seek to use the new districts to emphasize differences that otherwise are 

muddied by the all city approach we currently use.  

 

Upon further reflection, what I realize is lacking most in the report is the principles that 

were used to allocate voters by district – knowing those principles we could first 

comment on the principles. I am using what I thought were the principles articulated in 

the arguments for the measure, but perhaps those are not the committee’s principles. 

Once the principles are clearly articulated, reviewed and commented on, the committee 

could then finalize those principles and apply them. At that point we could provide 

comments to assess the proposed districts relative to the principles.  

I prefer the Alder map. 

Hello District Commission team, 

 

Here are some comments from Marshall Park NA  ... 

 

1. THE MAP OPTIONS: Marshall Park is a small neighborhood in SW Portland.   The three 

draft map options are similar for us.   All three options have Marshall Park included with 

South, Southwest Portland, Downtown Portland, Northwest Portland, and some Eastside 



neighborhoods. 

 

2. NEIGHBORHOODS: I think it is very important to retain existing neighborhoods across 

Portland.   Do not break up any neighborhoods.   There is a long tradition of 

neighborhood identify and grass roots efforts at the neighborhood level. It would make 

no sense to disrupt that. 

 

3. COMMUNICATION: What will be the method of communication between Marshall Park 

NA and the commissioners?   It is difficult to get any prompt response from City Hall now, 

so how will it be better in future?  For example, with three commissioners per area, will 

there be a specific commissioner designated to be the primary contact for South & 

Southwest? 

  

4. MY BIGGEST CONCERN: How will our little Marshall Park voice be heard amidst all of 

the other neighborhoods?  Especially considering Downtown, Northwest, and Eastside 

will have their own major issues and concerns that could easily consume the 

commissioners assigned to this big area. 

 

Regards, 

Audio recordings of July 5-16 IDC public hearings - When will these be posted on the IDC 

website, and at what location? 

 

Thank you. 

Cedar: As a sunnyside resident and portland resident for 28 years, I think this map looks 

most representative of my neighborhood and resonates with my experience in portland 

the best of the three maps. 

Maple: I think it’s extremely important to add the Central Eastside to the west side area.   

Inclusion of the very diverse populations and small businesses would balance what 

might become ‘an exclusive wealthy neighborhood ‘.    

Alder: I prefer boundaries that reflect the natural boundaries already present. 

I prefer the Cedar map. The boundaries and organization make sense. It is unfortunate 

that every option has the east and west sides (almost entirely) separated, which is typical 

Portland, but it's good that other districts have a mix of affluent and poorer areas. It's 

hard to get around how overwhelmingly White the demographics of Portland are, but 

hopefully minorities are more empowered through this process. 

Please create district boundaries without political considerations. Please don't attempt to 

dilute certain viewpoints by combining them with an area overweighted in other 

viewpoints. Turning to the specific plans, as a resident of Sellwood, I support the Alder or 

Cedar plans. Although the Willamette River divides the Johns Landing area from the 

Sellwood-Moreland area, I find Sellwood Moreland more connected to the John's Landing 

area (via the Sellwood Bridge) than areas to the east, and especially east of McLoughlin 

Blvd. Thank you for considering my comments. 



Hi- just curious the thought behind this? Seems like it’s a tremendous waste of the 

already absurd taxes I pay. I would much rather you spend my money on cleaning up the 

city and trying to help our schools I’m not trying to be rude, I just really don’t understand 

how this is needed Thanks  

First, thanks to the commissioners on their work on this effort.  I am a resident of 97214, 

Buckman.  I attended the meetings at Taborspace & SW Community Center. 

 

I admired specifically telling the attendees of constraints of: 

• westside being unified & needing numerically some eastside territory to maintain 

population balance 

• importance of keeping Historic Albina together 

• need to keep non-PPS school districts together 

I thought it was clever to present the three maps as a read on what was important to 

community members: 

• transit corridors 

• renter concentration 

• socio-economic coherence 

I partly came yesterday to hear, correctly, what I thought I heard at Taborspace:  that the 

final map may be other than one of the three (read otherwise, the three maps as test 

balloons of what is important to community members (brilliant move!)). 

 

For the record, I am in favor of Alder.  Reasons are: 

1. socio-econ - Sellwood is more like w-side than Buckman 

2. maintaining congruity of inner SE neighborhoods 

3. renter concentration 

A little more on renter concentration:  I specifically don't like the concept of 

concentrating renters.  Renters are historically less civically engaged in their immediate 

community.  Evidence that the IRS gives tax preference to homeowners over renters.  

Renters can easily move elsewhere and are far less tethered to their neighborhood. 

 

To make renter-heavy Buckman & inner w-side/downtown, those sub-communities 

would be further than disenfranchised that raw numbers might suggest. 

 

 

I am in favor of Alder. 

LWVPDX comments on ISC proposal - attached  

: FYI: confused about the multi-colored areas on each map which look the same on each 

of 3 variations. 

  

Why not color maple, one color on map, alder another color, and cedar another color? 

  

Explanation of boundries are clear, but the colorings ALL LOOK THE SAME. 



Thank you for the email.  I took the Salary Commission survey and my feedback is that 

survey could have been better.  

 

The salary survey seemed heavy on the participant data questions, while still not 

allowing me to identify as mixed or two or more races, seems limiting in a project that 

pats itself on the back about racial equity and inclusion, and light on what substantive 

comments on the proposal were solicited/allowed. 

 

I added general comments in a narrative response box, but the survey didn't offer a 

space to add my own thoughts on the commission's proposal. Was that by design? 

 

My #1 comment on the salary proposal is there is no reason for the Auditor to make less 

than the Mayor.  It is a skilled position with professional licensure requirements and is 

over the Mayor and Bureaus in terms of oversight and ethics.  

 

As the Mayor will function as a politician and the Auditor should not, the Auditor's pay 

should the City Attorney and/or Bureau Directors and top Managers. A compromise to 

this reasonable suggestion would be to pay the Auditor the same as the Mayor, to 

demonstrate the importance of the independent Auditor in Portland city government. 

 

I had the privilege of working in the Auditor's office under Gary Blackmer and then was 

part of multiple Mayors' portfolios in the Office of Management and Finance. From that 

perspective, I know that the City Auditor is crucial for accountability in Portland and that 

having that person be an elected official creates some issues. The Auditor's Office has 

often been under-resourced, ignored, and disrespected.  

 

Under the new form of government, it will be important to ensure the Auditor's success 

with financial  support as well as other values-based and structural considerations. 

 

Despite my critique above, I appreciate the opportunity to share my thoughts.  

 

Sincerely, 

Let me knowledge the relentless efforts by _____ for alerting the Community-at-Large to 

this time sensitive neighborhood issue who may not have ready access to the area 

newspapers.  I first was alerted Portland Tribune and your postcard on on Saturday July 

8th.  The notification did not share locations.    

 

Note I appreciate finding your detailed information posted to my iPhone today.   

However not welcome to address issues if not related to your neighborhood.   Surely, the 

Commissioners took notice when listening  to _____  comments related to how 

transportation effects on his neighborhood. 

 

In closing, my takeaway questions:  



at what cost to pay salaries with benefits,  

at what cost provide 12 office spaces 

to hire 12 Individuals within their Districk, 

 lastly, at what point will HR determinate their job description and salary? 

 

PP&R has yet to locate available Federal Resources to finish the 1909 Laurelhurst Park 

plans, and to construct the WA-MO Comminity Center serving the Inner SE 

Neighborhood Associations and those living in new condos with in the Industrial area to 

the Willamette River. 

Hi there, 

  

I’ve been a resident of Portland for 25 years… and I don’t understand what the 

geographic districts mean.   

Why are we redistricting?   

  

I can’t seem to find information on the landing page that explains why a particular district 

matters to a resident or to a homeowner. 

  

Please advise. 

  

Kind Regards, 

After testifying I was asked to submit specific details about the southern end of Brooklyn.  

  

I need help figuring out where the boundaries of a census segment on the Alder map. 

Thanks! 

I think your priorities and the numbers you have make a lot of sense. Making them 

competitive wages with the real world opens up the position to talented and diverse 

people that aren't already wealthy  

A merit base should allow bonus for exceptional performance   

The "justifications" for increased wages seem like a lot of dressed up language. Its fine if 

you want to pay them more but I'm not sure how it will "open opportunities for 

historically marginalized communities". I just want them to bring change to the city and 

take action to make it a better place to live. 

I'm frankly just curious why the mayoral pay rate is so much higher than a 

councilperson's, when I understood the mayor's powers and responsibilities under the 

new system to be greatly reduced.  

The salaries are too high for council members and way out of line considering salaries 

for working Portlanders.  The new councilors will have fewer responsibilities and 

represent smaller areas.  They should not be paid such high amounts. This proposal is 

not fiscally responsible. 

The pay is high enough already and the increase should go towards POC community 

services.  



Pay is extremely high. It prevents the council member from understanding the cost 

impacts of the average citizen. How does a salary that is $140,000+ improve equity? 

What are comparable cities with city administrator-led government functions paying 

their elected council or commission leaders? Portland needs to become a "city that 

works," not a think tank. 

I believe those amounts are fair and reasonable. They will attract a wide variety of 

candidates from all four new districts and I am excited to see what the candidate pool 

looks like. 

The pay should remain the same with no increase 

look at what happened to ____.  Low salaries are actually dangerous because they subject 

the recipient to rationalizing enticing offers.  Also, even if the offer is a valid use of time, 

the employee will be distracted by the outside offer.  I applaud your choice to pay these 

folks what they deserve.       In addition it is embarrassing how little we pay our 

legislators, our elected and school teachers as well. Their responsibilities are broad and 

essential for our society to function well.  Pay should be commensurate with these kind 

of responsibilities.     I applaud your work and courage to go against the Oregon norms.  

Another problem is when the salary is low, those who run for office already have 

privilege and advantage and the low salary bumps out anyone who does not have 

another source of income.  Bravo for you folks! 

Should be merit based as per written goals 

The survey is based on leading questions which never elicits an objective outcome.    My 

husband and everyone at his company received a 2% increase in pay this past year. How 

about you look around and determine what's the bump in pay that the constituents 

received, and go with that? 

Solid proven experience in the tasks that the mayor and council members will be 

responsible for 

These proposed salaries are obscene. You are going to continue to get morons without 

any skills running so they can make good money and milk the citizens dry.  Public service 

salaries should be enough to live on but public service should be that- service.  It should 

not be a program for popular but underprepared people to rake in the cash for 

themselves.   Portland is expensive enough without asking everyone to be on the hook 

for making politicians wealthy.  Frankly, elected officials should serve for a few years then 

go on with their lives and careers.  Making elected office a career will serve no one.   

Salaries should include a cost of living escalator component. 

If council salaries are going to be boosted that much, all commissioners should have to 

stand for election the november before the new government is implemented. I voted for 

the new plan based on the concept of hiring a cityu manager who would hire a 

professional staff to run city bureaus while elected commisiioners would be part-timers 

with about half the salary they now receive. 



Why are more people doing less work and getting paid more - when the city canâ€™t 

afford cops or road repairs or cleaning our neighborhoods or adequately addressing 

homelessness?  Current rates of pay attract a diverse council - you are addressing a 

problem that does not exist. This plan is simply out of touch - doesnâ€™t respond to the 

cityâ€™s needs, but will further increase a ridiculously high tax burden. This plan is an 

insult to citizens and voters! 

health care, retirement, child care assistance 

Accountability should be the primary factor driving salaries. Portland has been 

deteriorating for sometime. Why should there be any salary increase until taxpayers see 

their tax dollars being effectively used for improved services. 

The proposed salaries are in line with Federal salaries for senior managers. 

Higher salaries require higher expectations from Portland citizens to produce positive 

changes that have been demanded concerning highly visible issues. Police brutality, 

homeless, city trash everywhere :  we need these issues dealt with. Before awarding 

higher salaries to mayor & city managers close examination of   the talent & realistic 

abilities of candidates for office is required.  

I think the increases would be appropriate for the current structure of city government.  I 

do not think the compensation for city councilors and mayor should change until after 

the new structure is in place and the public can see instead of guess at what the new 

jobs will entail.   

All these people including the mayor will be doing nothing. That is why we hiring a 

manager. Too many chiefs running the Indians. The whole idea is to give more do 

nothing seats to more people . Just hire a manager and leave the rest out saves a lot of 

our money and gets more done AND we can fire a manager     

The pay is reasonable for the time required, but we do not need 12 commissioners and 

the new way of electing them is crazy and undemocratic. 

Tie increases to a real COLA so commissioners aren't required to give themselves raises 

as needed.    Require complete tax payment transparency from thus-compensated 

commissioners.    Define and prohibit outside income for commissioners, not to include 

pensions and retirement income.     

Look at the average salaries for the Portland Metro area. 

Other public service. 12 elected commissioners all making about 2.5 what a PPS teacher 

makes is too high. Salary should be closer to public service rates than executive 

leadership rates. The high salary will deplete talent at the state house.  

I'm disappointed in the leading nature of this survey's questions. It allows very little 

flexibility to comprehensively evaluate this proposal. The salaries are too high and the 

city simply can't afford them with all the other transition related costs. 

It appears to me that this salary range is very high for a policy making body. Policy does 

not generally require 40 hours of work each week. The city would be drowning in policy if 



these folks all worked 40 hrs per week. If they do not work 40 hours per week, why are 

they being paid $142,000 per year? 

I find it fiscally IRRESPONSIBLE to take away work from the 4 current Council members 

and then triple their numbers and costs.   The question is worded incorrectly! 

If the core responsibilities of commissioners is decreasing, along with the mayor, the pay 

structure is much too high. Would be good to note if there are decreased staff 

supporting commissioners. 

Please consider the salary comparable for cities like Denver and Seattle. I believe those 

salary ranges are much lower. Each of those cities has good diversity on their councils.  

Comparable elected positions,--Metro, State and County.  As well as other city leadership 

positions. Consider additional input beyond the questions in this survey. Why pay the 

auditor less than the Mayor for example? Why does your survey income info stop at 

$120k for top earners? Current to earners in the Metro area make multi- millions per 

year  

I think the Salary Commission should look at the level of executive responsibilities more 

closely. I believe the Mayor's salary should be more compared to the Council. The work 

load for the Mayor is going to be so much higher, and I don't think the roughly $30k 

difference reflects that. 

Granting a large salary increase for council members, from $127,000 to $142,000 a year, 

even though their administrative workload will be removed by the change, will only 

increase the publicâ€™s skepticism of government. This is especially true when the 

amount of money needed to pay for the increase in council membership after the 

change will more than double what the city pays now.    The argument that increased 

salaries will allow minority candidates to run and be elected is bogus, and easily 

disproved by looking at the present councilâ€™s makeup. It has three members of color 

and one gay man. Commission members should also look at the annual salary of a 

Multnomah County commissioner: it is currently about $125,000, and 3 out of 5 county 

commission members are people of color.     

questions 5, 6, 7 are difficult to answer with out more data and understanding the 

budget and other documents. I am unclear what the duties will be for each position and 

how they will changed. With more council members and an administrator it seems like 

each position will have less responsibilities and thus will require less time. It gives me 

pause when the Secretary of State of Oregon makes less then 80,000 a year. That is far 

too low and should be adjusted. The Mayor and Auditor seem to be inline with others 

but the council I am not sure especially when the duties are unclear. 

At first glance (not being an HR professional), the proposed salaries seem like they reflect 

the requirements of the position. The only part I'm unsure of is how many city positions 

pay more than these. I do think that the elected officials should be in the top 5% of city 

FTE salaries (although not the top paid positions). 

The council salaries are ridiculously high considering all the new council members will be 

doing is setting policy, not even running a bureau. And now tax payers have to pay for 12 

of them! 



The new salary levels should be based on the actual demands and requirements of the 

position.  They should not be so high as to attract those interested in the job simply due 

to the compensation.  The new Council members will have virtually no administrative 

duties compared to current councilors, will work primarily on policy development and 

public outreach, and thus should not receive higher pay. Equity and diversity thrives 

when it is an outcome, a result of equal opportunity rather than an artificial construct 

driven by social engineering motives.  The premise that people of color or non-majority 

genders will need these high salaries to be attracted to or financially able to seek civic 

office is  misguided.  That reality is aptly demonstrated by the composition of the current 

Council. 

Average private sector salaries for jobs that require management of as large and 

complex a budget as the council has. You cannot recruit experienced executives with 

these salaries, and basic business ineptitude is part of what ails our city. 

These salary proposals are much more than the median income. How will they not inflate 

the cost of living in Portland? You do not need high salaries to spur people to public 

service they just need to at least be the mean for the city. Individuals will still want tp 

hold leadership positions. Why should these positions pay more than the mean? I 

understand wanting people who may not have been able to afford holding office but this 

is much greater pay than that. It should be mean and no more.  

Given we will have 12 councilors a $142k a year is extraordinarily high given time and 

shared responsibilities. Why are politicians being paid in the top 5%? A $120k salary with 

PERS is far more in line with Portland incomes for these positions. Please be fiscally 

responsible.  

Will the commissioners not have staff.  The new configuration divides less work among 

more people.  It does not seem like the commissioners will have full time jobs.  And it is 

overly rich compensation compared to other skilled professions.  By your scale, our 

household is threshold poverty because i earn less than 100k.  But we are in the top 15% 

of household incomes.  This proposal makes the commission positions look like political 

patronage offered by insiders.  Also, the presentation of information and framing of this 

questionnaire reads like a push poll, not a neutral inquiry.   

Multnomah County Commission 

The salaries are flat out too high. Council people should be paid in the $75,000 to 

$95,000 range and the mayor no more than $125,000. Stop over paying people who have 

a poor track record of success and are insensitive to taxpayers as is your survey which 

has little concern for the people who actually drive the revenue for the oversized salaries 

proposed. 

I believe you salary increases are too great. Adding more folks to city council. their staffs, 

and the needs for offices downtown and in each district will be too expensive. The 

responsibility of the councilors will be less because they will no longer manage bureaus 

and offices. 

It looks like the current area median annual salary is a bit over 50k according to the BLS.  

The current salaries are already over double that and should be reduced significantly.  All 



the excessively high salaries do is isolate elected officials from the people they are 

supposed to represent.  The salaries should be tied to median area salaries with 

potentially a bit extra to account for being a very public role. 

Need rationale for such high base salaries since it seems that new councillors will have 

fewer responsibilities, i.e., no longer in charge of bureaus.   Also, salary of city manager. 

I agree that the mayor and auditor should be paid well to attract the best candidates. 

However given the number of new council roles and the fact that they can be elected 

with 20-30% of the vote, I highly disagree with the proposed salary for councilors. I also 

believe that the thriving wage as calculated is not a suitable target for setting 

compensation for the councilor roles. It's not a fair comparison to a private sector role 

where one doesn't have retirement benefits (like PERS) and job security protections. 

The pay scales are too high for all offices, except the auditor.  $100K a year would be 

plenty.  Portland is known for wasting taxpayer dollars, and this proposal continues that 

line. 

I believe that the Salaries should be a living wage. I don't believe they should be of a 

thriving wage at this time. I believe it is unfair to all other city employees and to the 

people paying taxes/or cost of goods for these positions, many who don't even make a 

livable wage. 

Comparison to similar cities 

Why pay more for less work?  Will the new City government continue the same 

misguided policies and wastefulness we have suffered in the past? 

Can the salary be more closely tied to performance objectives for the City and set by 

voters?  Could a lower baseline be set and the upper established limit only be given if 

metrics are met or voters approve by a certain percentage? 

NA. The commission has done a good job.  

My concern is what is the value residents will receive from commissioners earning more 

money and doing less work than the current form of government. 

I am pleased that the salary commission recommended substantial salaries for 

commissioners. We have recently experienced Oregon's Secretary of State taking a side 

job because of ridiculously low pay. Further, we have lost good state legislators because 

they couldn't afford to serve because of low pay. The city of Portland can do better.  

It should be a higher base salary 

Yes. Salaries should be based on knowledge and history of how city of Portland Oregon  

public policy affected and caused gentrification and powerlessness of a once growing 

BLACK community at the verge of creating generational wealth for 3rd and 4th 

generational BLACK Oregonian wealth. Salaries should be equal based on tax exempt 

status protective housing, security, and ongoing education of historical land use policies 

and AFFIRMATIVE ACTION POLICIES TO HAVE A PLATFORM OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR 

CULTURAL DISPLACED CITIZENS   



The major missing piece here seems to be what household compositions actually look 

like in practice, particularly for traditionally marginalized people.    The proposal does not 

explain *why* it chose to use the single-parent, one-child thriving wage as the salary 

lowpoint (for council positions).  Is this the most common household composition?  What 

% of household compositions is it?  This feels like a huge gap in the proposal. 

You have not articulated - at least here anyway - a job description for each of these 

positions. Particularly the salary for the city council jobs, which is likely to change 

dramatically under the new structure, should reflect the job description. A policy and 

advisory role is very different than managing bureaus and should be reflected in the 

salary. 

Compare against bureau director salaries. The mayor and other elected officials will still 

make significantly less than many bureau employees.  

These salaries are ridiculous and this survey is even more so. 

Pay should be related to the work required. The new commissioners will have many 

fewer responsibilities and should be paid less than current commissioners. Most 

Portlanders make a lot less than this for more work. The same criteria should be applied 

to all city employees especially those at the bottom of the pay scale. 

Im black single mom 6 kids.   Why the money goin to these rich folks.  Put the money to 

the reparations not the yt folks! You owes us.  Now 

Salaries should be tiered based on intersectional pyramid of oppression.  Heterosexual 

cis white christian males should receive salary of $0 to justly reflect undue privilege.  

Trans black women should receive the full salary.  All others should receive something 

between based on the level of systemic white supremacist and misogynistic oppression 

they endure. 

Anyone willing to take on the daily pain and drama of running this city should be paid AT 

LEAST the amounts proposed. Top talent can easily be compensated much more in the 

private sector, so unless folks are paid what is proposed the best will never consider 

running for office.  

City Council members under the new charter will not be responsible for city bureaus, the 

city manager will. I see no reason to increase Council member salaries for fewer 

responsibilities. Reject the salary increase 

They should want to get this position for average pay of city workers. Not more, not less. 

They should want the position because they want to make a change, not to fill their 

wallet up. This is disgusting. They are already getting paid for work they're not doing. It's 

unacceptable for the people and those who work beneath them.  

I’m _____  and I’m President of the League of Women Voters, We have about 270 

members and I’d say 40-50 are pretty engaged in the process. So we’re fans. And we 

have 3 requests for sort of transparency, accountability issues. One is, these questions 

and answers that you all are asking, and the city is answering. We got copies, but it was 

because we requested them and we request that they be posted so that anyone can get 

to them and we can link to them and spread the word because these are just really 



helpful. Second, would you, if you could remember to say your name before you speak, 

because if the slides are up, we can’t see who’s who and the people watching the 

recording session they want to, its best if could just say your name if you can. And third, 

the chat, I know chat is useful, but if people are watching the recoding, they can’t see the 

chat and people listening on audio – they can’t see the chat, so could you either minimize 

chat or somehow verbally say what’s going on in chat, so people get the full experience. 

Thank you and thank you for your work.  

I received the post card in the mail which featured the four district outlines for 

consideration.  I've been exploring the City's website to see the four maps. No success in 

finding them!  Please make it easier where to find them on the screen. Not even a 

hyperlink anywhere! 

Preference would strongly be for a division similar to the maple pattern, emphasizing 

places like sellwood and eastmoreland included on the east side and not included with 

the westside distrct. 

Hello, 

 

I've been getting the mailings and messages about the IDCs work on the draft district 

plan and it is all very nicely laid out and presented.  I would like to give feedback, but I 

don't have enough information.  For instance: 

• What were the criteria used in creating the three options? 

• What are the values expressed by the Commission in creating these options? 

• What are some of the potential positives and negatives about each option? 

• Neighborhood boundaries, transit corridors, integrity of central city--I get these, but 

why are they important in creating districts? 

The graphics are very nice but I need more background, or a prompt in order to give 

meaningful feedback.  I know you would like high quality feedback sessions, not just 

information sharing sessions. 

 

Thank you for your dedicated and thoughtful work, 

I am a long time resident of the Sellwood/Moreland neighborhood. I was truly dismayed 

to see that two out of three of the proposed districts put my neighborhood within the 

westside boundaries. I take pride in living on the EAST side. This is where my life is 

centered and my interests reside. It is my great fear that if my small neighborhood is 

lumped in with the westside that my interests and values will be neglected or even 

disappear against the weight of downtown and westside neighborhoods. I want a voice! 

In my opinion the Maple option is the ONLY choice for me and my neighbors. I beg you 

to leave Sellwood/Moreland on the Eastside where it rightfully belongs. Please! It seems 

that the other two maps were drawn along artificial and theoretical ideas without 

considering the actual residents.  

Cedar's simplicity in not having a meandering boundary that kinda-sorta follows Sandy, 

but actually is just Sandy helps clarify the districts quickly. Additionally, this keeps the 

hyper-urban central eastside with downtown while not threatening to pack all renters in 

urban communities into a single district. Do NOT choose Maple, as it is packing renters 



into a district that they may not even have full coalition strength in vs the west hills 

communities. 

Just wanted to voice my support of the Alder and Maple maps. These feel like the most 

appropriate solutions 

I am a long time resident of the Sellwood/Moreland neighborhood. I was truly dismayed 

to see that two out of three of the proposed districts put my neighborhood within the 

westside boundaries. I take pride in living on the EAST side. This is where my life is 

centered and my interests reside. It is my great fear that if my small neighborhood is 

lumped in with the westside that my interests and values will be neglected or even 

disappear against the weight of downtown and westside neighborhoods. I want a voice! 

In my opinion the Maple option is the ONLY choice for me and my neighbors. I beg you 

to leave Sellwood/Moreland on the Eastside where it rightfully belongs. Please! It seems 

that the other two maps were drawn along artificial and theoretical ideas without 

considering the actual residents.  

It wouldn't matter which map was chosen if each of the 4 districts would be broken up 

into 3 smaller districts with ONE representative for each of the smaller districts. That 

would make more sense and be less confusing to people. 

I am in full support of the particular map: Maple as it makes the most sense of how to 

break the City up into Districts. It keeps the Inner SE together, as opposed to breaking 

them up. Let's keep them on the EAST side as opposed to the WEST side! 

I prefer the Alder and Cedar maps to the Maple because they use boundaries already 

familiar and meaningful to most people (neighborhoods or easily visible/dividing 

transportation corridors).  The Maple map might tend to retain the long-time dominance 

of opinions from the central city. 

I believe the Cedar map to be the worst of all three. It splits up the Hosford-Abernathy 

neighborhood, which would be a disservice to its residents. The city is contstructing 

homeless camp site in this area and half of the neighborhood would be cut out of district 

representation regarding site issues. Please do not split up Hosford-Abernathy or this 

area between SE Harthorne and Powell. If any part of SE should be included with 

downtown/Westside, it should be Eliot and Lloyd, where Moda, the Convention Center, 

and far more business and tourism would suit being included in the Westside district. 

This is really hard, but i think the Alder map makes the most sense in terms of 

community identity and representation.  

I live in Ardenwald-Johnson Creek, near Eastmoreland, Woodstock, and Brentwood 

Darlington neighborhoods. While we may look demographically similar to the west side, 

our land use, transportation, and livability issues have very little to do with each other. All 

we have in common is a bridge and a highway. There isn't even a neighborhood on the 

other side of the Sellwood bridge. I don't want to be represented by someone from the 

west side. I already got gerrymandered into the 5th congressional district and that didn't 

go to well. It makes a lot more sense to keep the central core together in one district 

(Maple), since they do share many common land use and livability issues.  



I'm very concerned about the concentration of wealth, power and privilege within the 

blue colored section of each option. 

I am a Sellwood resident. I prefer the Maple configuration simply because I feel my 

neighborhood is more a part of the larger southeast region than it is a part of the 

westside. After reading the short descriptions of the three plans, I can understand the 

reasons why the various placements of Sellwood exist. I would select Cedar as my 

second choice. I would not complain about any of the choices, because they are all good, 

and I know there is no perfect solution. 

Please take into consideration that the neighbors I have spoken with in Sellwood where I 

live and I have strong feelings regarding the new voting district maps.  We would like our 

voices to be heard in this process. I voted for the new expanded city council and was 

shocked to learn that the commission is considering mapping Sellwood -Moreland with 

downtown.  The neighbors I have spoken with and I feel that including Sellwood-

Moreland in the "Maple" district map makes the most sense. Putting our S.E. 

neighborhood in the districts across the river clearly divides our representation.  Please 

add my comments to those you have received and consider keeping Sellwood-Moreland 

in Inner Southeast.  "Maple" is the mapped district that I respectfully am advocating for. 

Thak you.  

Please take into consideration that the neighbors I have spoken with in Sellwood where I 

live and I have strong feelings regarding the new voting district maps.  We would like our 

voices to be heard in this process. I voted for the new expanded city council and was 

shocked to learn that the commission is considering mapping Sellwood -Moreland with 

downtown.  The neighbors I have spoken with and I feel that including Sellwood-

Moreland in the "Maple" district map makes the most sense. Putting our S.E. 

neighborhood in the districts across the river clearly divides our representation.  Please 

add my comments to those you have received and consider keeping Sellwood-Moreland 

in Inner Southeast.  "Maple" is the mapped district that I respectfully am advocating for. 

Thak you. (repeat comment)  

Alder: N/a 

Alder: None 

I favor Alder as it keeps inner Eastside (north of Holgate) with the central eastside.   

The “Alder” Map will link the areas of Sellwood, West and East Moreland to the west side 

of Portland in a new District. The other suggested two maps either completely divide the 

Buckman, Kerns and HAND Neighborhoods, (Cedar Map) or even worse yet is the Maple 

Map, which places all of Buckman and Kerns into a representational district with the 

entire westside of Portland, a really poor and disempowering fit for our two eastside 

neighborhoods. We are an eastside neighborhood, have longstanding ties to our 

adjacent eastside neighborhoods, and are home to the National Historic District of East 

Portland.  We support the Alder Map, which will keep historic connections, honor 

neighborhood association boundaries throughout the eastside, and maintain geographic 



communities together, including those of Sellwood, which historically, demographically 

and socio-economically has always been tightly tied to the westside neighborhoods 

including their ready access on both sides to the river. We strongly oppose the Cedar 

map which completely divides our neighborhood and takes existing and important 

assets of the eastside, such as OMSI, and gives it to the already real estate rich westside, 

and also oppose the Maple map which disempowers and dilutes our progressive, young 

and often renter based neighborhood. We view the Cedar and Maple draft maps as a 

detriment to the entire inner SE community and a weakening of our individual 

constituency and the rights of renters. 

I OPPOSE Cedar because it creates a "wrong side of the tracks" up and down the eastside 

of Portland.  What does the industrial inner eastside have to do with the Westside.  The 

eastside portion of District D will be IGNORED under the Cedar map. 

Subsuming Buckman in to the west side will put us at a geographic disadvantage 

compared to the west side neighborhoods. Buckman is among the oldest east side 

neighborhoods, with longstanding neighborhood ties to Sunnyside, Ladd's Addition, and 

other east side neighborhoods, as well as to SE Uplift. Buckman is home to OMSI, 

Revolution Hall, and other well established east side fixtures. The Alder map respects the 

river as the natural and obvious boundary between the west and east side. I urge the City 

to adopt the Alder map. 

 

We prefer the Alder plan. We are not in favor of the plans (Cedar, Maple) in which 

Eastside neighborhoods north of Holgate are combined with Westside areas.  

 

Thank you. 

New city councilor pay proposal 

 

I am shocked that the city is proposing a roughly $22,000 increase in City Commissioner 

salaries, particularly under the auspices of equity and inclusion.  A few points. 

 

A wage of $142,400 (roughly) would put a city councilor in the top 10% of all earners in 

Portland.  Nothing about that sounds like equity to me.  It sounds like a governmental 

elite. 

 

Current city councilor wages are about $120,000 as you know.  Compare this to the 

average wage of a white earner in Portland of $52,429, a black earner of $48,170 and a 

Latinx worker of only $35157.  Those numbers are from your own study.  Numbers you 

"considered but [did not include] in [your] final criteria".  To be clear, I am disgusted at 

the racial wage gap.  But nothing about this city council proposal will change anything for 

the Portlanders suffering under this inequity. 

 

That means the new wage would be about 2.7 times the average white earner's wage, 

2.95 times the average black earner's wage, and a whopping 4 times the average latinx 

earner's wage.  If your concern is people having a "thriving wage", then maybe the city 



council should be working hard to increase incomes for all Portlanders rather than just 

for themselves. 

 

Please note that city councilors are paid based on the taxes generated from the above 

workers.  You are asking Portlanders of ALL ethnicities to support elected officials with 

wages much, much higher than their own.  Even if every new city councilor is black, 

latinx, Asian or Native American, this proposal will still only have helped the incomes of 

12 people at the expense of 600,000. 

 

I own a successful small business in Portland and in 11 years of operation, there were 

only two years in which I've made as much as your  

proposed city councilor salary.   We now employ 24 people, of whom 9 are  

full time, all of whom make a living wage according to your information.  

  I'm proud of that.  But they make much, much less than the city councilors currently do, 

much less again with your proposed salaries. 

 

Frankly, this proposal seems utterly tone deaf and completely out of touch with the 

reality of most Portlanders lives and our perception of the city council's performance.  

Throw in the new form of government with three times the number of councilors, and 

the removal of bureau oversight from their work loads, and this is ridiculous.  They 

should be getting paid less rather than more. 

 

Furthermore, the argument that this salary increase is intended to be anti-racist, equity 

based, etc is fallacious given the current ethnic makeup of the city council.  Clearly, 

BIPOC people have been able to run for city council and win seats under the current pay 

scale. 

 

Honestly, I'm kind of disgusted with this whole proposal. It just seems like more political 

pork and Tamany Hall fat cats - politicians benefiting at the expense of the citizenry.  You 

should be ashamed to have proposed this. 

who stated she did not receive her geographic district mailer and is requesting a callback 

to express her thoughts about how the community outreach has been handled. She is 

aware that 07/16 is approaching soon but would still like the opportunity to receive the 

mailer and would like to also request that the deadline to be heard be extended from 

07/16. 

None of them should get a raise until we see real movement on our drug problems. 

Same goes for real answers to the homeless situation. Until we actually get criminals 

actually put away who continue to keep stealing and destroying property. They need roll 

up their sleeves and actually start posiitive things for our city. 

With these salaries plus benefits, the Councilors should only be allowed one staff 

member. The proposed salaries do not reflect a one-day a week Council.  

Our city officials have been taking their jobs lightly, and have allowed crime, drug abuse, 

and mental health crises to run rampant in the city. Policy set in place by the mayor and 



city council have not only allowed these issues to worsen, they have invited it. It is very 

convenient for the city to put this salary proposal out almost IMMEDIATELY after 

appealing to the average working citizen by banning daytime camping and opposing the 

handouts of tinfoil and straws by Multnomah County. The camping ban has not even had 

a significant impact so far. The city officials have not done anything to deserve such a 

high pay. People should seek these positions out not for the salary, but because they 

truly are passionate about our community and making our community a better place to 

grow up and live. 

The proposed salaries are an insult to all hardworking Portlanders. The new counselors 

will have very little day to day responsibility and should be paid less than current 

commissioners who actually have broad administrative responsibilities. Take a look at 

median income in Portland and consider basing the salary proposal on that.  

Impact is o city budget 

It is an absolute shame that these elected folks would see a radical pay increase, given 

that we are on a budgetary cliff as a city, how in the world are we going to pay for 13 

hiked up salaries vs the 5 we had. This makes no sense. It's like the folks coming up with 

this have never balanced a checkbook. I am so disappointed in this work, but not 

surprised as it's the usual Portland grifting. That's how regular, every day people feel, 

folks! But I know... it does not matter. And of course, the people who will get those 

salaries were on one of those commissions to start out with. Should you guys not 

exclude anyone who worked on this charter transition thing? Isn't it a conflict of interest? 

this is all going the wrong direction and i'm opposed to it.  salaries should be reasonable, 

market based, fiscally responsible and generally have nothing to do with values trying to 

'fix' past marginalizations.  the goal [unmarginalizing] is good and the means are just 

wrong. 

Their salaries should be based on the salaries of the people they serve.  If the median 

income is $47K their salary should not be triple that amount.  Perhaps it should be the 

median income of top earners. 

I do not support a pay raise of this size at this time. It is fiscally irresponsible.  

This survey is structured poorly. More data, less 2019 social justice buzzwords, please. 

Compensation should be based in bench marks as outlined in job description. 

My husband and i make about $185,00 a year and feel like we can barely afford daycare 

and our mortgage. I would want to be sure that commissioners don't need to take on 

consulting jobs to make ends meet for their families. I think $142,000 is enough, but it 

might not be.  

If you raise the salaries you better get the POC candidates in office. If you're using POC 

opportunity as a reason to raise the salaries (am I reading that right?)-- but then only 

white people get elected -- it's just like the bad legislation that legalized street drugs 

before creating services and housing for the people impacted by street drugs. You know 



what I mean? Traditionally white women like me have benefitted more than POC have 

from civil rights legislation. Also this survey is hard to follow and maybe I have 

completely misunderstood it. Have a nice day. 

I feel $142,404.00 is too high of a salary for these council positions and is much higher 

than most City employees make. Council members won't have the same level of 

responsibility as they do now as bureau heads. They will be politicians and as part of that 

commitment they are donating their time to the betterment of the city. They should be 

allowed to continue their day jobs along with council responsibilities.  

Nobody should want to enter government to become affluent or get rich!  Citizens to not 

need or want that!  People who primarily value money can get that in the private sector.  

PLENTY of middle-income persons are qualified to serve.  They do not need to be rich 

enough to make big campaign donations to their "accomplices."  The proposed salaries 

are obscenely high, especially for the District Reps who will be PART TIME workers; also 

prohibit outside jobs, which could corrupt the voting of the Reps---consider the recent 

scandal in the Oregon Secretary of State's office!  Cap the Mayor's salary at 150K; Reps at 

130K.  None should make more than Firefighters or Police officers!  Considering the 

benefits and health care the City offers the wages should be lower!  And require them to 

bring their OWN white hardhats and gold painted shovels! 

No 

Education and experience  

The current salary for the Office Of Mayor as I type this is $149,260.80. The projected is 

now $175,000+. That seems like a large increase for a position for a city that proposed to 

us union members that it didnâ€™t have much money for its employees in DCTU 

Bargaining. As well as the other increases for the positions Council members, etc. 

The independent commission has done a POOR JOB, primarily for TWO reasons.  First, 

you have not considered the duties of 12 council members versus the current 4 

commissioners. As councilors, the job will be more POLICY oriented and part-time.  

Making the job full time will DECREASE diversity on the city council compared to an 

alternative where part time councilors would be allowed.  Councilors should be able to 

hold second jobs or businesses, provided they do not conflict with city business.    

Second, the size of the city has not increased four-fold so there is no reason to believe 

that the STAFF that support elected councilors should increase four-fold.  PLEASE, go 

back to the drawing board! 

Mayor Wheeler and Commissioners: 

 

Nearly a month ago, I sent you the attached memorandum regarding the 

implementation of a ranked choice voting system.  To date I have received no 

substantive response to the email or memorandum.  Given the volume of email received 

by your offices on any given day, it’s quite possible that my original email got buried an 

an in-box.  And so, I am resending the previous email along with the original 

memorandum and several other related documents.  In addition, I’m including my 



attempt to model the ranked choice voting system set forth in Ordinance No. 191244 

that I shared with Commissioner Maps at the end of June.   Please give careful 

consideration to these materials as you prepare for a critical transition to Portland’s new 

governance structure and voting system.  Thank you. 

 Cedar: Prioritizing the role of arterial roadways in influencing the use of public space and 

notions of neighborhood on the eastern side of the city is a way to increase mobility in 

and out of the city. 

The Maple map option represents the direct experience of people living in Portland 

better than the other two maps. Neighborhood divisions which support transportation 

configurations is still intact. There is an issue with all maps in the lack of connection 

between the farther north westside areas and the neighborhood areas directly across 

the river.  

Maple: I feel Sellwood-Moreland should be kept with other SE neighborhoods, versus 

West Side neighborhoods. 

Alder: I support this map.  

Since commissioners will no longer be managing large city departments and we have 

doubled numbers, I expect commissioners to become part time employees who may 

need additional employment. Our state government used to meet alternate years and 

our representatives needed supplemental employment for the off years. I will be upset if 

we end up spending more on commissioners plus a well paid city manager.  

Alder: No further comment 

The Alder Map is the only acceptable map for Brooklyn Neighborhood residents. Our 

neighborhood feels like an afterthought in the Cedar and Maple plans. Demographically 

Brooklyn neighborhood belongs with the east side and Brooklyn has a high number of 

renters and multidwelling units. Brooklyn neighborhood should not be lumped in with 

the westside. Sellwood is most similar to the westside making the Alder map the best 

option. 

Dear Ms. _____ and members of the Government Transition Advisory Committee,  

 

At the July 10 GTAC meeting, to which I listened online today, there were negative 

comments about the authority provided in the Portland charter to the Independent 

Salary Commission (ISC). The majority of Portland voters passed this charter, including 

the ISC, last November. The GTAC is not part of the charter. 

These negative comments are unfortunate and indicates a fundamental 

misunderstanding of the value of putting the job of setting pay for elected officials in the 

hands of an independent group. It also reflects a lack of awareness of the use of 

independent salary commissions elsewhere in Oregon and beyond. Examples include: 

  

•       According to the National Conference of State Legislatures, 22 states have 

commissions - https://www.ncsl.org/about-state-legislatures/legislative-compensation-

setting 



•       Multnomah County has an independent salary commission - 

https://www.multco.us/salary-commission 

•       The Oregon legislature has sent a constitutional amendment to voters establishing a 

salary commission. In my view it is unfortunate, that this referral does not require that 

the commission be composed of HR professions with compensation experience as is 

required in both Portland and Multnomah 

County.https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2023R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/SJR3

4/B-Engrossed 

  

Please stick to your responsibilities as GTAC members. This means stop the attacks on 

the ISC.  

 

Sincerely, 

To whom it concerns, 

I am a long time resident of the Buckman neighborhood and would like to comment on 

the draft district map options. After reviewing, it seems the Alder map is the most 

reasonable, as it takes into account neighborhood organization boundaries. We ask that 

you stop dividing neighborhoods. 

Thank you, 

 

My husband and I have reviewed the proposed maps and would like to express our 

strong preference for MAPLE, which is the only one of the three that keeps Sellwood with 

the rest of us on the east side. I believe our interests align as neighbors. 

 

Thank you. 

Dear Salary Commissioners, 

 

I oppose the draft salary plan the ISC unveiled in June. A convincing case for the costly 

and experimental anti-oppressive regime proposed has not been made. Although I know 

various individuals urged ISC members be bold, I—along with many other Portland 

residents--have grown wary of hastily crafted bold initiatives; too many of the untested 

ideas that Portland has pioneered  in recent years have backfired, sometimes badly.  And 

the reason given for pursuing a costly and potentially risky strategy—namely, to attract a 

candidate pool that will yield a diverse council—rings hollow given the geographic and 

ethnic diversity of the current council. 

Commissioners, 

 

As a resident of the (North) Roseway neighborhood, I want to express my 

disappointment with the district map options presented to our community. None of the 

three options presented sufficiently represent Roseway residents. All three of the 

options disregard the criteria for drawing the new districts, most notably that districts 

"not divide communities of common interest" and that the districts "use existing 

geographic or political boundaries". I would ask that Portland’s Independent District 



Commission re-think the logic of splitting existing neighborhoods in half and grouping 

the northeast neighborhoods into the southeast district.  The far more logical boundary, 

with regard to historic relationships and geographic boundaries, is to group the areas 

north of I-84 and west of I-205 into the North district.  Speaking for myself and my 

neighbors, our daily routines and rhythms, including daycare, schools, entertainment, 

and shopping, are focused toward the Hollywood, Cully and Beaumont neighborhoods, 

not to the south and southeast. 

 

Alder Map: The Madison South, Roseway, Rose City Park and Sumner neighborhoods are 

all part of the Central Northeast Neighborhoods coalition and clearly have a "common 

interest" with other north and northeast neighborhoods. Placing these neighborhoods in 

the southeast district disrupts the already established relationships that exist among 

northeast Portland neighborhoods. As described in the plan, "This map divides the 

central city among three districts, using the Willamette River and I-84 as boundaries..."  I-

84 is a significant physical boundary that separates NE and SE Portland, however, the 

Alder Map does not respect this logical geographic boundary any further east than the 

Hollywood District.  Areas north of I-84 and west of I-205 should be grouped with the 

North district.  

 

Cedar Map: A proposal to split the historic Roseway and Rose City Park neighborhoods in 

half is nonsensical and disregards the criteria to "not divide communities of common 

interest" and to "use existing geographic or political boundaries''. As described in the 

plan, "This map uses transit corridors such as NE Sandy, SE 12th Ave, 82nd, and MAX 

lines to prioritize the role of these arterial roadways in influencing the use of public 

space and notions of neighborhood..."   I fail to see how this proposal can meet it's stated 

purpose to prioritize the "use of public space and notions of neighborhoods" when it 

splits the political jurisdiction of a majority of Northeast Sandy Blvd into two separate 

districts.  This proposal only weakens the ability to articulate and plan a shared vision for 

the Sandy Blvd corridor and its residents.  It reduces Sandy Blvd to a mere transit 

corridor, rather than a unifying and defining community space.   

 

Maple Map: A proposal to split the historic Roseway neighborhood in half is nonsensical 

and disregards the criteria to "not divide communities of common interest" and to "use 

existing geographic or political boundaries''.   

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Sincerely, 

Hi, 

I’d like to express a strong preference for the Alder plan, which tries to preserve existing 

neighborhood boundaries.   I live in the Roseway neighborhood but consider my 

neighborhood to include Rose City Park as well.  The Maple plan chops up Roseway and 

puts Rose City Park in a different district, so that plan is the worst option, in my view. 



 

Your website says the Cedar Plan divides things up using transit corridors.  A transit 

corridor that cannot be crossed on foot – like a freeway - might make sense as a 

boundary.  But Sandy Boulevard is a very walkable street with many pedestrian 

crossings.   I see it as linking neighborhoods, and would not like to see it used to divide 

neighborhoods. 

 

Well, that’s my two cents.  Thanks for listening. 

Sincerely, 

I do not consider the salary proposal for the new Council to be fiscally responsible and 

therefore I oppose it. 

Yes. I attended the in person meeting this evening (7-12-23, 6-8 pm) at the Portland 

building. I appreciated the opportunity to learn more about the determinating processes 

of the district determination, and I likewise posted on the map (Maple) which option I 

favor. As I was leaving the meeting, it occurred to me that it might be helpful to include 

the names of the strres which make up the parameters of each of the proposed district 

options.  Other than that I have no other feedback at this time, and I look forward to the 

updates on which map will be selected in August to become the ones decided on for 

future reference in voting. Great job thus far, Commissioners of the Independent District 

Commission! Thank you again for your service. 

The proposal for 4% language pay is not fair to current city employees who only get $1 

per hour which equates to about a 2% language pay for most city employees.  That is not 

equity. 

What will the status of these commissioners be?  Full time or part time?   Since there are 

no established guidelines for these positions, I think it would be prudent to determine 

the pay by either hourly or a per meeting basis.  Sadly, as we have seen recently, if our 

governing representation doesn't show up for decision making meetings and forums, 

they still get paid and there don't seem to be repercussions for their lack of engagement.  

Overall, I believe that this is one of the things that deters many people from getting 

involved in government based projects.  If the whole team isn't held accountable at the 

same level, the work and decision making process isn't evenly  distributed, the team 

value is lost.  One of the points that caused the most discussion regarding having 3 

representatives for each "district", prior to the November election, was will the 3 work 

together?  By utilizing  per hour verses salary wages, I feel the city and public will get a 

better picture of  who is willing to work with the citizens of Portland to make it a better 

place to live. 

Present salaries are adequate and unlikely to deter people from running for office. 

The questions in this survey are geared towards supporting your salary proposals, to 

which I object.  There is no clear explanation of the duties of the mayor or the council 

members under the changed system- and in light of those duties no justification for 

raising (or perhaps lowering) salaries.  Our understanding is that the council members 

will no longer be responsible for bureaus- a great decrease in work, which would NOT 



justify a salary increase.  We did not vote for a change in government to create a social 

service agency, but to make government more efficient and effective.  In addition, it 

seems that those elected to the current council are diverse.  I am really concerned about 

the approach reflected here.  

I think the new commissioner position is a part-time legislative/policy setting position, 

much like other cities and school boards in Oregon. Because this is a new system, it 

would be better set the pay on an hourly or per meeting basis.     The public will likely 

think this is more reasonable and more comparable to similar jobs. In the current 

Portland system, the commissioners are largely administrative positions, much like 

county commissioners in most Oregon Counties, and are now presumably full-time 

government administrative positions.     Your analysis seems to assume these new 

commissioners are full-time positions, I can find no justification for this assumption.     In 

the future, if new commissioners only show up part time (or simultaneously maintain 

current 'employment'), some folks will convert their salary and benefits into an hourly 

equivalent and use the resulting extreme hourly rates to discredit the new system and 

will likely use that data to organize a change of the new structure to another model to 

'save money'. This will be a problem of your own making that will erode confidence in 

our city governance.     

The amount is too high for the amount of work one of the 12 will do.  This will encourage 

people to run for office just to make money and not because they are civically minded. 

The Portland City Council (and Multnomah County Council) are the most diverse 

theyâ€™ve ever been.  Good news!  The pay proposal increases costs for without valid 

cost estimates or budget considerations for Commissioners who will have less actual 

responsibility.  This is irresponsible. 

In a fiscally challenged city these salaries are excessive, especially given the number of 

new salaries employees. 

This is a desired-result-driven survey. Nice try. The objective should be to elect 

competent and qualified Council members, hopefully reflecting diversity, but this should 

not be the giveaway you are attempting. As competency is the precise opposite of your 

objective, salary should be capped at $80,000, substantially in excess of that of the State 

Treasurer. Staff should be capped at two per Council member, hiring of relatives 

prohibited. And you should resign before you do any more damage to a city that has 

suffered enough already. 

_____ lives in the Sellwood Moreland neighborhood. Her neighborhood is impacted by 

two of the maps. She has lived in Portland for 28 years. For a while she lived in the house 

boats down on the river and grew up in the area there. She thanked the IDC. She couldn’t 

imagine doing this job. She appreciates the accessibility and the transparency, and 

helping the community work with them. She came to talk to about the Alder map. She is 

totally in favor of the Alder map. She believes it is a good idea to put her neighborhood 

with the West. One of the reasons is the demographics. Both share liberal arts colleges, 

both sell houses for millions of dollars, so there is a similar interest that way. Sellwood 

votes and is politically active. Their neighborhood will be watching as they join the west. 

They will make sure the west considers the population in that area. She does not believe 



that the Maple map does that. The Maple map has a lot of apartments on 12th and 10th. 

Those apartments are difficult to get out the vote. They’re locked and inaccessible. She 

looked up the percentage of votes and how they voted in the past, and it’s low. Sellwood 

are voters and they will pay attention to what’s happening. They will be able to work with 

people in the West. 

_____ grew up in Sellwood. He believes downtown is not compatible with his 

neighborhood. The Sellwood bridge is mostly used by Clackamas users. If there is some 

connection between the two [downtown and Sellwood], he doesn’t see it. Why couldn’t 

the Lloyd district be able to move across the river, or St. Johns? 

_______  is chair of the Hosford Abernethy Neighborhood Association, and he came to 

testify on his own behalf. In his role, he talks to a lot of people in his neighborhood, and a 

lot of other people in the Southeast, including Sellwood. He thanked the IDC for their 

work. He knows it’s a hard job. It seems to him the primary variable in all of these maps, 

or the difference, is how Southeast Portland is carved out or other parts of the East. He 

wished a more expansive view had been taken of what’s possible. He feels like it’s the 

East that gets chopped up in one way or another. One of the emphases of the charter 

reform is to have equal representation for all residents and minimize any opportunity for 

disenfranchisement. The East is culturally very different from the west side, and the 

residents have different issues and concerns. He believes adding any portion of the East 

to the large west side will disenfranchise those east side voters. He asked that three 

proposal get rejected, and instead create a new set of districts that split the west side 

creating a balance of the east and west side populations. His concern is that there will be 

one district with more political, commercial, and business power. There are some 

common areas of interest that could be used to create east and west side districts. For 

example, the Lents and St. Johns neighborhoods have a lot in common both historically 

and economically. They also wrestle with transportation issues, isolation from the rest of 

the city, and the major freight works that move through those neighborhoods. The 

neighbors of the central east side share the challenges of an active industrial residential 

interface with several east side communities. Sellwood and Eastmoreland have more 

common interests with other areas of the Southwest. He asked that none of the three 

maps be adopted. He asked the IDC to go back and try redrawing the boundaries to 

minimize the possibilities of disenfranchising a portion of the Southeast population. 

_______  said she had spoken to the IDC before in the Zoom meetings and was glad to see 

the IDC in person. She grew up in Sellwood and Eastmoreland and currently resides in 

Southwest Hills. She knows people on both sides, and they’re not that different. She 

supports the Alder map. She supported the vote for four districts instead of twelve, as it 

would create a greater sense of ownership of the whole city. She thinks it is important 

when thinking about communities of common interest, and that Portland itself is a 

community of common interests. Everyone should have interest in the success of our 

city, not just concern for local priorities. She believes only Alder achieves that goal. She 

spent some time looking at the Central City 2035 Plan. She said it goes from East 12th, 

from Lloyd and Pearl districts down to Powell Blvd. It is a major development section and 

a lot of money will be going to the city. The plan defines itself as the primary guiding 



policy document for the central city in which they’re creating an urban core that is 

vibrant, innovative, sustainable, and resilient, and in their words, “a place where every 

Portlander can be proud to call their own.” The fact is that only Alder allows every 

Portlanders to start calling it their own. In the Maple map, that whole business, except 

Lloyds, is joined with the west side. The same thing happens with the Cedar map. In the 

Alder map, some of that is owned by the Southeast area, the North area, and the West 

area, so there are three districts that get advantage from that. This is important from an 

electoral point of view. If there are city councilors that will provide money to the Central 

City Plan. Isn’t the city better off with nine city councilors that are benefiting directly from 

this, and their people are benefiting from this rather than having three or six? They just 

announced $120 million for the OMSI District Plan that was just approved by Portland’s 

design commission, “a one of a kind neighborhood that is an inclusive community 

destination with innovation, culture, arts, science, and learning at its heart.” Both the 

Cedar and Maple districts go into the west side, which is not an inclusive district. Isn’t the 

city better off with more councilors feeling that their districts are benefiting and 

supporting these city-wide movements than fewer. 

_______ thanked the IDC for all their hard work. He said it must have been a vexing 

assignment. He reviewed the criteria and options, and he thinks they did a very good job. 

He appreciates and agrees with using major corridors such as freeways as major dividing 

lines. It divides naturally. He anticipated the problem of which part of the east would join 

the west. A big part of choosing how to divide the northeast and the southeast is the line 

should be drawn. He believes the Cedar is the worst plan. He does not believe it is best 

to use Sandy as a dividing line. Sandy is not a major corridor. A freeway really separates 

neighborhoods. He sees Sandy as a major development corridor. He recalled that that 

IDC mentioned in the materials and presentation that they are keeping both sides of 

Columbia Blvd together. He said whatever impulse that was should be applied to Sandy, 

as well. There will be major apartment development just north of Sandy. He would rather 

have both sides of Sandy in one district. For that reason, he said Cedar is the worst. 

______ said she was late, so she missed the important part. She is from the Southeast 

area. The area she grew up in the southeast Multnomah unincorporated is still going to 

be unincorporated, which is a bummer because her parents still live there. They never 

know what’s going on with politics. If there is the ability to make a new map, she hoped 

the IDC would take that into account. She also supports the Alder map. 

How are future plans with the Lloyd district being considered in drawing of the 3 maps? 

______ lives in the Hollywood district. She hadn’t planned on speaking, so she thought she 

would just toss her thoughts out there. She wished different words would be used 

instead of boundaries and divide. She’s lived in Portland for 10 years, and the other side 

of the Willamette might as well have been Antarctica no matter which side you’re on. 

Many didn’t cross the river if they could help it. It’s a boundary. It’s something someone 

would have to be willing to go passed. She would like to see more language around the 

opportunity for blending communities that don’t have common interests necessarily that 

could get to through their definition of district. She asked not to divide further, but look 



at a new way of being inclusive when thinking of people around the world, in Portland, 

and on the streets. 

______ is with Frog Ferry and she thinks it’s a real shame how the river divides us. She 

believes the river belongs to everyone in the city and is a wonderful conduit to connect 

everyone. She realizes it doesn’t have registered voters on the river, but she said she 

would love to see the river fall in one of these jurisdictions. There is no current city 

councilor that is responsible for the river. There are essentially two non-profits that are 

combining the stewardship. It is one of the most important vast greenspaces in the 

community. She knows it’s out-of-the-box thinking. She said she is sincerely grateful for 

the IDC’s leadership and their commitment to the community. 

The Alder Map is the only acceptable map for Brooklyn Neighborhood residents. Our 

neighborhood feels like an afterthought in the Cedar and Maple plans. Demographically 

Brooklyn neighborhood belongs with the east side and Brooklyn has a high number of 

renters and multidwelling units. Brooklyn neighborhood should not be lumped in with 

the westside. Sellwood is most similar to the westside making the Alder map the best 

option. 

Yes please, Alder Map!  Makes the most sense, staying true to neighborhood 

demographics.  So happy this revamp is happening.  Portland badly needs better 

representation from the east side!!   

I prefer this map. 

I believe that the Alder map is the best map because it puts similar demographics 

together and does not really disenfranchise others.  Sellwood-Eastmoreland are more 

like the SW and NW than the other two choices. We both have small liberal arts colleges. 

We both have homes worth more than 1 million dollars. We both have vibrant economic 

districts.  In addition we both have issues with rail yards.  I also think that the other two 

districts are so different from the SW and NW their vote will be squashed by the 

moneyed interests in the NW and SW.  Maple in particular has a number of apartments 

that are difficult to access (locked) and canvas.  Voters tend to be transient in such 

places. 

If this map is focused on the Central City Plan, why isn’t the Lloyd District included in 

district D ( the west side district? Instead this option considers all of Buckman and Kerns 

as the Central City which they are not. 

I want to retain the influence of neighborhood associations in city government. 

The Alder Map makes sense to me. It keeps together established neighborhood 

boundaries. Including the southern portion of Southeast Portland makes sense. That 

area is connected to the west side via the Sellwood and Ross Island bridges.  

The 4 districts are arbitrarily organized based on equal population.  It would be better to 

keep neighborhoods intact than gerrymander odd districts representing people v shared 

interests/issues/concerns.   



I live in Buckman on 14th Ave and support the Alder Map.  It is important to me and my 

neighbors that we keep historic connections and honor neighborhood association 

boundaries throughout the eastside. 

Between the 3 alternatives, I believe Alder is the preferable option.  While preserving 

neighborhood boundaries are not of interest, the inclusion of lower southeast to the 

west side is preferable and maintains representation within the other districts.  I think 

Alder, or at minimum Ceder would be better for more equitable and socially just 

districting.  While Maple would concentrate renters, the social and demographic trends 

of the rest of the west side may actually dilute benefits of keeping together renter dense 

areas.    

Maple is best option of the three proposed maps. It retains a natural neighborhood form 

better than the other proposals. Cedar is by far the least optimal map. 

With the increase of city councilors from 4 members to 12 members , there is a valid 

concern about the increased salaries for the increased  number of councilors and their 

staffs. new council. Maybe there  should only be 2 councilors per district.  To minimize 

the economic  impact have only 2 councilors per district and each district and have each 

district share the staff for each of the councilors 

 

I attended the meeting the Is at Independent District Commission hosted on 7-12-23 at 

the Portland Building in rm. 108. My name is _____.  

I want to thank the Car Can Commissioners for your service and to say that I favor the 

Maple map. This is the neighborhood that I have lived in the past 20 years, and Iove 

where I live. I feel confident that the Maple map best represents my neighborhood and 

our best interests.  

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to learn more about this new and exciting option to 

our community! Citywide! 

Dear Commission, 

 

After attending the public listening session on July 12, 2023 and hearing the amount of 

care the commission took with analyzing the data and overlays of the different 

demographic, transportation and cultural considerations for the three maps presented, I 

am impressed with the work the commission has accomplished in a (relatively) short 

time. It's clear to me that the members who were selected to serve have diverse 

perspectives in their background and experience and that it was an inclusive and 

respectful process. I particularly appreciated Commissioner Judd's analysis of the data 

overlays. The product of the commission truly is the antithesis of gerrymandering and I 

applaud your work. 

 

I am a resident of the NW Alphabet District (I own a condo apartment) and feel that the 

Alder map best incorporates what I feel is most important in redistricting decisions: the 

cultural aspects. While I understand that others may feel that the inclusion of the inner 

SE is economically tied to downtown, I feel that Sellwood, Eastmoreland and Reed 



neighborhoods have more connection to the SW. I may be mistaken about this, but the 

public testimony on July 12th from residents of those neighborhoods supports my 

supposition. 

 

It will be interesting to learn the feedback you receive from those who reside in the 

proposed Maple District. I am not opposed to that map, if that is where the center of 

public comments lies. 

 

The Cedar District seems the least appealing option to me. I do not own a car and rely on 

walking and public transportation, so I understand the desire to draw lines based on 

transit corridors. However, I believe transit lines should respond to the needs of local 

neighborhoods, and what kinds of transit options they want, rather than having to 

navigate existing high-traffic corridors that separate communities and endanger lives. 

We need to foster community connections and walkability/bikeability safety to foster 

those connections, and ultimately to develop businesses and housing that supports 

them. 

 

I am proud to be a resident of the City of Portland, where we demonstrate how the 

government can actually take citizens' concerns into account to produce results that 

effectively respond to the voters' will. Thank you again for your excellent work and I look 

forward to hearing the results of the commission's decision in August. 

 

Respectfully, 

This is just a question about your maps, or lack thereof. You sent us a flyer showing 3 

districts that were drawn, but they are hardly readable. I came on this site 2B able to see 

how they are broken down exactly, but i can't find ANY pics of that. Can somebody email 

me to show me how/where i can find those, please. Use the email provided. 

I endorse the Alder map. I have lived in the Hosford Abernathy neighborhood and now 

live in Sellwood. This gives me a 'lived' perspective. Sellwood has much more in common 

with the SW than just demographics and socioeconomics. But because we do have that 

in common, Alder Map would create a strong voting block. Other things we share are our 

mixed use communities, enviornmental concerns with the rail yards and the waterfront, 

the major roads that run through both communities, and have you heard that 

Multnomah Village and Sellwood are referred to as "Sister Cities". These are just some of 

the reasons that the Alder Map should be adopted. 

I am deeply concerned and disappointed by the choice of Commissioners Gonzales and 

Ryan to attempt to circumvent the will of Portlanders expressed in the vote to amend the 

charter. It is insulting to our intelligence to suggest that, through extensive media 

coverage, community input and engagement, the litigation over the legality of the 

amendment package, and the voter education through the text and explanation of the 

amendments and the arguments for and against in the voter pamphlet, we were 

somehow unsure what we were voting on. We understood it, we voted for it, and now 

from their high perches, these two Commissioners presume to tell us to think again and 



ask us to make better choices next time. I moved to Portland ten years ago; prior to that, 

I spent 25 years in cities of comparable size with council-manager governments and 

geographic districts, and I believe strongly that they are run more effectively, with less 

political interference in city bureaus, and with better representation than Portland is. In 

my formal education and in my personal reading, I have become convinced that multi-

member districts and ranked-choice voting are conducive to less toxic politics, more 

consensus, and more solutions-oriented governance. I implore Commissioners Gonzales 

and Ryan to repudiate their disrespect for Portland voters, and I ask the rest of the 

council to reject their disingenuous power grab. 

Fire Ted Wheeler for criminilazing houselessness, his camping ban was heavily opposed 

by the community and yet it passed in council! To think he would be paid this much but 

expects people with NOTHING to have even less and â€œsurviveâ€•. Is this a guiding 

principle of setting salaries for those most vulnerable? Do better Portland. 

Look at other cities of similar demographics and populations, please!  We should pay a 

commensurate salary and salary that will hopefully attract qualified folks dedicated to 

their constituents and what's best for the city. And, it should be a living wage in Portland, 

where the cost of living continues to skyrocket. 

Letter is below 

_______ executive director of the Coalition for Communities of Color, thanked the IDC for 

inviting him to speak. He wanted to say a couple of words today. He was supposed to 

answer the question, “why should the black community engage with this charter and the 

districting process”. He said maybe not to answer, but more like reflect or pine about it 

and share some thoughts. He started with mentioning big vocals like Charles Jordan, 

Joanne Hardesty, Mingus Mapps. He also mentioned Carmen Rubio and Renee Gonzalez. 

The first four he mentioned were the four black members of the City Council, the only 

four that Portland has ever had, and the last two were people of color. He met and 

know/knew all six, although a couple have passed away. He sat down with them, and he 

heard their thoughts. It’s both wonderful and a shame. He’s only been a Portlander for 

20 years. He should know every council person of color that has sat on the Portland city 

council for over a hundred years. Just that fact alone makes him want to urge his fellow 

black residents of Portland to get engaged with this process. There’s a reason that 

Portland has only four black commissioners over all that time. One thing he noticed with 

districting, the charge of this commission, is the IDC said it is not to dilute certain 

populations. The charter as it exists is set up to dilute those very votes. It was meant to 

dilute different factions of people, not only people of color, but certain parts of Portland 

by keeping the same people from getting elected over time. He applauds the IDC for 

what they’ve done and how they’ve constructed this. He likes the districting process. He’s 

engaged in the districting process. In fact, his group, the Coalition of Communities of 

Color, was one of the champions of this. They believe that by doing this, they will have 

more candidates of color, not guaranteed to win, but with an opportunity to win, with a 

better chance to win, and working in smaller districts where their numbers aren’t diluted. 

He looked at the numbers the IDC had, and the biggest percentage of black folks was 



around 9%, but what he saw was actually around 7, 8 or 6, and in some parts, only 3%. 

These are small percentages, so while he’s jumping up and down for black folks, he’s also 

saying that there needs to be full color, there has to be allies, there has to be the ability 

to build something that’s in their name - coalitions that’s for the common good and 

shared equity. He began conclusion by saying this charter process gives him the 

opportunity and the hope that Portlanders can do that – that they can come together 

and have some shared interests and not have the round of the usual suspects in 

powerful people, or businesses to determine how the city is going to be run. He would 

like the people to determine how it’s going to run. He encouraged every resident, 

whoever they are, to engage, but he especially urged and challenged black folks and 

people of color to step up in this process, to vote, to run for office. Just engage for 

goodness’s sake. He thanked everyone. 

____ greeted the IDC and thanked the host, Self Enhancement Inc. (SEI) for this 

opportunity for everyone to gather. She introduced herself as executive director of 

Community Alliance of Tenants, and they represent tenants throughout the state of 

Oregon, but they have their district in Portland. Their mission is to especially serve low 

income tenants and communities of color throughout Oregon. What is being done is very 

important, setting boundaries, finding common interests. There are many common 

interests among tenants. What has been learned is that tenants are not being 

represented in city council. They’re not represented in most areas of leadership. The one 

person that came to her mind is Joanne Hardesty. She said she is addressing specifically 

the black community, as ____ just did. The goal of this process is to have that 

representation, those common interests, to have some power behind it, and the districts 

are one way of doing that. Her organization has learned that black tenants cannot afford 

to live in the central city, and in the last couple of years black tenants represent 70% of 

renters. They also learned that when rent assistance was so critical, most of that 

assistance was being distributed in the central corridor along I205. They learned that of 

the individuals in Portland that were trying to access the Portland Defense Project to 

prevent evictions, that almost 40% of the individuals were from black households. She 

pointed that out to illustrate the disparities that black households face in Portland, that 

they specially face as tenants, and how critical it is that they have a voice and are part of 

the decisions that are being made – decisions such as district boundaries, decisions 

about transportation, decisions about the quality of houses that are being built, 

decisions about how affordable those houses will be. The last 10 years the pressures on 

black households lead to, in a short period of time, wide displacement. There are a lot of 

dissimilarities in terms of what renters experience. They learned that the quality of 

housing and the amount of rental housing in East Portland is different than central east 

Portland or on the West side. There is some affordable housing along the Barbur 

corridor. On the whole it’s far more expensive. Rent assistance was less distributed in 

those areas. There are some pockets of affordable housing in the central district. The 

amount of naturally affordable housing, meaning not subsidized, is predominantly on 

the East side of Portland. She urged the audience to take this information and overlay it 

on the decisions that will be make about districts and about boundaries, and do so with 



the intent of making sure that individuals with common interest really are elevated in the 

end, and to have the ability to have their interests heard on this commission. She 

thanked everyone for their time. 

_______, executive director of Business for a Better Portland, thanked the IDC for having 

the speakers at the public hearing. He is a Portland native and grew up in Woodlawn for 

the last 20 years. He has worked for the City of Portland for 10+ years. His degree is in 

economics, and his minor was in demography so, census data is really interesting to him. 

Portland has the largest community of black people that Portland has ever had, as of 

today. It’s a very young population. The average age of the black community is 31, the 

Latinx community is 27, and the white population is 37. The voting age is 18 and over. 

They know when they look at the voting data most voting individuals are not 18 years old 

and generally not even 38 years old. It’s older than that. He had a question for the IDC, 

how are you taking the high-level information on the macro level of the census data 

concerning communities of color? How are you reviewing the realities of who votes, 

disenfranchisement, and the number of voting renters? He wanted to know more about 

the process, about how the IDC is engaging communities of color. He saw that less than 

200 people have engaged with the process. Commissioner Judd corrected him that the 

200 number is for track maps. Again, he thanked the IDC. He expressed excitement 

about meeting Commissioner Fleischman next week where he will be able to talk about 

what these maps mean for businesses. He mentioned Commissioner Lumley has been 

very open to talking with communities of color. ______ said he would like to know more 

about that and how that looked. What does it look like to work with folks in Sellwood and 

the central east side. It actually made him pause to have someone speak for them [the 

black community]. He wants people to go from pause to feeling comfortable with this 

person speaking on their behalf. He appreciated the IDC’s time and he’s looking forward 

to meeting with Commissioner Fleischman and Commissioner Judd the following week. 

He looks forward to learning more from the IDC. 

_____ introduced herself. She uses pronouns like she and her. She is a social impact 

consultant, and fourth generation Portlander. She thanked the IDC for holding the 

community meeting. She understands the importance of collecting community input and 

advise to inform something as significant as changing the way the state government 

functions, and exploring ways that it will establish modes of power. One of the items that 

gave her pause was outreach and community engagement. She is an outreach 

engagement specialist. She does it for the city of Portland and many other entities and 

non-profit organizations. When she thinks of inclusive engagement, she asks what 

methodologies have been used to ensure that voices who experiences barriers 

participate with different projects, like this – to be part of events like the public hearings 

and future engagement. It’s important to acknowledge that there are folks across the city 

that have access, resources, and time. There are many Portlanders that do not. And so, 

there is an opportunity to have government reflect the city of Portland based on input 

from voices that are usually not heard. She asked the IDC this question, “how is the IDC 

going to continue with outreach and engage communities, particularly those most 

vulnerable communities, so that they have an opportunity to have their points heard and 



centered as the IDC thinks about ways in which community input will inform the draft 

maps.” The other item she wanted to talk about is that she fundamentally believes that 

Portlanders should be rethinking and reimagining city government, so that access and 

opportunity increases, and invite ways to create shared prosperity for those who want to 

represent and participate in deep collaboration with communities to create inclusive, 

equitable, and just policy. But that goes hand in hand with outreach and engagement. If 

outreach and engagement isn’t done well, right, and in an inclusive and accessible way, 

the opportunity to cultivate candidates that could be the next generation of our city 

government will not exist. One of the things she observed while looking at these maps is, 

how are Portlanders going to begin to mitigate the creation of boundaries that may 

inadvertently create concentration of power. When she thinks about the West side, and 

the stark differences between the east and west sides, she [and other long-time 

Portlanders] recall the deep disparities across these two different places in one city. She 

asked the community, not just the IDC, to think about how to mitigate the creation of 

power by inadvertently creating maps that centralize folks who have far more access and 

privilege than others. And there is intersectionality when thinking of access to transit and 

housing, public health resources, if not thought about very closely, spaces will be 

inadvertently created paces and maps that will reinforce the power that is created deep 

disparities that her community in particular still experiences today. It’s not changed. It’s 

gotten worse. She leaves with this question, how will the community think about this 

critically, and perhaps reverse engineer the way that maps and boundaries are created, 

so that there is creation of shared prosperity and equal access to opportunity, and not 

regenerating the same centralization of power that has led to inequitable policy – land 

use policy and others – that is burdening and causing historical harm, but is still 

experienced today. 

________ is representing herself and her neighborhood. She lives in the Eastmoreland 

neighborhood and would like to speak in favor of the Maple map and against the Alder 

map. Two of the criteria that the voters approved is that they should not divide 

communities of common interest and that they should be connected by transportation 

links. Unfortunately, the Alder map ignores both of those criteria. It carves out 

Eastmoreland from the east side and separates it from adjacent Woodstock commercial 

center and other southeast commercial centers where they eat, shop, and play. The 

commissioners supporting the Alder map insist that this choice is necessary to equal 

populations within the districts. But rather removing Eastmoreland from its natural place 

on the east side, she suggested a better way to create equally sized districts is to use the 

central east side neighborhood of Kerns, Buckman, and Hosford Abernethy as shown in 

the Maple map. There are three reasons that justify the Maple map. First, the central east 

side neighborhoods have five bridges connecting them to the west as opposed the one 

bridge that connects Sellwood to the west side. Even the Sellwood bridge is not 

considered to be a civic or neighborhood corridor by the city’s 2025 Comprehensive Plan. 

Not surprisingly, as an Eastmoreland resident, the Sellwood bridge is seldom used. 

Secondly, the Ross Island bridge serves central east side neighborhoods of Kerns, 

Buckman, and Hosford Abernethy better than theirs [Eastmoreland] because those 



neighborhoods are actually contiguous, and their neighborhoods are not. The 

Eastmoreland neighborhood does not use the Ross Island bridge to cross the river. When 

they infrequently travel westward, the Burnside bridge is used. Finally, the Kerns, 

Buckman, and Hosford Abernethy neighborhoods are considered to be part of the 

central city by the city’s 2035 Comprehensive Plan. Based on this fact and the 

transportation links just described, the central east side neighborhoods are the obvious 

and logical choice for joining with the west district. As she was thinking about how to 

define her community for the IDC, their local newspaper, The Bee, arrived in the mail. 

The newspaper serves the neighborhoods of Sellwood, Eastmoreland and 

Westmoreland, Reed, Woodstock, and others (check other recording) in the southeast 

neighborhood.  Those are the neighborhoods they interact with as a community, not the 

ones on the west side. When she talked to her neighbors, not one of them disagree with 

her. Please approve the Maple map. 

_____ introduced herself, and she is from the 97216 zip code. Her employment is in the 

97211 zip code. She has worked for SEI for the last 29 years. Providing service to the 

African American community has become more and more difficult because they’re so far 

out – providing services to families here for events or business throughout the day and 

evenings. They host several programs in the evening. It’s so hard for parents to do city 

transportation to come from east 97216 to 97211. When she reviewed the district plan, it 

reminded her (and she’s been a part of Portland for 50 years) of redlines. It’s concerning 

about, as others have spoken, the inclusion of African Americans in this plan, and what 

does it mean for them and the community at large. She currently lives in a war zone. A 

day does not go by when someone has been shot or injured. Her job requires her to be 

in the public. It used to be that she could pull over to the side of the road or into a 

parking lot and feel good about doing her work, but not anymore because of the crime. 

She would just like to say that she’s concerned about the inclusion of African Americans, 

and she’d like more talk about inclusion, transportation, and the situation with the Max 

and regular TriMet, as well as needing to provide services to the families in the east 

county, as well as the North and Northeast. 

______ first thanked the IDC for their time and effort to put this together. He’s sure they 

spent a lot of hours and odd times to put this together, so he wanted to express his 

gratitude. He graduated from Madison High, now McDaniels High, and he’s lived for the 

last 25 years in Overlook. All three maps stayed the same for his area. He would like to 

speak to the Cedar map. He would like to see a high participation rate in Portland’s 

elections. It’s an exciting time for Portland to move to this form of government. It’s a 

great change and well overdue. From his perspective, when looking at the boundaries, he 

believes it would be easiest for voters to identify what district they live in. The more 

they’re able to identify their district, the more they’ll pay attention to the candidates for 

which they should pay attention. To him, that’s the key to engagement. Does anyone 

really know who they should be paying attention to for any election. He really 

appreciated the previous speakers, and the IDC has a lot to think about. He really 

supports the pay structure for the IDC. He worked at a public entity, and he had an upaid 

board, and that self selects a lot of people to be on a board when you don’t pay them 



appropriately. And unfortunately, there was the recent secretary of state incident, where 

he was stunned to find out how small the paycheck was, and he can see where there 

were issues around that. He appreciates the pay structure and support the Cedar map 

for the simplicity of it. He thanked the IDC for their time. 

______ greeted everyone. To really make him feel comfortable, he has to know who the 

IDC is. It’s very difficult for him to give the IDC information when he doesn’t get 

information back from the IDC right now. Black people feel very uncomfortable because 

when information is taken from them to help and when they see that they’re still on the 

waiting list to simply can’t come down to the meeting. It seems like it’s met with deaf 

ears. He asked for everyone to think about the 14th Amendment. Think about what that 

really means – more opportunity for all. He asked, how can someone represent him 

without knowing anything about him? He came to the meeting to represent the black 

people, people of color. They already get the short end of the stick. Who voted for the 

IDC? He didn’t. He asked, how many people in the room looks like him? He asked to take 

this stuff seriously because a decision has to be made in a short period of time. He 

believes the solution is to get up and out in the streets and tell them – teach them – what 

the IDC is doing. Someone is going to get left behind and that’s very sad. For some 

people, it’s difficult to understand what the IDC is doing. Everyone doesn’t have a 

computer. He pleaded for the IDC not to make a decision because they think they know it 

all, because they don’t. Some are going to get left behind. He came to the meeting to 

speak from his heart. He hopes the IDC does the same – not with their mind, but with 

their heart. The IDC is making a decision about their livelihoods. They are the community 

of color. There are only six public hearings left, and it won’t work because not everyone 

will get it. He said the IDC has homework to do. 

_______ introduced herself. She lives in the southwest hills and is a former member of the 

charter commission. Yesterday she came before the IDC to testify on behalf of the Alder 

map. She came to this meeting to testify in thanks of the IDC and behalf of the work that 

they are doing, and on behalf of the work the speakers are doing, and on behalf of the 

audience who is taking time during this glorious evening to come and be a part of this 

experiment in democracy. The reason she came to the meeting is because of the 

shocking news received yesterday that there are indeed challenges to the very job the 

IDC is working on and to the districts. It is very obvious in listening to the folks at the 

meeting that being represented is extremely important, and yet Commissioners Ryan 

and Gonzalez wish to gut the bill Portlanders passed last November by removing 

proportional representation and reducing the amount of commissioners. Marcus spoke 

about how the charter was designed to be the voice for people of color. Proportional 

representation was designed to give a voice to people of color, and that is being removed 

if the Ryan and Gonzalez bill moves forward. She gave one example. Until 2021 Lowell, 

Massachusetts was a nine person multi member district, but they weren’t elected by 

proportional representation, just elected by pluralities. Forty seven percent of the city 

were people of color, and only two white council members had been elected in the past 

twenty years. In 2021, they changed to a hybrid system with eight 3-at-large single 

member district. The three multi member districts did not elect a single person of color. 



The reason being is that they were all elected by a single voter representation, not by 

proportional representation. She ended by reading a quote that was signed by over 200 

leading American political scientists that was in the New York Times last year. “Our 

arcane single member districting process divides, polarizes, and isolates us, and 

produces an equally politically divided system [and she would say social system] that is 

incapable of responding to changing demands and challenges with necessary legitimacy. 

We call on Congress to adopt inclusive multi-member districts with competitive and 

responsive proportional representation.”  She said this is the job the IDC is doing. This is 

the culmination of the work that was done on the charter commission and what the 

voters approved. She thanked the IDC. 

_______ said, since it was mentioned, she too feels outrage by the challenges, and 

mentioned that there a protest at city council next Tuesday morning. She had not 

planned to speak at the meeting, but there was something that compelled her to speak. 

One of things that excited her with these changes is to give renters more of a voice in 

government. She recalled that renters make up 45% of the city. Many are spending 50% 

of their income on rent. She believes this is a serious issue. It relates to other housing 

issues. From what she has heard, at least one of these maps [Alder map] would align the 

well-to-do renters on the west side with renters on the east side. She believes that does 

an incredible disservice and would detract immediately from what is trying to be 

accomplished, which is give renters that are not wealthy more of a say. She encouraged 

the IDC not to do anything to support creating a coalition of high-income renters to make 

it that much harder for the lower income renters who are much numerous, and who will 

finally get a chance to have representation with the new system. She pleaded the IDC not 

to do that. 

_____  introduced himself as a member of the Concordia Neighborhood Association. He 

lives in the 97211 area code. He is currently the land use chair for the neighborhood 

association. He wanted to reflect on some of the messages heard at this meeting. His 

neighborhood is under a lot of pressure. He doesn’t know which one of the maps are 

optimal. The ability to vote on things is really important in his neighborhood. The 97211 

area is the same in each map, but they feel a lot of pressure regarding land use. His 

neighborhood needs better representation. During the pandemic their [neighborhood 

association] was really zapped of representation. He would like to see the neighborhood 

associations have a stronger voice and feed into to the district plan. He also echoed 

some of the concerns mentioned at this meeting. This is a big change for them. He wants 

to make sure things are equitable and the voices can be heard, and that power vacuums 

are not created. He thanked the IDC for their service. 

_____ has lived in Portland is 1996. She said she has some opinions, but she’s not sure if 

she’s decided on which map to choose. Her comment is about, how will the 

neighborhood associations, if they are split between that district or several districts, vote 

effectively if half of their neighborhood is over here, and the other have over there. So 

they will have six different people they’re talking to. She doesn’t understand how that is 

supposed to work. So she wondered, could the neighborhoods be preserved? She heard 

other ideas at this meeting that interested her. But she is concerned about traditional 



neighborhood associations and how that will integrate into the new districts. She 

expressed concern that people will be fighting to get something done. 

______  has lived in the Rose City Park neighborhood for most of his life (60+ years) and 

testified at a previous meeting. He wanted to continue with that testimony. The Cedar 

map splits up Rose City Park and he really doesn’t want that to happen. He attempted to 

give you another idea for a new map, and he wanted to explain that a little more. If Rose 

City, Roseway, and Madison South into area A, and then take Lloyds Center and Sullivan’s 

Gulch, and the east side industrial district and move that into downtown. Eastmoreland 

could be put back into the teal area in the Southeast. That way they’re [Rose City Park] 

not a stepchild southeast upland. He apologized because he wasn’t prepared to speak at 

this meeting. He drew out some ideas and was hoping Commissioner Manjarrez could 

help him put it on the regular map.  Rose City Park has commonalities with Hollywood. 

He believes Eastmoreland probably has commonalities with the rest of southeast. Lloyds 

Center and Sullivan’s Gultch are more like downtown. The reason he included the east 

side industrial district is because it has a straight line, so it doesn’t look like it’s kind of 

meandering. He thanked the IDC for their time. 

_______  introduced himself, and he lives in Northeast Portland. He recognized that he 

lives in a privileged neighborhood. He also teaches at Portland State, so he’s part of the 

westside, but he’s more concerned with the east side. If he had had to choose between 

the three maps, he would choose the Maple map. Redlining was mentioned, and this is 

something he’s discussed with his students. He suggested everyone watch the Youtube 

channel Adam Ruins Everything, as it basically addresses redlining with a humorous take. 

Maybe it should be considered in addressing that, and maybe not be concerned with the 

west side’s population , but more with the average income. He did appreciate the idea 

that maybe Parkrose and Roseway would probably be an interest combination, to have 

them included, but he does believe that maybe average income should be considered as 

well, and that maybe the west side just be west of the river. 

_______  introduced himself and lives in the Sellwood neighborhood. He thanked the IDC 

for taking a ton of their time and he said it won’t be appreciated. He said everyone in the 

Sellwood area, considered no-man’s land, considers themselves to be part of Southeast 

Portland. And any of those neighborhoods that are considered to be put on the west side 

is going to feel aggrieved. He understands that the numbers speak, and one map has to 

be decided upon, so he encouraged the IDC, if at possible, to consider doing additional 

outreach to those neighborhoods. If one were to look at the eight places where public 

hearings are being held, none them are being held in the southeast neighborhoods. He 

understands why, but none-the-less, when all is said and done, those neighborhoods are 

going to feel that they have been done wrong. He can only speak for the Sellwood 

neighborhood. He uses the Sellwood bridge all the time. He can see how Sellwood and 

the Morelands would be put in there [in the west], but putting anything east of 

McLaughlin, considering the train track and heavy industrial area, really doesn’t make 

sense. He believes the Maple makes the most sense, but he also has a self-interest in 

that. He mentioned the gentleman before, his ideas of including a little bit of the 

northeast in there makes sense. He believes the Alder map is really going to be the 



worst. More than anything else, he asked the IDC to think very hard about those seven 

neighborhoods in the southeast, to get them more involved in this process. As far as he 

knows, everyone that received that postcard was just as confused by the postcard as 

everyone else. And in the end, they [southeast neighborhood] will ask, how come you 

never asked them. He thanked the IDC again and said he certainly couldn’t have done 

any better than they have. 

Was there intentional outreach to media outlets? For example- KBOO or the numbers 

that target BIPOC, the black community, and youth. Did you have a booth at Good in the 

Hood or Juneteenth? 

Please preserve neighborhood boundaries.  Within established neighborhood 

boundaries we haved worked together on many issues such as neighborhood clean 

up/recycling events, clean air initiatives, tree canopy support and much more.  We 

support the City of Portland through these programs and hope to continue with no 

disruption.   

I live in Woodstock and feel an affinity to Sellwood Moreland. The Maple plan reflects 

that best.  

I want to let the commission know that I strongly support the Alder district map. The 

Cedar and Maple maps give too much power to affluent West-side neighborhoods whose 

needs differ greatly from the close-in East side neighborhoods they are lumped in with. 

I support the Maple draft map for the new Portland districts. 

The Roseway Neighborhood Association endorses the Alder map because it keeps a 

given neighborhood such as Roseway in a single district. We believe that this will provide 

a simpler and stronger line of communication from neighbors to city councilors. We are 

open to other maps that keep each neighborhood in one district. 

The description states that Sellwood shares similar commonalities to those in SW. As 

someone who has lived in both areas, Alder creates a very strong voting block, there are 

shared concerns like thorough fare, liberal colleges that are in both areas. Alder has 

more in common then just demographics. Feeling strongly that Alder is the map that we 

should go for.  

While moving from a 5 member city council to a 12 member city council  has its appeal to 

me. I am deeply opposed to zoning and ranked choice voting. Our city council needs to 

be elected  all members of the community so that their loyalty is to the community as a 

whole rather than to special interest groups. This whole measure seems like it was 

forced through to avoid public input or debate. I would like the zoning and ranked choice 

voting to be put back up for vote individually like they should have been handled 

origianlly.  

I have been a resident of Montavilla for many years, living currently at SE 90th and Mill 

and previously at SE 80th and Market. I am writing to express my concern over the 

dividing line between southeast and east Portland running down the middle of my street, 

SE Mill Street in all three maps. Mill Street runs through a sleepy residential 

neighborhood, meaning that my partner and I, along with the neighbors on our side of 

the street, would be in a different voting district than our friends and neighbors across 



the street. My work, social life, and leisure time take me further into downtown 

Montavilla and other parts of Southeast Portland. I have little connection to east Portland 

and spend very little of my time there. It would feel impractical to be voting in the east 

Portland district. Additionally, Montavilla is a very cohesive neighborhood and it would 

be a shame to be in a different district than our neighbors as we all have similar 

concerns related to our shared space.   Placing the dividing line at SE Division rather than 

Mill would keep the Montavilla neighborhood intact and avoid bisecting the connected 

and deeply residential Mill Street area.  

I am a resident of ____ Street in the Montavilla neighborhood and noticed the that 

dividing line on all three maps runs down the middle of my street. I am writing in to voice 

my concern over where the dividing line is placed as it bisects our residential 

neighborhood and cuts off a small geographic area from the rest of Montavilla. As 

someone who feels very connected to the Montavilla neighborhood, I would strongly 

encourage the commission to place the dividing line at Division Street, because it would 

keep our section of the neighborhood with the rest of Montavilla. Additionally, Division is 

a main thoroughfare and feels like a more natural dividing line.  

I'm concerned that all three options leave the west and far east districts as the smallest. 

The Commission's duty is not to favor any one political group, and to make sure that 

diversity of backgrounds and traditional political affiliations are equally represented. The 

West Hills and areas east of 82nd Avenue share in common that they are traditionally 

more conservative-voting. Yet in every single option offered, they are the smallest 

districts in their proportionate representation. The Commission should come up with a 

new option that more evenly distributes the west and east of 82nd districts.  

As a Buckman resident, I think it's important to group our neighborhood with other SE 

neighbors.  

Dear Transition committee: 

 

First and foremost, I want to applaud everyone involved for your dedication and 

commitment to this historic process of navigating this important (and long overdue) 

transition to a more representative and accountable form of city government here in 

Portland. 

 

Second, I want to note that I strongly -- and quite publicly -- supported the ballot 

measure effort to make this change, something I have advocated for (albeit in general 

terms) for several decades, including during my time as a State Representative 

representing parts of SE and SW Portland from 1989-91 and as Oregon Secretary of State 

during the 1990s.  

 

As a basic principle of governance, I've long thought it imprudent, if not dangerous, to  

vest in elected officials the responsibility for both policy-making and 

administrative/management matters.  

 

Indeed, Portland's current form of government is arguably the governance equivalent of 



electing 90 state legislators to pass laws -- and then having the Governor assign each and 

every one of them to administer one or more of Oregon's 100+ state agencies. It's not 

just a prescription for confusion, overlap, inefficiency, and lack of accountability; I also 

believe it's a violation of basic "separation of power" concepts. 

 

Which leads me to my third point, and the gist of my testimony. 

 

It's long been clear to me that the state of Oregon significantly underpays its key elected 

officials. Legislative salaries -- for elected officials who are expected to spend anywhere 

from 40-60% of their time for legislative sessions, committee hearings, and constituent 

outreach --  today are far too low, leading to a growing number of diverse and talented 

legislators declining to run for re-election.   

 

When legislative salaries and per diems earned during session are combined over a 2-

year period, the compensation works out to about $50,000 a year for what is arguably at 

least a half time job. 

 

And what about the state of Oregon's full--time elected state office holders, none of 

whom have a vote in enacting legislation, but all of whom are expected to administer and 

manage more than 40,000 state employees (in the case of the Governor) or at least 

several hundred (as in the cases of the Secretary of State, Treasurer, Labor 

Commissioner, and Attorney General)? 

 

Amidst the recent controversy and resignation of Secretary of State Shemia Fagan for 

accepting outside employment that would have paid her significantly more than her 

annual state salary,  Oregonians learned how relatively low those salaries had become -- 

e.g,  $77,000 annually for the SoS.  

 

To put that in perspective, when I left that office in 1999, I  was making $67,900 a year - a 

salary that in today's dollars would  amount to roughly $125,000 a year.  

 

So I keenly understand that neither of these paths is one that the city of Portland should 

be looking to replicate as it looks at this transition. 

 

But where I do diverge with the salary commission's recommendations involves a very 

simple notion: 

 

Namely, that in the case of our 12 new elected commissioners -- who in the future will 

only be doing policy work, with no administrative responsibilities, thankfully -- rather 

than assume that we want these officials to still serve in a full-time capacity, that we work 

to forge a model that strikes a far better balance between the actual needs of 

governance (policy making) and the importance of attracting the widest possible diversity 

of potential candidates to serve. 



 

And that would be to explicitly set our expectations at a different level - i.e,. define these 

new positions as requiring something between 50-66% time spent on task - but with 

salary levels (e.g, $75,000-$100,000) that would be far more competitive and appropriate 

than what state legislators are paid. 

 

Why? 

 

I believe that if you effectively confine these12 positions to candidates who are expected 

to work full time -- and realistically, that often (if not usually) translates into far more 

than a 40 hour, 8-5 work day for full time elected officials with constituent-focused duties 

-- I believe you also end up unnecessarily constraining your talent pool, albeit in a 

different way.  

 

The Oregon legislature needlessly constrains its talent pool by paying too little -- and 

thus, those who can afford to serve tend too often to be retired or have certain kinds of 

careers (usually "white-collar") that allow them more flexibility than others have. It's then 

no big surprise when the demographics of who even runs for these offices -- much less 

those who get elected to serve -- aren't as representative of our citizenry as we'd like 

them to be. 

 

On the other hand, if you start with the bedrock assumption that these "policy only" 

positions are still required to be full time -- and thus, require a full-time (and of course a 

competitive) salary, along with an effective prohibition on earning any other outside 

income -- who might you discourage from seeking to serve? 

 

Members of the community who prefer or simply need a different  balance viz work and 

personal/family obligations. 

 

Those with years and maybe decades of highly relevant experience and knowledge that 

they wish to now apply to this type of public service -- but who don't require a full-time 

salary and/or aren’t in a position to devote 40 hours (much less 60 hrs or more) to this 

policy-making job. 

 

Entrepreneurs who might have a financial stake in a small business they don't want to be 

forced to relinquish in order to serve -- but who would be more than comfortable 

disclosing any of that as a potential conflict of interest should a policy matter arise that 

might personally benefit them. (This is a  basic, common sense expectation and 

requirement  among Oregon's state legislators and for the less-than-full time city 

commissioners in numerous Portland-sized cities across the U.S.)  

 

Clearly it's a balancing act. Pay too little -- especially for too much expected work, 

whether it's full time or some significant fraction thereof -- and you overly constrain the 



talent pool of those who'll even seek these positions, much less be able to serve in ways 

they (and us) desire and expect them to. 

 

That's the road the Oregon state legislature has gone down for itself and statewide 

elected officials, too. 

 

But pay too much, because you've left intact the "full time" assumption for a job that is 

now less complex and more clearly defined (policy making only) --  and then to ensure 

public trust and integrity, couple that with strict prohibitions and constraints on other 

income sources -- and you also limit the talent pool. 

 

So how to strike the right balance?  

 

My recommendation is to start by defining the job as less than full time -- and then, after  

setting an appropriate salary and benefit package,  take whatever necessary actions are 

needed  to: 

 

      1) Ensure the public is aware of any commissioner's personal financial interests that 

could present a conflict of interest (as we typically do whether offices are paid on a full 

time or part time basis, or even are volunteer positions); and  

 

    2)  Not prohibit potential council members from being able to receive some kinds of 

non-city compensation from other efforts as a prerequisite for serving. 

 

Key to such a balance of course is public disclosure and enforcement of laws dealing with 

transparency. And unlike other municipalities in other states , citizens in Portland (as in 

all other Oregon cities) have the power of the recall should they believe that the public 

trust has been violated. 

 

# # # 

 

But now we come to this important question. 

 

Might such an arrangement be in conflict with the Portland City charter itself? Might    

verbiage left unchanged within our current 180+ page document  somehow "take off the 

table" this particular possibility, unless further changes are made? 

 

I recognize that this may well be the case. An existing provision of the city Charter -- 

Section 2-204 -- that the many revisions of 2022 seemed to leave untouched, reads as 

follows:  

 

"No official appointed or elected to elective office shall, during the official's term of 

service, hold any other office or position of profit, or pursue any other business or 



vocation, or serve on or under any committee of any political party." 

 

The purpose (if not the actual verbiage) of this section clearly has its origins in the 

original 1913 effort to "professionalize and de-politicize" Portland city government. So 

one can discern a certain version of  "anti corruption" logic at work, given that Portland a 

century ago decided to reject the "policy making only" commissioner model and say, in 

effect, "We expect most (if not almost all) of your work will involve managing city 

agencies (and not accepting bribes and favors!)"  

 

Now, exactly how this provision and its key terms (e.g, "position of profit";... "pursue any 

other business or vocation" ...) have come to be  interpreted  is something I'm not well 

versed in. (Though as an aside, my own basic sense of fairness makes me hope that this 

particular provision has not been -- or could not be --  interpreted to allow a 

commissioner to earn $10,000 or even $100,000 or more from passive investments while 

making it a potentially career-ending move to accept $1,000 helping to run a non-profit 

auction event.) 

 

But while it's the easy thing to do, is it the best thing to do at this critical juncture, to 

essentially say, "Even if we think this question at least deserves some serious 

conversation, alas, our hands are tied. Our only option is to recommend  the best 

pay/compensation level for 12 full-time commissioners, rather than the four we used to 

have?" 

 

I will readily confess that I didn't follow all the Charter revision debates as closely as 

some. That said,  I don't recall any prominent rallying cry among advocates along lines 

like these:  "While we need to significantly reduce our  commissioners' duties and take 

away their managerial responsibilities, we also want them to replace all those missing 

hours of managerial work with more time spent on policy-making!"  

 

And as for those who opposed the Charter revisions, including most the current City 

Council,  while some might have raised this particular concern, far more prominent 

among the public critiques were concerns about such things as the number of 

commissioners; the creation of mutli-member districts; the ranked choice voting method 

being proposed; the powers of the Mayor and the new city manager, etc. 

 

But what if the transition committee -- not to mention the Portland City council, which 

ultimately will decide key particulars -- were to conclude that while this approach likely is  

a better model,t it would require another public vote?   

 

My strong advice to both entities simply would be this: recommend accordingly. 

 

Do not assume you can't -- at a minimum -- at least seriously examine and discuss this 

key "fork in the road" issue. Do not assume that amidst the far more high profile 



discussion points of last fall's campaign, that it was widely known and understood that 

this aspect of charter reform was a "given," much less viewed by those who supported 

this new framework as being a central benefit of this historic transition. 

 

If you were to thoroughly discuss and examine this particular question -- a process that I 

hope would also  involve a good look at the experience of other large municipalities with 

city manager-focused governments and "policy making only" commissioners elected by 

districts -- you still might collectively come to the conclusion that the full-time model on 

balance is the best approach.  

 

I would respect such a conclusion, after such a process. 

 

But to effectively decide at this key stage that this matter is "off limits," simply because it 

might require a voter-approved change to pre-Charter revision language, would be to 

compromise what I think is  your larger duty to recommend how best to implement (and 

ensure the sustainability and success) of this major reform. 

 

I certainly recognize that there are a number of recently adopted provisions of the new 

Charter that some are urging an immediate re-vote on, prior to the launch of this new 

form of city government -- e.g, the number of commissioners, the scope of the Mayor's 

authority, the specific form of ranked choice voting, etc.  

 

Even though I might personally have preferred a somewhat different approach on some 

of these items, I'd argue there's a fundamental difference between a re-vote on certain 

items that were proposed (and widely debated), and voting on a pre-existing (and little-

discussed) Charter provision that might  have the inadvertent effect of potentially 

compromising the diversity and future effectiveness of this new form of government for 

years to come. 

 

I also think one can -- and this is my position -- support certain additional Charter 

changes while also opposing any immediate re-votes on some of the much-discussed key 

elements of the Charter revision. Give these key provisions a reasonable opportunity to 

"play themselves out."  

 

After all, a future Portland city commission can decide to recommend additional changes 

-- be they tweaks, or larger structural re-engineerings -- to the voters, after a cycle or two. 

And of course, the citizens of Portland, through the initiative process,  have the ability to 

propose changes to their charter at any time.  

 

But as for this matter, I believe it's far better right now -- prior to the actual 

implementation of this new form of governance - to fully discuss and then recommend 

accordingly, what you consider the best foundation for ensuring the success of the basic 

framework Portland citizens chose to adopt. 



 

Of course, any such recommendation in this arena, whatever it might be, would still need 

the City Council's agreement to move forward. But absent the Transition Committee's 

willingness to engage on this key question, it's far more likely that such a key decision will 

be "decided" by essentially avoiding the matter altogether. 

 

In closing, I want to reiterate my strong support for the overall vision and framework of 

this charter change, and express my great appreciation for the countless hours that 

citizen volunteers like you have spent in helping craft these proposals and implement 

them. These are difficult questions and important matters, with implications likely to 

extend far beyond my and others' lifetimes. 

 

In closing, I hope my thoughts are taken in the constructive spirit in which they're 

offered. Thank you. 

I never heard of wanting input since February and why weren't you asking everyone for 

comments. I think there should be a mayor in the new system.  

I live in outer SE Portland, on the border of Lents and Happy Valley. As a resident of a 

highly neglected part of the city, I have the impression that the current maps heavily 

favor the Westside. Geographically, all 3 options have the Westside taking representation 

away from East PDX, and diluting the voices of the East by enlarging the West’s 

representation with Eastside neighborhoods. They appear to violate a key criterion, 

which is “not divide communities of common interest.” If parts of the East are annexed 

into a Westside district, we run the risk of breaking up the common interests of the East, 

(i.e. infrastructure, parks, crime/safety, homelessness...).  

  

Perhaps we need to rethink these criteria requirements. It’s not clear to me why 

population balance must be a criterion. I know – because voters approved it. But can we 

overturn that requirement? It appears that the most important criterion is absent: fair 

distribution of political clout, representation, and power. Rather than attempt to 

maintain areas of equal population, can we find ways to distribute power more 

equitably? The Westside has working roads, adequate lighting, and homeless-free 

streets. This is why keeping the Westside intact and slicing up the East to augment the 

Westside seems inequitable.   

  

It will take time and healing to mend existing wounds and rifts. Possible solutions: 1) 

Increase the number of districts, reducing their size/population requirements and 

limiting representation to 1-2 commissioners each, 2) combine NW and NE up to 82nd, 

SW and SE up to 82nd, and all of outer East Portland past 82nd , possibly include an 

inner city core from downtown through inner NE/SE up to 20th or 28th Ave.   

  

A final point: I never learned of any prior opportunities for community 

participation/input before the June mailer that listed these July public hearings. 

Where/when/how did previous input take place? Had I known about it, I would have 



participated. There appear to be gaps in outreach and communication. If more residents 

had the chance to participate sooner, would our current map options be different? 

Please consider multiple avenues of communication to get the word out – mail, 

neighborhood flyers, print news, TV, social media, etc.   

  

Thank you for the work you are doing.  

Hello, 

 

Please see for your consideration, comments on the proposed Portland City Council 

district maps. 

Comments on the meeting: in each of the proposals, traditional neighborhoods were 

split between 2 districts and I think it would be bad and it doesn't make sense. Later 

though I realized that if you split it, you privilege those neighborhoods because they 

would have more opportunity to be represented. I feel that it would give certain areas 

more power, more voice. I feel that its not fair and we won't end up with one person one 

voice. I feel that if those neighborhoods were traditionally underserved it would be ok, 

but, I dont think that it would be justified. I feel that it shouldn't be split. I feels that it 

would be better if each person gets one vote. 

Given the importance of transit corridors in determining community's interests, I think 

Cedar will produce representatives most able to work with one another, and I think it will 

be closest to what we decide to draw in 2030 with more information about how the new 

charter works. I would also support Alder over Maple. 

Maple makes the most sense because I live in West Moreland & I'm connected with 

SMILE Neighborhood Association. We have a working relationship. I don't feel connected 

to downtown portland. I 

A living wage would enable a person to not have to pander to other interests in order to 

live reasonably. Would enable qualified people to run for office without a war chest of 

bribes. 

I think the salary is too high and puts too much of a burden on the tax payers.  There will 

be 12 commissioners plus their staff, office space etc.  Guiding principles are fine but you 

need to look at the big picture.  These commissioners will have less responsibility than 

the current commissioners.  Seems their pay should be lower.  While I understand that 

the City wants to encourage BIPOC to run, there are other consideration beside salary 

when someone is making that decision.   

Lumping all of the city's values into one question (#7) makes it hard to answer accurately.     

Also, the report does not clearly outline how duties of city council members will 

increase/decrease from what they are required to do now.     It's my understanding that 

councilors and mayor will no longer have to manage day to day operations of bureaus. 

Also, since councilors will be focused on a geographic area, there theoretically will be less 

demands to travel all around the city for events and meetings.     I believe the proposed 

salaries are very high considering the reduction in scope for elected officials and current 



pay rates for city hall elected officials. The budgetary impact of expanding the council so 

much is huge and I don't think the proposed pay scale is fiscally responsible. 

What in the world are you guys thinking? 12 times this exorbitant salary? This is insane. 

I'll submit my testimony here versus talking. I live in the Cully neighborhood and 

expected to be grouped with North Portland, based on the requirements for districting. I 

think all three proposed maps are very thoughtful and I wanted to thank the 

commissioners and everyone involved for their service. 

I will submit my testimony here versus a verbal testimony. As an immigrant minority 

woman, I always look at social issues to further equity and inclusion with a racial and 

ethnic lens. The Alder map seems to be the only map sustaining that requirement. I 

thank you for all your volunteer time, work and energy. 

For the reasons I spoke about in terms of thinking about the infrastructure that crosses 

the City especially the water system I also support West side being divided. It really is in 

our westside water dependant interest. 

Most of the testimony feels like the SW West side is being demonized. Mind you, just like 

other areas the Westside is not a monolith . As said I do not feel that SW neighborhood 

leaders have wanted, sought out or acted on the interests of many in the West who are 

not part of the usual “White privileged influencer” who carry out their own agenda NOT 

ours. The current plans “cohorts” a perception of who we in the Westside are & not 

reflecting desire for effective Gov’t to equitably serve ALL 

I mentioned that I live in the Markham neighborhood I was on the Board before the 

pandemnic shut it down, it has not restarted. For that reason I have concerns about 

depnding on neighborhood boundaries for division in this City. 

I submitted my comments online, but wanted to add that I agree 100% with Susan 

Lindsey's testimony, and others from the Buckman neighborhood. I live in Hosford-

Abernethy and favor the Alder. 

I do not want to testify. Want to say I appreciate the clear explanation of the maps and 

the logic; and that these hearings are taking place. Thank you. Another side comment - 

thanks for a Zoom option. Without it we would not have been able to participate (travel) 

and really appreciate being able to participate and learn. 

Also I need to note that the neighborhood is about to lose our only Trimet bus line that 

occassionally passes through the neighborhood. So again I question the efficiency of 

using Trimet lines to set boundaries although I probably prefer that to lines drawn by self 

defined neighborhood organizations. I am concerned about about maintaining the City 

of Portland community 

A proponent of the Alder map because it leaves the Buckman neighborhood on the east 

side. This is the oldest historic neighborhood in the east and should remain there. The 

neighborhoods on the west are much newer and other neighborhoods are much more 

socially and demographically aligned with the west side, such as Sellwood and East 

Mooreland. He is concerned that by having the west side be all in one district power 

would be consolidated in that area. The east side has never had representation and 



that’s one of the reasons for the recent charter amendment. He has a problem with 

keeping the west whole and breaking up the east sides of Portland. If the commission is 

against separating communities of commonality, then he has nothing in common with 

the west side. The Buckman neighborhood is connected to and works with the Central 

Eastside Industrial District (CEID). He wondered what community input the commission is 

basing their maps on, since this is the first input he has given. Maybe the input was from 

wealthy west-side donors or neighborhoods who have threatened to sue the 

commission, because that has happened before. He stated he is for the Alder map which 

keeps the Buckman neighborhood together, as they have already been, “split up with 

voting districts on the federal level and now they are going to rape us again.”  

Supports the Maple map. He stated that he understands that the west side has to take in 

some of the east side and is sorry that it upsets some commenters. The west side has 

some issues that are better dealt with by being connected to the central city. There are 

significant infrastructure needs which he worries will not be given full attention if his 

neighborhood is connected with the west. He was on the Portland Public Utility Board, 

which represented districts in the city and in that process he learned that the city has 

major infrastructure issues. This is especially true of the water infrastructure. Most of the 

critical water connections between east and west are in the central city area and there is 

a big challenge in maintaining earthquake proof connections. There is a bridge being 

considered at Burnside which could help increase earthquake proof connections for 

water and that all favors the Maple map.  

Supports the Alder map. The reason for this support is that east side has a very strong 

sense of identity. Splitting them up means some areas would not be a part of Southeast 

Uplift, and the neighborhood association would be divided, which is already struggling 

after covid separations. Concerns were raised regarding the locations of the public 

hearings, particularly that none were located in the affected neighborhoods. Is 

concerned also that by combining the majority of renters into one district, this lumps 

people with less money and less influence together and their voices could be drowned 

out by those with more money and more influence. The Alder map makes most sense for 

keeping communities together.  

Co-chair of Buckman Community Association. The Association met last night and rejected 

both the Cedar and Maple maps. Was involved with the creation of the 2035 Central City 

Plan, and the Central City is not the same without the northeast segment of it, which all 

three plans have done. Their community of common interest are the Richmond, 

Sunnyside, Kerns, and Laurelhurst neighborhoods. They never reach out to 

neighborhoods on the west side of the river. These communities of commonality have 

always been on the east side. She appreciates that the commission reached out to the 

Jade District, Lents neighborhood, North Portland, both sides of Columbia Avenue, but is 

concerned that no one reached out to the neighborhoods which are being carved out 

because the commission does not want to break up the west side. By maintaining the 

west side, the commission has created a population problem which must poach 

population from the east side. If this must be done, it has to be done by the Alder map in 

order to put the higher socio-economic homeowners with the homeowners of wealth on 



the west side. To take the renters in Buckman and Kerns a lump them with renters in the 

west diffuses both the progressive political nature of Buckman and the power of the 

renters. If that’s done, then how will the Buckman and Kerns neighborhood ever have 

anyone elected? She encourages the commission to reach out to the neighborhoods 

being affected by the proposed maps and to re-drawn the maps in order to chop up the 

west side.  

 Speaking only for himself, not as a GTAC member. He testified previously and what he 

said then is coming true. He’s had the opportunity to skim the written public comments 

in the written public comment report for June and listen to today’s testimony. Both have 

similar themes in that by offering three maps for commenting on, it traps people into 

fighting between neighborhoods. This is because the commission unnecessarily 

constrained the maps put out for public comment. It’s not necessary to strand any 

neighborhoods in a multi-member district scenario, when you can balance across the 

river, you can balance the east and west sides, so that both sides have representation. 

This can be done by having a central district. He provided a map early on which didn’t 

take into account some of the other criteria considered, so he made a new version and 

called it the “Cherry” map. It balances populations across the river in a “central” and a 

“west” district, which solves their neighborhood problems.  

Lives at the border between Multnomah and Clackamas Counties, just west of 82nd Ave. 

Although the boundaries between the teal and green districts seem okay, she does not 

understand why the commission chose to directly along 84 in the Cedar map? Why does 

the west side come over in the Kerns neighborhood in the Maple map? The Alder map 

should be considered because it appears to give the most equity to the high renter areas 

of Kerns and Buckman. 

Attended Sunday’s public hearing and has additional questions. Stated he is agnostic to 

the differences in the maps. Stated he doesn’t feel an affinity with the Sellwood 

neighborhood because as a renter. He is concerned the renters voices get washed out by 

the more powerful voices in the southwest. He appreciated the tables which came in the 

handouts at the public hearings, but those are distribution by race, which is only one of 

the criteria described in the presentation. He would like to see some of the other criteria 

laid out in a similar table, rather than try and guess in the map program. He appreciates 

the activism by the Buckman neighborhood association. Is concerned about the process 

of engagement. 200 people responding plus these rushed meetings is not community 

engagement. State that this work is inadequate, and the commission should be getting 

more feedback even as the maps are adopted. Asked the Commission to go back and ask 

for more funding to engage more community members.  

Is in favor of the Maple map. Stated that the Sellwood Mooreland area is an integral part 

of the southeast and do not belong with the west side of the river. Stated that there is no 

regular transit that goes across the Sellwood Bridge. There is only a bus which goes 

during rush hour. The Orange line and her local bus line which runs up and down 13th, go 

north and south, and connect in downtown Mooreland to the rest of the east side. Stated 

that the character of her neighborhood, based on geography, residents, types of 



buildings, and businesses, are more similar with those in the rest of the southeast. The 

river is a boundary rather than a connection.  

Echoes the input given by ______ and ________. Stated that the lack of input and awareness 

from his neighborhood prior to the maps coming together is shocking. Equally disturbing 

is the fact that there is not an option which divides the west side. If the group is going to 

talk about equity, there should at least be an option that shows the west side sacrificing 

something. Buckman has nothing in common with the west side, neither does the 

Sellwood neighborhood. He likes Alder the best and Cedar second best but encourages 

the commission to provide an option which splits the west side. He would also like to 

extend the process and allow for discussion of more district options. There needs to be a 

more equitable way to do this. There should be a least some thought that the west side 

should need to give something up in this process too.  

Today is advocating for the Alder map as the most equitable option. It’s the only one 

which prioritizes community relationships and ensures that historically marginalized 

communities have the power, resources, and opportunities to organize and create 

strength. By including Sellwood with the west side, they can prevent wealthy individuals 

from taking over the election process. Unite Oregon has concerns about the Maple map, 

which may exploit central east side renters and people experiencing poverty. Community 

members have expressed to Unite Oregon concerns about this map. Unite Oregon 

believes it is not an equitable option and that westside voters cannot represent central 

eastsiders in a fair and equitable manner. However, they believe that the westsiders and 

Sellwood residents have more common interests which could lead to a mutually 

beneficial relationship. Unite Oregon also stated that the Cedar map may be the map of 

the future, particularly in light of OMSI’s planned development and the City’s 2035 plan, 

however, it does not represent the current residents of Portland. They urge use of the 

Cedar map only after 2035. Unite Oregon appreciates the effort the Commission has put 

into this process.  

Stated that the process and concepts seen so far have left her speechless. She shares the 

sentiments of all the Buckman residents but cannot speak in favor of any of the maps 

offered so far. In all the maps, the west side remains intact and some segment of the 

east side is chopped into an appendage. She expects that all three representatives for a 

district which includes part of the east connected to the west would be coming from the 

west side, and the east side appendages have no representation. This is unacceptable. A 

recent suggestion that the west side be divided in a way that connects it with the east 

side and respects neighborhood boundaries and have more even numbers of people 

coming from the west side and the east side. She encouraged the commission to go back 

to the drawing board, even if it disrupts the timeline. She thanked the commission for 

the work they have done.  

Stated that she lives on the border of Portland and Tigard. Living on the board of 

Washington County means she sometimes feels more affinity to that county than the city 

of Portland. She discussed this with her neighborhood association, and both she and 

they support the Alder map because it best supports the neighborhood boundaries. She 

is concerned with the requirement for four districts. She preferred seven districts and 



wonders why the charter commission decided on four districts with three councilors, 

instead of six with two councilors. If Commissioners Ryan and Gonzalez are going to put 

a ballot measure forward revising the charter, then maybe this commission should look 

at a different number of districts which may provide more equitable maps. She 

requested that there be better documentation. The materials online tell why what was 

decided was such a good idea but don’t tell what issues have been considered and how 

the decision was made. There has never been a good analysis of the decisions. Charter 

reform needs to be better documented on how decisions were made.  

Not a strong proponent of any of the maps. Stated that the Maple map does a lot of 

disservice to renters on the east side. Raised concerns that if this commission does not 

make a decision, it will go to city council for final decision and as much as he wishes 

there was a map which focused on transit corridors and breaking up the west side, the 

decision that this commission would make will probably be better than if the decision is 

left to city council. He voiced support for the commission doing its best to come to a 

decision. Wished that there had been more maps and a longer time for discussion but 

does want the commission to make the decision. He thanked everyone involved with the 

process, including those showing up and making their voices heard. Democracy is messy 

and he appreciates when people engage in it.  

 She thanked the Commission for its work and stated that she knows the commission 

can’t make everyone happy. Stated that she empathizes with many of the comments, 

concerns, and frustrations of previous testifiers. However, she is concerned about the 

suggestions of splitting the west side into two districts. It’s likely that the west side will 

only have three out of the twelve commissioners and could have less than that, 

depending on in which areas commissioners reside. The west side is going to come out 

of this process with pretty small representation. She wanted to remind everyone of the 

value of the west side to the overall vitality of Portland and that the commission should 

not be looking to minimize the west side’s influence. This process seems to be fracturing 

the city into areas which are very self-seeking. Charter reform was designed to give more 

people voices and that’s a great thing, but the end result cannot be a Portland split into 

districts which only look out for themselves. The end as to be a citywide ability to have 

more voices as the table and this means that some are going to feel they don’t see 

themselves in the maps.  

Stated she is on the land use committee for her neighborhood association, though is not 

a board member of the association. She is concerned that her neighborhood association 

has not brought this subject to its residents. However, the Roseway Neighborhood 

Association immediately to the east has had many meetings on the subject. She stated 

that the neighborhood associations need to be brought into this conversation. The point 

of these associations was to garner voices. The history of neighborhood associations was 

that as long as they would organize themselves and go under a coalition, they would 

have a voice at the city. Somehow that process has been pushed aside. She would have 

liked to the associations asked what they have in common with other associations. If the 

commission had gone to the neighborhood coalitions this would have occurred.  



I see where you're coming but let's not forget where our heart lies, when you think of 

"Peninsula Junction" you know we are thinking only one thing... That's right... Rosemary. 

Rosemary is the staple to our bulletin board of a heart. It's not a lot but when you are in 

a pinch, walk outside, gallop no more than a half city block and you have yourself some 

sweet OVER THE SIDEWALK! YEAH, THAT'S FREE... Rosemary. The city took all the food 

that was growing all around us and left the Rosemary. Whatsuh sai ya'll? Let's rename it 

Rosemary Potwhole?O 

I think this zone represents practical boundaries and zones which combine social and 

economic items in a useful manner. I think it is the best map to help our city be 

represented fairly.  

Alder is the least problematic 

To many $$$$$$$$Go back to the present city council system and start over this new 

system is far to cumbersome and expensive.  

Our household strongly supports the Alder map option. 

As a resident of East Portland (16230 SE Clinton), I'm writing in support of the 3 proposed 

maps and to ask that in the final decision, the neighborhoods of East Portland continue 

to be one district. To me, it's important that East Portland not be divided among other 

districts, and I'm pleased to see that all the proposed maps preserves East Portland as 

one district.  

Why hasn't there been any focused outreach to the neighborhoods that are directly 

affected by these maps. Given the 3 final maps, most the districts to which most 

neighborhoods will be assigned have already been determined. But for Westmoreland, 

Eastmoreland, Buckman and Kerns, the options play out very differently. This is a very 

compressed timeline with no focused outreach to these neighborhoods. I see this as a 

real problem. 

Maple is the only option that keeps Sellwood/Moreland neighborhoods connected to 

their most convenient shopping/services area - Woodstock. It makes no sense to 

separate them and lump them in with the Westside with limited "connectivity".  I don't 

believe bus service was ever restored to the Sellwood Bridge so there are very limited 

options for connecting this area to the Westside via public transit. 

The area just north of Division but still west of 92nd should be included in SE (vs E) 

Portland to allow all the Montavilla neighborhood to be in the same district. 

I attended the 7/14 public hearing but prefer to submit comments here, and because I 

agreed 100% with Susan Lindsey's testimony and didn't want to be redundant. I'm a 

resident of Hosford-Abernethy, and see that inner SE is impacted by all 3 maps. My 

preference would be to have the West side in its own separate district, with the river as 

the natural boundary. However I understand the need to balance population which 

means there is an impact to several neighborhoods on the east side. Of the 3 maps, I 

think Alder is the best option. It's the only one that keeps neighborhoods intact within 

the same district. I'm opposed to splitting up neighborhoods into different districts, 

which both Cedar and Maple do. I agree that overall the neighborhoods of lower SE have 



more in common socioeconomically than the other proposed maps have attempted to 

do.  

I am in favor of the Alder map. Out of the 3 maps, I think this is the best option. Thank 

you for your work!! 

My comment towards the end of the 7-14-23 zoom Mtg  Dear commissioners   Most of 

the testimony today feels like the SW West side is being demonized.  Mind you, just like 

other areas the Westside is not a monolith .   As said I do not feel that SW neighborhood 

leaders have wanted, sought out or acted on  the interests of many in the West who are 

not part of the usual “White privileged influencer” who carry out their own agenda NOT 

ours.    The current plans  “cohorts” a perception of who we in the Westside are & does 

not reflect desire our joint desire for effective Gov’t to equitably serve ALL in all parts of 

PDX.   I’m unconvinced that regardless of which map, current influencers will still get 

their agendas prioritized by the new elected PDX commission    Thank you Kind regards  

I prefer the Alder or Maple district maps. I do not support using Sandy Boulevard as a 

boundary - both sides of Sandy should be in a single district, as both sides of 82nd Ave 

are.  Also, it isn't clear to me from the optimum population analysis whether there has 

been any analysis of population growth potential or if not, how boundaries would be 

adjusted if one area has significant population growth because of new housing.  

I believe that the Alder map, with its focus on maintaining neighborhoods and using the 

Willamette and I-84 as barriers, is the best option presented and I hope it is selected by 

the Commission. 

As an SE resident AI find it troubling that all 3 options include part of SE.  I would feel 

NOT respresented if I was a small part of SW.  

Folks I need a map that shows individual streets. I live off Holgate at SE 28th and Long. I 

can’t tell if my address is included in the maps online.  

 

Thank you 

The salary proposal is way out of balance with city council responsibilities and not fiscally 

sound.  Of course it will entice people to run for a job that pays well but there's not much 

actual work compared to today's city council and other elected officials in the region.  I 

understand that the salary should be competitive but the Salary Committee proposal is 

excessive.  Please do not support it.   

The salaries are ridiculously high. Yes, its important pay is not a barrier, but realistically 

these salaries are just going to go to people who are already resourced--as running for 

office itself presents a number of barriers to historically marginalized communities that 

pay alone cannot overcome. Why not explore a salary that offers scales where people 

are paid more if they have dependents/don't have independent wealth or have partners 

with high incomes? there is no reason someone who is already wealthy and got elected 

with the help of a PAC or weathly donors should be paid almost 200k a year. Especially at 

a time when the City is experiencing budgeting issues-issues that will hurt city workers 

first. this is a pay equity issue. Just like ceo's should not make many times more than the 

lowest wage workers, city councilers should not make many times more than the lowest 



paid workers for the city. Its ridiculous and frankly irresponsible. Why do elected officials 

get a "thriving wage" before all city employees even get a living wage?  

This should be done from a more practical point of view. Cost of living in Portland, and 

what other elected officials make in other cities and states. It doesn't need to be 

complicated. 

Letâ€™s make sure we have fewer council members, 12 council members at the new 

salary rate is too much for the city to spend. 8 Council members would be more 

reasonable given the salary expectations. 

I would recommend making pay for Council members comparable to pay for City bureau 

directors, as long as the job of a Council member is truly a full time job with 

commensurate responsibilities. If it is a part time job or a Council member has another 

job that they wish to keep while in office, they should not be eligible to receive the full 

salary of $142k. I commend the motivation of the commission to use the salary to reduce 

potential barriers to office for lower income Portlanders. At the same time, funding for 

12 Council offices is going to take critical funding away from other core city services and 

functions, so it's important that we make sure the salary amounts are truly justified by 

both financial need and the job responsibilities.  

in support of alder, letter is attached 

_______ and ______ testified together. Patrick introduced himself as the St. Johns 

Neighborhood Association chair, and RJ is also on the board as vice chair. He started off 

by thanking the IDC for the thoughtful work that had been done. They are very pleased 

with all three versions of the maps, and the main reason is North Portland is kept whole. 

They had heard from the members of their community that it is extremely important to 

keep North Portland together. That not only includes St. Johns, but also Cathedral Park. 

They were worried that the west side was low in population and that their community 

would be considered for the split. They were different interested in common interests, 

and because of where their community resides, they do have some shared concerns with 

the west side districts, specially around the river, and ecology concerns around that. It is 

important to take into consideration how the community lives, works, goes to school, 

and goes to church. It is extremely important to retain the fact that living in their 

community, it is difficult to access the west side. Where the community resides is in 

North Portland. They have done their best with community outreach, and it’s important 

to take into consideration the voices that are not heard. By further dividing and 

separating out the north Portland peninsula would not let the voices to be as 

represented or heard. He said he’s happy with all three maps, but most importantly, he is 

advocating to keep North Portland whole. I is important to them. He thanked the IDC for 

their commitment to this process and taking the time to be thoughtful in how it was put 

together. 

_____echoed what _____ said, that he is thankful for the IDC for their commitment to the 

process. One anecdote when talking about community and how to define who members 

are or where they are is important. When thinking about the North Portland pool – if it 

were moved to the west side, no one would want to travel across the bridge to go to the 



pool. He reiterated that their message is to keep North Portland whole.  There are some 

ecological concerns with tanks along the river and having a district with a strong lobby 

towards it. The one point to make is if everything on the river and with those tanks stays 

in one district, that’s only three city councilors to manage those areas. With the way 

current maps are drawn, there could be six city councilors that govern those areas. So, it 

increases concern sounding that area by keeping it drawn as-is. He thanked the IDC 

again. 

______  introduced herself, and she lives in Sullivan’s Gulch neighborhood. She served on 

the Charter Commission and she wanted to commend the IDC for the fantastic that has 

been done, including the opportunities for engagement, the thoughtful approach, and 

the tools that were provided with mapping and overlays. She is grateful for all of the 

information provided to the public and the knowledge and tools to use, and also 

providing an extra opportunity by adding the online meeting. Sher understand the short 

time frame. She liked that three options were provided to offer different ways to divide 

the city. She thinks it helps organize the comments. Personally, she favors the Alder map. 

She feels like it balances public access over more districts, and it mostly follows 

neighborhood boundaries. There have been testimonies regarding a strong commitment 

to neighborhoods, and that is a way to organize comments. She believes that Maple, but 

combining districts with large assets is the worst choice. She does not believe that is 

good for public policy. It does not give communities across the city as many 

opportunities to be engaged. Those were her comments. She wanted to say again that 

she appreciates all the hard work the IDC is doing. She also said that it is concerning that 

they are considering alternatives mid-stream with no public process, and increases the 

possibility of derailing all of the effort done to date. It guts proportional representation, 

which is more inclusive based on equity and representation for historically under-

represented groups. The election is also slated for low turnout. Special election in 

November might have 38% or 33% turnout vs, over 65% turnout in November of 2022 

when the Charter Reform was passed. She thinks it’s a travesty that it’s being suggested 

now, and she hopes people will support a stay with the current program. 

______  greeted the IDC and said it was good to see everyone from the Zoom call the day 

prior. She is the co-chair of the Buckman Neighborhood Association and she brought a 

letter that has been approved and discussed by the board multiple times. First, she 

wanted to thank the IDC for their public service. Their neighborhood association had 

been discussing the maps since June when they first came out. They were happy and 

appalled by the options. Happy – they chose Alder. They believe it makes the most sense 

economically, stability wise, and putting likes together. They were appalled by the Maple 

because of the very vulnerable, young, progressive, renter-heavy neighborhoods in 

Buckman and Kerns that would be lumped with the entire west side and would be cut off 

from communities of common interest, and that they’ve been together for decades. The 

Cedar plan is based on transportation corridors. She asked, when did SE 12th Avenue 

become a transportation corridor? It is not. Yes, a bus runs down it, but that’s about it. 

There’s no Max line, and there’s not even a bike lane there. The Buchman neighborhood 

is very well connected to the central east side. The Cedar map takes some of the east 



side assets and adds it to the very asset-heavy west side. She recalled what the previous 

speaker just said and agreed that now they want to reduce the number of 

representatives – even more of a reason to get rid of the Maple and Cedar maps. She 

asked the IDC to select the Alder map, not for personal reasons, but because they believe 

it makes the most sense. 

________  thanked the moderator for pronouncing his name correctly. He introduced 

himself and thanked everyone around him for volunteering their time. He has sate on 

several committees, and it is a lot of time and a lot of responsibility. He is a resident of 

Goose Hollow neighborhood and the president of the Goose Hollow Neighborhood 

Association, and he’s also president of Neighbors West Northwest, which is a coalition of 

twelve neighborhood associations in west Portland. He came to talk about uniting the 

city of Portland. What he’s heard from his neighbors across the river is that people feel 

that Portland is divided and they want representation that represents their communities 

and neighborhoods and unites their common needs. He states the IDC was tasked with 

dividing Portland into four districts, and that’s a very important task, but he asked the 

IDC not to divide Portlanders along with the districts. He has heard that people do want 

to be part of the west because they feel their votes will not count, and he agrees. The 

maps are all similar, including bringing little part of the east to the west. Currently the 

newspaper, The Bee which represents the southeast, has come out in favor of the Maple 

map. There is Buckman and Kerns that have endorsed the Alder map. He’s talked to 

leaders in all of those neighborhood associations and none of them wants to be part of 

the west because their votes will not count. He stated, let’s unite Portland. There’s a 

better way. He lives in Goose Hollow, so when he hears that socioeconomics was taken 

into consideration in using the Alder map, he decided to look at his neighborhood’s 

median income which is $58,000, almost half of Eastmoreland's median, and other 

communities have similar numbers. He asked the IDC to split up the west. Equalize the 

votes between East, Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast. One of the maps 

does a great job of doing it – map 189935. What he likes about that map is that it keeps 

contiguous the neighborhood association boundaries, it keeps the exact same 

demographics with respect to white populations as well as black, Latino and Asian 

populations. Retain St. Johns and the North. It will keep people united, not because of 

their demographics, income, or how much their house is worth, but because everyone 

lives in Portland and they have separate, unique, and united needs. 

______  introduced himself, and the pronouns he uses are he/him. He lives in the 

Eastmoreland neighborhood. He attended a previous meeting, and he really appreciates 

the process the IDC is doing. His hope is that all commissioners have their [Portlanders] 

interests at heart, and not just have a four-way civil war. What he understands from 

viewing the three maps is that something has to be pulled from the east side to the west 

side. As the previous speaker stated, he said Portlanders really do have a sense of 

identification related to certain areas. In going to these meetings he understands after 

hearing the needs of Parkrose and its area, and why St. Johns wants to stay to the north. 

For him, Woodstock is his neighborhood and he’s very active the neighborhood 

emergency team, which is Fire Station 20 that serves the southeast area. He thinks all 



parts of the east has the right to claim its place with the east. He said he thinks there are 

being contortions done to serve the equal population criteria as the highest principal 

that is being preserved, and he just wondered, how much leeway is there? How much 

could it [the west] be smaller in population? How little from the east can be taken and 

still achieve equal population? Maybe with the new map there is a totally different way 

that preserves the neighborhoods. 

I support the Maple map. Central City is facing significant challenges these days: work 

from home and its effects on real estate and street level activity, homelessness and 

camping, depressed transit ridership, and open drug use. Keeping the Central City 

together in a single district rather than breaking it up across districts will help ensure that 

a set of councilors is hyper focused on the issues of the Central City. It won’t just be an 

afterthought of multiple districts, but the special focus of three representatives.  

I would need to learn the color of each district: Please supply percentages of each ethnic 

group in all three proposed geographic districts: Black, Asian, South Sea Islanders, 

Hispanic, White. Please include economic status of each grouping in each of proposed 

new districts. Thank you! 

The Alder map is my preference. I'm basing this on my acquaintance with the 

neighborhoods in lower SW and SE, which are demographically similar, and are best 

suited to be combined together to provide a west-side district that is comparable in 

population size to the other three. I also am in agreement with the Alder map's goal of 

preserving neighborhood boundaries within districts to the greatest extent practicable.  

The Maple map is the only one which keeps the central eastside together.  To put 

Sellwood together with west side neighborhoods is absurd. 

It’s really important to have 2 rather than 3 council members per district. Hopefully we 

can make that needed change. 

We need to lower the number of council people to 8 instead of 12. 12 is too expensive 

and I don't think we are going to get that much better representation. 

I like the idea of the Alder map that emphasizes neighborhoods and the existing 

structure that is in place and has a large volunteer base that would be hard to replicate. 

The Cedar map sounds like it might give too much power to transit corridors, would that 

come at the expense of biking and walking? 

The buckman neighborhood should continue to remain part of the SE side of portland.  

Due to the impending systems failures and climate catastrophes we face in the future,  

community building right now is of the highest priority.  The Willamette River poses a 

challenge to residents in the lower southeast corner.  Sellwood Moreland is 

geographically integrated to the east side of the river.  I am in favor of a 4th district map 

based on the Willamette as the boundary between the east and west sections of the city. 

Hi there. Where would I find all the maps that have been submitted? I found  

https://maulfoster.maps.arcgis.com/apps/instant/basic/index.html?appid=72200bf3118e

4da6a7caeae125a32f90 but it doesn’t have 200! 



 

Thanks, 

As a citizen of Portland since moving from NYC in 1989, I have witnessed numerous 

changes, some very innovative and transformative, and some not. I was here during 

Mayor Vera Katz’s term which was was certainly full of strong and decisive actions. I was 

in the Arts here, in particular the Portland Opera. 

I suggest that you consider the affordability of housing in your upcoming plan. I regularly 

have visited Vienna, Austria which has through its City tax and subsidy structure made 

housing affordable for everyone.  

Someone working a full week job here ought to be able to afford monthly rent or a 

mortgage. Yes, it will take some implementing but it’s worth it. 

Portland needs to return to the healthy progressive City that it became known for. 

Sincerely, 

I think the Salary Commission did a great job of centering equity and aiming to expand 

the opportunity of running for office to more people. However, I think the issue a lot of 

people have (and I do too at times) is that the City is already projecting a tough budget 

year for FY 2024-25 and having increased salaries on top of a transition that's already 

costing more than expected, union bargaining issues, and problems with how bureaus 

budget (like PBOT), it seems like the City might not be able to sustain these salaries in the 

long term.  

_______ introduced herself, and she is attending on behalf of the Beaumont Wilshire 

neighborhood Association. She watched the deliberation in determining these 

boundaries. She saw lots of great dialogue and conversations, and she really appreciates 

all the time the IDC has put into this. The neighborhood association voted on the maps, 

and she reported a caveat that she mislabeled one of the maps, and she’s trying to get a 

hold of her board. She said she was there to testify on which map was chosen and why, 

and with a written testimony she will expand. They voted to support the Alder map. They 

are near the Hollywood transit center and part of the conversation was about using 

Sandy Blvd. as a dividing line. They want both of the sides of the street to be included in 

neighborhoods, not just divided in the middle of the street. The Hollywood transit center 

has a lot of issues with crime and homelessness, and so they wanted to make sure there 

is just one representative for a district. That is why they favor the Alder map. She also 

flagged that for the board that the Maple map does the same for them. 

_______ introduced herself as only representing herself. She previously testified that she 

preferred the Maple map. After listening to testimony and the public hearing that’s been 

posted online, she decided to create a new map. She started with the Alder map and 

didn’t change anything with the eastern district. Her map also keeps the northern district 

in the Alder map intact and uses I84 and Sandy as a southern border. She used Powell, a 

major corridor, as a northern border of the district that includes Eastmoreland. She 

carried that border straight across the east and included a portion of the west of the 

river to create a southern district. The remainder of the map became the central district, 

which includes portions of the west side of the river like the southern district does. The 

map she created keeps Buckman together with the neighborhoods they align with on the 



east, which was a central talking point for them in the previous hearings, although 

Buckman is still required to share a district with some of the wealthy, conservative voters 

that they don’t want to be grouped with on the west. The district is not dominated by the 

west side as it is in the Maple map. The southern district keeps together Eastmoreland 

with the neighborhoods they traditionally align with, but this district must share a 

portion of the west side in order to achieve equal population in the distribution between 

the districts. So far, the feedback she has received on the map has been very positive 

and it could get support by her neighbors who are not very happy with the Alder map. 

The map ID is included on the top of the map. She thanked the IDC again. 

________ introduced himself as representing the historical Albina city and district. When 

looking at the maps, he considered many things, including the culture and the dynamic 

of the districts. These districts look like the four cities that were combined to make 

Portland in the first place. And two of these districts did not agree to be part of the city of 

Portland. That sentiment still stands today from the children and descendants of that 

time. He was born in Portland and knows something about this history. He mentioned 

the two commissioners that are trying to change what Portlanders previously voted for. 

The city needs to figure out how expanding government to three times its size is going to 

be paid for, considering two new taxes that hit everyone’s incomes in the last six months 

or so. So, when considering the Alder map and moving the west side into that central 

area, which is the historical the city of Albina, there will be problems with the community 

on the west side because of the different interests. When taking into consideration the 

change that the city has gone through just within the last ten years, including drug use, 

increased houselessness, the property values are going up. He said Portlanders should 

ask themselves, are they rushing this process to divide the city by trying to get twelve 

commissioners to work to unify this community in this way - when this will all happen 

next year. He explained there are four totally different mind states in the districts. And 

since the commissioners have struggled to come to any type of unity – currently – how 

will this city be divided? 

_______ introduced herself as using she or her pronouns. She is from the zip code 97236, 

she’s the Centennial Emergency team leader, she participates in the community 

association, and is a founding member of Thrive East PDX. She hadn’t planned on 

testifying, but wanted to say that she thinks keeping east Portland a thing across all of 

the maps is great. They do have similar interests and issues. It will be interesting to 

consider the airport part of East Portland. She said it is known that east Portland has 

been underrepresented politically. There have only been two city councilors that have 

come from east Portland. Now they’re about to have three all at once, which is 

unprecedented to say the least. It will be challenging to raise their leadership in ways as 

the previous speaker said, to increase unity and not divide. She’s concerned with climate 

migration with people coming here with not having a good community plan. She believes 

the community needs a variety of housing options, a variety of community services, and 

a variety of amenities. What is going to help Portlanders come together in their 

communities? She appreciated the opportunity to speak. 



________ thanked the IDC for the opportunity to speak. She realizes that creating districts 

is a very difficult assignment, and she also understands how hard the IDC has been 

working on it, but she still didn’t understand why the three maps didn’t have other parts 

of the city, and focused on carving out the Southeast where she lives. She’s lived in 

Portland for the last 25 years in the Hosford Abernethy neighborhood, and during that 

time has served as board member and officer in her neighborhood association. She has 

been trying to bring people together to solve these problems. The bottom line for her is 

inner southeast is being forced to play a pivotal role in this city’s future. There is a lot of 

focused attention and pressure on that part of the city to change and change quickly. 

Different areas will have to come together to work together even more effectively to 

make it easier, to build on existing systems by deepening and expanding them and 

creating new opportunities for people to sit at the table. Geography, proximity, and ease 

of transportation all play a role in how easy it is to bring people together. Their concern 

is that residents, businesses, and community organizations all have to have a meaningful 

voice in the changes to come. She is concerned that the existing connections, the human 

infrastructure are likely to be damaged is they are split by 12th Avenue, and lump 

Buckman and Kerns with downtown which they have little in common with. She didn’t 

have an alternative suggestion, so she apologized for that. The current maps provided do 

damage by breaking up the inner southeast, and she hopes there is a better option. 

_______  is from the 97202 zip code in the Reed neighborhood. What concerns her about 

the Alder and Cedar maps is that what is being taken is considered a power house 

community which is Reed College, Eastmoreland, Sellwood and putting them with the 

west side. When she worked at the school district, Reed was always known to have the 

highest percentage of lawyers. She’s not sure why they were chosen to go to the west 

side, but they don’t want it. She wanted to know what the school districts had to say 

about the different maps. 

________  introduced himself as representing himself. He lives on the east side in the 

Hazelwood area. He agreed with Rashaan’s previous testimony that there isn’t much 

difference from the original division of the city and what is being suggested now. The 

east has always been blue collar, low wage, middle class to working class, and less 

educated. It has an overrepresentation of folks that are not Reed or the west side. People 

on the east side include a lot of seniors and retirees. He doesn’t understand how this is 

going to come out any different. There will be more representation for the east, which is 

a thumbs up, but he’s not sure how that’s going to change any of the competing needs. 

All the school districts can be put together, and he doesn’t know this for sure, but those 

districts are not representative of the wealthiest district schools. He doesn’t understand 

how the city councilors will represent them when they’re up against a lot of money. 

_______  introduced himself, and is from the Lents neighborhood. He is the leader for 

HD46 Multnomah Democratics. He also leads a study group for Election Integrity. He 

attended a previous hearing. He said most Portlanders would said the city is defined by 

one river, but he suggests it is defined by two, the Willamette and the Columbia. He 

previously submitted a map with the name “The North Gets its Own”, or something like 

that. He said before on the website, but he was unable to see if for some reason before 



the meeting. He drew a map where the yellow district extends all the way along the river. 

As far as the west is concerned it looks mostly like the Alder map. The cool part about his 

map is that all districts have 163,000 individuals give or take a couple of hundred. As 

someone who lives on the far southeast side, he doesn’t have much in common with 

those surrounding the airport. He mentioned the bill being proposed by Ryan and 

Gonzalez to decrease representation. They want to provide the mayor with additional 

veto power. They’re trying to override what 60% of Portlanders voted for. We 

[Portlanders] can’t let this type of authoritarian type take over. 

______ introduced himself, and he’s from the 97218 zip code. He had a question about the 

maps in context of will they ever be redrawn or are they locked in? If they are redraw, will 

that undermine or uplift the intended growth for political power? If it changes, what 

happens to the communities that are pushed out brought in? 

_______ introduced himself using he and him pronouns. He’s from Eastmoreland, and he 

was grateful to attend the public hearing. He’s attended previous hearings and he’s really 

enjoyed being able to see and hear people from different parts of the city. He asked the 

IDC about the map that Jane Monson submitted and wanted to share it more broadly. He 

asked if he could pass it around the room for people to look at. It seems like a big goal is 

to keep the east side intact and the north side largely intact. What he’s heard is that has 

generally been appeasing. The tensions came when the decision came to who had to hop 

to the other side of the Willamette river. With the Maple taking the norther part of the 

east side and the Alder taking the southern part of the east side, it basically cuts into the 

natural alliances. He saw that kind of tension, but with a map like this [Jane’s map], it 

keeps the central city intact, and it shares a west side. It just seems like maybe this is the 

way to look at it. He thinks it deserves a good look. He thanked the IDC for all they’re 

doing. He knows nothing will be perfect, but that the city is trying to move forward. 

______ introduced himself in his native language, Navajo. He wears a number of hats in 

his community including with the East Portland Action Plan, he’s a board member of the 

historic Parkrose, and part of Thrive East PDX, and some other fun organizations. He just 

wanted to echo a lot of what has been said about East Portland, and where the 

boundaries are drawn right now. He wanted to thank the IDC for making that possible, 

because boundaries known by east Portland, East Portland Community Office, have 

existing plans. There is the EPAP plan and East Portland in Motion. There’s a lot of 

research and budget mapping, so all of the ties them together. And they’re now able to 

activate those plans. He thinks the ability to have three seats on the city council adds 

another layer of accountability. So, when the baseball stadium gets built in the Lloyd’s 

center, a lot of infrastructure dollars will go to that project. The east needs someone on 

city council to advocate for them. They have been working on the plan for a long time, 

and he believes keeping the east together is commendable. He wanted to thank the IDC 

for that 

_______  introduced by using pronouns she, her, or they. She’s from the Brooklyn 

neighborhood and about to move back to the Abernethy neighborhood. She is partial to 

the Maple map because of its focus on renters. Any of the problems that people see in 

Portland will not be resolved until renters have an appropriate voice. It has never 



happened in the history of Portland, and she’s hoping that they get to that. With having 

twelve on the IDC, she has hope that the council looks out for renters and looks out for 

low income workers. She said she meant this tongue in cheek, but she thinks the public 

should ask what the commissioners want, and the public should choose the opposite. 

She thinks the focus on renters will help Portland a lot. 

____ lives in the Highland district and he came to represent himself. His preference is for 

the Alder map. He suggested maybe adding a fifth or even more districts. 

______  is from the Wilkes district and admits receiving a flying and not knowing what this 

was about, but she wanted to thank the IDC and commend them for working together. 

Her biggest concern is what she had just heard commissioners are trying to nullify what 

the Portlanders voted for. She understands the IDC only has jurisdiction for creating 

districts, but she wanted to share what others said about creating unity and come 

together as a city. She had no opinion coming it, but she wanted to hear what the public 

was saying. It seems like keeping neighborhoods together, that peoples’ hearts are more 

important than ever in this volatile climate. Portlanders need to be heard. She admitted 

she wasn’t sure or didn’t she recall voting for this issue, because she didn’t understand 

how it would unfold. She doesn’t know what it means or what’s going to happen with it. 

She wants Portlanders to be honored by whoever’s in government. 

______  introduced herself, and she uses she and her pronouns. She’s not speaking on 

behalf of the Brooklyn neighborhood, but she just wanted to say that given Portland’s 

history with cultures, and just, all that terrible history, she thinks ultimately what the 

decision should come down to is what would not split up communities the least. She 

thinks that should be prioritized. She understands the measure that have already gone 

into this to split communities up, but given that there will be some splitting up, it should 

be based on these communities that have not been well represented and have faced 

terrible historical times. She thinks keeping communities together should be prioritized 

when looking at these three maps. 

________  introduced himself, and he is from the Brooklyn neighborhood. He said he 

understood that because the west side doesn’t have enough population to make its own 

district, each of the three maps by default has to take some areas from the east side of 

the river. One of the factors he hadn’t heard discussed is what percentage of the 

population comes from the east side. If there are two small portions of the population 

from the east side, the vote will be difficult to sway. So, anyone from the east side that 

has been joined with the west side will not be accurately represented. He believes that by 

that, there is a risk of diluting the vote from those central southeast neighborhoods too 

much, depending on which map is selected. 

_______ lives in the 97202 zip code. He said he knows there’s a lot more data from the 

census available than race. He understands race is very important, but was hoping to get 

some of the metrics in terms of income, rental proportions, transportation choices. 

There is a lot of other data available besides race, and it could be useful to create these 

maps. 

______ is from the 97228 zip code. She just wanted to say that there has been so much 

worry for the folks in the southeast. She asked, why does there have to be three 



representatives in each district. What is the west side just had two [representatives] and 

the southeast had four? Then they could maintain their connections. What is the point of 

splitting them [the east] off? 

_______  introduced herself and she testified for herself. She has lived in Portland her 

entire life. She grew up in the Parkrose area and currently lives in 97213. She is very 

familiar with east side. One thing doesn’t quite understand is what are the districts being 

centered around? With the struggle of the east side concept, how do you make up the 

population? What struck her is part of North Portland has an industrial area which has 

common interests and concerns with the west side. She wondered if the districts could 

be created by policies or issues. The airport has been pulled into the east county, but 

thinking about air quality it’s running all along the airport. Is the same thing with 

industrial concerns. So maybe that is a different way of thinking about the districts. She 

recalled that I84 had always been a divider 

Maple is the only map that makes sense. Please keep my neighborhood of Sellwood-

Moreland together with its east side neighbors, while having the eastern half of the 

Central City join the west side district. 

I write today to express my support for the Maple draft map. It would most effectively 

preserve the integrity of neighborhoods. 

Multnomah is more like Sellwood, the I'm prefering this map as these parts of SW 

Portland are most similar to demographics are similar Westmoreland SE, and we both 

have shared interests.  

I'm preferring the Alder map! Multnomah is more like Sellwood, the I'm prefering this 

map as these parts of SW Portland are most similar to demographics are similar 

Westmoreland SE, and we both have shared interests. 

I live in the Buckman neighborhood and of the three options provided, I am in support of 

the Alder map. I strongly oppose the Maple map as it separates our neighborhood from 

the rest of our communities in the SE. Although there are plans to increase connection 

between the east and west side through the 2035 development vision, it would be an 

abrupt shift to pull just Buckman and Kerns out of eastside districts at this time. 

I support the Alder plan 

I have lived in Portland In the Kerns neighborhood and currently the concordia 

neighborhood Since 1980. The districts Proposed have no direct effect on me as I will be 

in the same district regardless.  It appears to me that the west side and inner east side 

areas would be a very challenging district due to high degree of homeless and renter 

occupied housing. Perhaps this would be disproportionately Difficult to advocate for 

compared to other districts. 

Considering I travel regularly across the Sellwood Bridge and my husband bicycles to 

downtown and crosses the Hawthorne bridge, we feel a strong connection to inner SE 

and downtown.  We are part of both sides of the river and downtown. 

As a resident of Sellwood, I think the Alder map is the best. The other two maps put us in 

with neighborhoods we have little in common with, and will almost certainly result in our 



representative being a resident of the west side of town. Also, the other two maps divide 

our neighborhood. 

The Maple map is by far the best of the three choices. Its boundaries are based on 

population density and match well with the locations of the Willamette River’s bridges. 

The Maple map is the only proposal that keeps together 1) the central commercial areas 

that are connected via the 5 main bridges (from Ross Island up to Steel), and 2) Sellwood 

and Eastmoreland with Woodstock and the rest of the Southeast. 

Hello! 

Wanted to add a comment in support of the Maple map for Portland boundaries.  

 

I like the idea of the most dense, diverse business/living communities working together 

to create a vibrant enjoyable environment for everyone (as much as possible).  

 

I live in the SE Sellwood Neighborhood and want to be included in the whole of SE 

Portland not combined with the west hills. Although current homes in our neighborhood 

are expensive, it wasn’t always this way, and the other 2 maps have an elitist feel that I 

do not support.  

 

Thanks so much, 

 

The Metro/Oregon Public Housing Location Maps *1, https:// 

www.goodgrowthnw.org/maps, now includes the proposed Portland city council districts 

maps with public housing percentages. They can be found under the far right tab with a 

list icon, Portland Proposed Districts. 

 

These maps were created and designed for current decision makers, voters, politicos, 

citizen activists, the academic community, journalists, future candidates for Portland 

mayor and city council seats. Which districts appear overloaded or underserved? You 

decide. 

 

The maps are temporarily in PDF format until the final map is approved. It then will be 

integrated into interactive mode as part of a new section on city council seats throughout 

Oregon that are elected by district. 

 

Please post and distribute this information as widely as possible within your sphere of 

influence. The Portland Office of Community & Civic Life website and all websites 

connected to committees working on the Portland government transition, including 

Mayor Wheeler and all city commissioners, need to have the Metro/Oregon Public 

Housing Location Maps easily accessible on their sites. Media organizations and other 

interested parties have permission to use these images. 

 

  



My preference overall is to elect just one person per district. 

But, independent of that, the proposed districts and my preferences: 

 

Most desirable: Cedar 

Less desirable:  Maple 

Much less desirable: Alder. 

The process entered is incredibly complex and difficult.  It is time to reconsider this.  To 

current council members I say this:  this transition will be a mess and Portland will be lost 

in process incapable of having any real progress with real problems.  Everyone having a 

voice might seem like a great idea, but it is the opposite of leadership and vision.  Let's 

vote to simplify.  Fewer commissioners- one which allows the mayor to vote in case of a 

tie.  Therefore 4, or 8, but not 7.  The mayor's vote becomes passage or veto. Efficient, 

that.   Finally, no fiefdoms.  City auditor and city manager manage the city and its 

finances.  The commissioners and the mayor decide the stuff to be done.  The auditor 

and manager figure out how to do it.  Portland has long lost its way in process.  No other 

city studies its navel quite as well as Portland.  Please, commissioners review this plan 

and stop it.  Make it simpler. 

Dear Independent District Plan: 

We (my husband and I) refute and reject the Alder map. Our preferred is Maple.  The 

“Maple” map accurately reflects where my family shops and plays in the Woodstock and 

Sellwood-Moreland commercial centers. The continuity of these neighborhoods with the 

East side makes sense. There is a common set of community interests that link the 

Sellwood, Eastmoreland, Westmoreland, Reed, Woodstock, Creston-Kenilworth, 

Brentwood-Darlington, and Ardenwald neighborhoods in Inner Southeast Portland.  

 

Our US Representative congressional district has already been chopped up in 

nonsensical ways. Please don't chop up city neighborhoods. 

 

Thank you for accepting public comment. 

 

Respectfully, 

Good morning, 

 

I moved to Portland a little over 2 years ago from the east coast (PA, NC and briefly, FL) 

and bought a house in Sellwood in December 2021. I was very disappointed to see that 

the SE neighborhoods are the only ones being affected by the 3 map options. However, I 

acknowledge the tough task the Commission had in drawing the maps. Thank you for 

your work on this very important effort! 

 

While I would prefer Sellwood to remain in the SE District, I am writing to urge you to 

choose the Alder map over the Maple and Cedar maps. There are two main reasons for 

this: 

• The Alder map is the ONLY map that keeps all current neighborhoods intact. The Maple 



map splits the Hosford-Abernethy and Roseway neighborhoods, which is not ideal. The 

Cedar map splits 8 neighborhoods, which would be utter chaos; the Cedar map, as far as 

I am concerned, is a non-starter and shouldn't be considered at all. Splitting 

neighborhoods, in general, should be a non-starter. 

• The Alder map is the ONLY map that doesn't concentrate all of the commercial and 

financial interests into one district. The Maple map would push all the Central Eastside 

development and financial interests (e.g., OMSI redevelopment) into the SW district, 

further concentrating the financial interests and power that the SW already has. The 

Maple map would also push all the renters into the SW district; since that demographic is 

less likely to vote, they would end up not challenging the wealthy and powerful in the SW 

district.  

I know that others from Sellwood will be in favor of the Maple map since it keeps us in 

the SE. However, I think the two issues I described above have far more important 

ramifications than Sellwood voting with the SW. Though Sellwood doesn't really share a 

culture with the SW neighborhoods, we do have many commonalities (small liberal arts 

schools, economic status, active commercial districts, railroad issues) that suggest that 

being part of the SW district via the Alder map is an acceptable compromise given the 

other two map options. 

 

Respectfully, 

In my experience if there is more than one person who's reponsible for something the 

tendency among those who are responsible is to pass the buck.  I have little doubt that 

that's what will happen if we have more than one city counselor for each district.  It 

would be far better to split up the city into as many districts as we have counselors than 

the current plan.  Ranked choice voting is a fad whose time will end if we divide the city 

into twelve districts instead of four.  This will also negate the need to use literal historical 

neighborhood boundaries since historical neighborhoods are more likely to be in one 

district this way. 

alder/cedar maps join lower southeast with southwest. these neighborhoods are wildly 

different re: issues such as traffic patterns, houselessness/loitering, parking, mixed use 

housing, etc. The only draft map that appropriately represents lower SE is Maple. All 

others mis-align Sellwood, Westmoreland, Eastmoreland areas.  

I urge you, esteemed decision-makers, to seize this moment and approve the Mapel 

district map with unwavering enthusiasm. By doing so, we will take a bold step towards a 

future characterized by greater representation, inclusivity, and meaningful engagement 

in our city's governance. Mapel is the key to unlocking the potential of our community 

and realizing the vision of a vibrant, united city for all its residents. 

I attended a couple public hearings to understand the concerns of neighbors and other 

communities more likely to be impacted by the draft maps. Ultimately, I feel that the 

least contentious map was Alder, given it did not split Buckman neighborhood and 

connects Sellwood with the western district, which it shares a great deal in common, 

including 2 private liberal arts colleges and an orientation around small retail districts 

and outdoor recreation. One minor revision I would like to see (if possible) is the 



inclusion of Hollywood into district C (teal color). The most likely concession the make the 

population numbers match is splitting Roseway neighborhood north of Fremont. The 

character of housing north of Sandy in that neighborhood is fairly different than south of 

it..  

I agree with the concepts of preserving the current neighborhood boundaries, and that 

the neighborhoods in lower SE have the most in common with the west side (ie level of 

affluence,  proximity to Reed College and Lewis & Clark, traffic patterns etc) While all 

three plans have strengths and weaknesses, overall Alder seems the most workable to 

me. Good luck making this happen!wis  

I agree with the concepts of preserving the current neighborhood boundaries, and that 

the neighborhoods in lower SE have the most in common with the west side (ie level of 

affluence,  proximity to Reed College and Lewis & Clark, traffic patterns etc) While all 

three plans have strengths and weaknesses, overall Alder seems the most workable to 

me. Good luck making this happen!wis  

While organizing by transit lines seems progressive, the Alder Map avoids the dilution of 

representative governance by linking Inner SE with the West side. 

Proceduarally, the invitation for community meetings was not sent out in a timely 

manner to enable maximum public discussion. Further, certain members of the city 

council (Dan Ryan and Rene Gonzalez) now seek to reduce the number of commissioners 

from what was agreed upon by voters (12) to eight, which is extremely anti-democratic, 

and a betrayal of voters' trust, as they promised to support the plan should the measure 

(26-228) pass. They are not keeping their word, and this is a blatant attempt to reduce 

public representation and continue to concentrate decisionmaking power. Further, as 

Mingus Mapps has now announced that he will run for mayor next year, he would join 

Ryan and Gonzalez in seeking to exercise even more control through mayoral veto power 

and shrinking the overall size of the council. This is not what we voted for, and we see 

through your shameless bait and switch tactics. We won't stand for it.  Finally, on a 

design note, the maps shown on the website for each district only show the whole map 

rather than detail of each district, which is clearly how the maps should have been 

presented to the public. Please fix the website to show maps of each district separately, 

rather than just by showing the names, colors, and numbers. It's not terribly intelligible 

the way it's showing up now. 

Cedar looks the most equitable and with a focus around public transportation it will help 

more marginalized communities  

I prefer the Alder map because it keeps my neighborhood Roseway, all within the same 

district and promotes equity.. 

I am a resident of the Roseway neighborhood and have lived here since 2014.  Our 

neighborhood has a strong sense of community and I support the Alder map to ensure 

the work we are doing collectively to support one another and keep building strong 

community is maintained. Please use the Alder plan. Thanks! 



Hello, I recently learned of some new map proposals that have districts that cross the 

Willamette River.  I think this idea will better unite the city as we transition to a new 

government.  Please consider map #190061 as a viable option.  Thank you. 

I support the Alder map. I have lived in the Roseway neighborhood for 22 years and want 

to preserve the neighborhood boundaries.  

I support the Alder map.   

We (my husband and I) refute and reject the Alder map. Our preferred is Maple.  The 

“Maple” map accurately reflects where my family shops and plays in the Woodstock and 

Sellwood-Moreland commercial centers. The continuity of these neighborhoods with the 

east side makes sense. There is a common set of community interests that link the 

Sellwood, Eastmoreland, Westmoreland, Reed, Woodstock, Creston-Kenilworth, 

Brentwood-Darlington, and Ardenwald neighborhoods in Inner Southeast Portland.Our 

US Represenative congressional district has already been chopped up in nonsensical 

ways. Please don't chop up city neighborhoods. 

This city is a collection of neighborhoods.  The new, district maps need to reflect our 

communities.  It would be a travesty otherwise - Alder 

Hi, 

I live in south Portland, and for me, the Alder map makes the most sense. South Portland 

shares traffic routes with Sellwood and Moreland, especially over the Sellwood Bridge, 

and we have common interests and problems regarding neighborhood livability and 

river access. If we are going to work together, shared interests and problems facilitate 

participation in problem-solving. 

Thanks. 

Commissioners, 

 

Thank you for making time to accomplish this unique and difficult task.  You all have 

given of your time and expertise to craft three well thought out options for the districts.  

After watching the process I understand how challenging it has been to develop your 

pathway through the many constraints, inputs and non-starter options. 

 

I am a resident in the Sullivan’s Gulch neighborhood, and when I look at the alternatives, 

I find we are considered part of the North district in all options.  Therefore, I can’t find 

anything more to comment on! 

As a former Board member of the Eastmoreland Neighborhood Association I strongly 

support the MAPLE Geographic District. 

Southeast Portland,  especially the Sellwood, Westmoreland, Eastmoreland, and 

Reedway neighborhoods,  has been mutilated by greedy developers intent on tearing 

down historic, architect-designed homes and replacing them with cheaply-built, multiple 

dwellings.  

 

Portland’s historic neighborhoods are our greatest asset.  A representative who lived in 

close-in Southeast Portland would understand that. 



The Portland Tribune’s neighborhood newspaper THE BEE supports the MAPLE District.  

The other two options incorporate part of SouthWEST Portland which has NOT been as 

much of a developer’s feeding ground.   

 

Please choose the MAPLE District and acknowledge the special concerns of Southeast 

Portland.   

Greetings, 

I testified at APANO about the Alder Map having inaccurate neighborhood boundaries 

between the northern part of Sellwood, and the souther edge of Brooklyn. This is a 

comment about the specifics of that border: 

 

I drove the whole area street by street. I talked with the Brooklyn Neighborhood Chair. I 

looked at the maps. Yes. ____ is correct that the triangle by McLaughlin is the most 

important section from our Brooklyn Neighborhood perspective.  

 

Our neighborhood ends, at its SW tip, at the crossing of McLaughlin and Milwaukie, 

which is an underpass. Then our border follows McLaughlin, not Holgate. I found a 

density of apartment buildings, regular working class apartments, along Milwaukie and 

Pardee Street. They sit cheek and jowl with industrial and commercial establishments. 

Most of the single family housing is somewhat rundown. This southern end of Brooklyn 

does not resemble the residential character of the Sellwood area just a few blocks 

farther south.  

 

I do not believe that the long census block/s containing Oaks Bottom should be part of 

Brooklyn, and our Brooklyn Chair agrees. If Sellwood is moved to conjoin the Westside, 

then the riverside should be theirs. The river banks will logically be part of the Westside 

where the political border crosses over to include Sellwood. 

 

I propose that the Independent Commission slightly modify the Alder Map by adjusting 

the border between Sellwood and Brooklyn to conform to the Neighborhood Association 

boundaries. The triangle below Holgate following McLaughlin to Reedway would be 

perfect new boundary. 

 

Thank you for your work,  

Referring to the salary commission- they hope that district councilors will also have 

offices located within the district they are representing not just a city hall office 

downtown. They provided the feedback that the salaries proposed are too high and 

perhaps some funding could be redirected to a district-based councilor office if not 

already being established.  

Had a question, is there a different set of co-chairs for each group.   

I attended the city council meeting today and …I there was a lot of people who were.. I’m 

_____. I teach at Teaches at Portland state, I live in NW Portland, so I consider myself living 

in a typically privileged area and last week I commented on the fact that I thought the 



committee doing a great job of selecting districts for preoperational representation that 

really addressed some of the problems that actually came up during the council meeting 

today.  And but one of them that came up both last week at the transition meeting and 

this week at the city council was the idea that we needed to have approximately the 

same number of citizens in each district. JI believe I saw a range that was relatively small, 

between 160,000 – 165000, that sounds really good. But one of the things that was 

pointed out by Commissioner Gonzalez today, was that somehow …we already had 

diversity in government in the Portland area and government bodies in general. And I 

just wanted to say that I felt that what we are discussing isn’t diversity, its representation 

and its trying to achieve some sort of equitable situation I think. And so, one of the things 

that was brought up, like I said, we have even representation of the number of people 

living in each district. But I would argue that…uh the Maple map was probably the  is the 

best representation of that in terms of that it doesn’t cut too far into the Southeast, inner 

southeast or something like that. But I don’t feel that should be the primary concern, 

when we are trying to address historical issues, historical under-representation. Maybe 

we should be more concerned about the fact that South, the western part of the city has 

the money and the power and that’s part of the reason why we are even doing this. So I 

feel like we should be less concerned about whether we take part of the Southeast 

portion of the city and have it be lumped into west, and this I think speaks to the part 

about diversity. There’s a lot of talk of that from Commissioner Gonzalez – but there’s no 

acknowledgement that maybe for example, for the council lives east of the I205 from the 

city council. No body lives east of I205 from the city council and I think that’s something 

that we should consider there as well. Thank you for letting me comment.  

From what I can tell on the maps, the Cedar map is the best option. It ensures 

neighborhoods & districts are connected while having a mind towards building a just 

representation of all Portlanders. While I almost wish we had more districts to split up 

and make more neighborhoods heard, I think this is the best solution to our ongoing 

crisis of confidence in our current form of government and ensuring more voices are 

heard.  

Hello, I would just like to say that I like Alder the most of the draft maps. Even though my 

neighborhood (Sunnyside) would not be split by any of the draft maps, I think that 

everyone else should have their entire neighborhood in one distrcit. 

As a Buckman resident and Board Member, it's important to me that my neighborhood 

remains intact. The Alder map is also the most equitable and cognisent of cultural 

differences between the city's parts. I strongly recommend that the Commission adopts 

the Alder Map plan. 

Prefer Draft Plan Maple, keeps most of East Portland together 

I live in Westmoreland and feel strongly that my neighborhood is part of the east side of 

the river community. It doesn't make sense to me to split us off from the rest of the inner 

SE community.  

I don’t want Roseway to lose it’s governed boundaries. We are a tight community and 

wish to keep our community in tact.  



I live in Cully/Roseway near 68/Failing, and I prefer the Alder map for keeping similar 

neighborhoods on either side of Sandy together.  

Thanks to the hard work of the committee for providing these options. I appreciate your 

efforts! 

Attached please find my comments regarding the proposed independent district maps 

and related government transition issues. 

 

Respectfully submitted with best regards, 

As a resident of Buckman I support the Alder map. The other maps split this Inner SE 

neighborhood and hand it to the Westside where I don't feel I'll get proper 

representation 

Re: Phase 2 Methodology: Prog Assess, Bur Mgmt/Coord. Q1. How to find more info 

about the process, schedule, development, deliverables for Phase 2 and Service Areas 

determination? aaand.. Q2. "Charrette"? Appears 6 times in document. Tech term, please 

define term in doc and describe CoP implementation of term. PDF link hosted at: 

https://employees.portland.gov/transition/phase-two-programmatic-assessments 

My husband and I have been Eastmoreland residents since August 1997. We love 

Eastmoreland and our Westmoreland, Sellwood, Woodstock, Reed neighbors. We are SE 

Portland residents. We barely cross the bridge to Portland's west side. We strongly 

oppose the proposed Alder map. The Alder map has all the west Portland neighbors and 

a strong west side representation. Should our small east side neighborhoods be 

funneled into the Alder map, our neighborhoods and our communities would have little 

to no representation. 

 

I strongly support the Maple map. Some people say the Maple map is not good because 

of a created asset packing. Each district within the maps will get three representatives 

which means three votes. The city will be divided into four districts which equals 12 

votes. The asset packing district will just get three votes. There are still nine more votes 

against the asset packing three votes. The asset packing argument is no argument. 

 

Best, 

I am Treasurer of the Eastmoreland Neighborhood Association neighborhood. My letter 

represents my opinions and is not an official statement of the ENA. 

 

Portlanders voted for district representation based on the promise of  improved 

representation and improved collaboration for the betterment of the city. 

 

However, despite over 200 district maps submitted to the District Commission, the three 

proposed maps (Alder, Cedar, and Maple) are nearly identical and fail to provide a 

meaningful choice for Portlanders. All three maps create a false dichotomy by isolating 

Portlanders living west of the Willamette River in a separate district. Further, the maps 

effectively disenfranchise a small subset of Southeast neighborhoods by subsuming their 

votes into the much larger population in West Portland.  



 

The District Commission was tasked with dividing Portland into four geographic districts, 

but in accomplishing that duty, it should not divide Portlanders against themselves. 

There is a better way, as evidenced by numerous maps before the District Commission 

that were not represented by the three Alder, Cedar and Maple maps. A map such as 

189935 (https://districtr.org/plan/189935?event=portland2023) or 190061 

(https://districtr.org/plan/190061?event=portland2023) bisects the area west of the 

Willamette River to create districts that unify and give a meaningful electoral voice to 

areas on both sides of the river while at the same time maintaining neighborhood 

boundaries and, importantly, maintaining almost identical equitable racial demographics 

as the maps proposed by the District Commission. Rather than dividing Portland along 

stereotypes of East-versus-West, this map and other similar ones would unite 

Portlanders – those living in the severely rent-burdened neighborhood of Old Town as 

well as those living in the owner-occupied areas of Eastmoreland, the residents of St. 

Johns concerned with environmental pollution along the Willamette River with the 

residents of Linnton who likewise are concerned with pollution on their shores.  

 

The promise of ranked choice voting with single transferable vote is that communities on 

both sides of the Willamette will be equitably represented, while at the same time their 

city council representatives will need to work together to elevate common interests and 

solve shared problems. This is the covenant made to voters last November: shared 

representation within a district will help to unify rather than divide. Unfortunately, the 

District Commission listening sessions have amply revealed that the three proposed 

maps have fostered more division than unity (except perhaps the unintended unity of 

individual East-side neighborhoods not wanting their vote impermissibly diluted). There 

is still time to change course, and as a resident of the Eastmoreland neighborhood on 

the East side of the Willamette, I stand with my fellow Portlanders on the East side of the 

Willamette and urge you to choose a map that bisects West Portland, thus giving voice to 

residents on both sides of the river.  

To whom it may concern, 

  

I like the way in which the Maple Map incorporates the Central Eastside into the 

Downtown area. 

  

My only feedback is that odd numbers of districts removes the potential of a stalemate 

of 2 vs.2 - perhaps breaking the downtown into 2?  I understand the difficulties though of 

maintaining equal population numbers with all the districts. 

  

Good Job! 

I have a question.. Why was the south eastern portion of Montavilla split off from the rest 

of the neighborhood in all three district options?  

It doesn't seem fair to me that we weren't given much of a choice. I fear that this section 

will be neglected. 



  

Sincerely, 

The maple map is a horrible idea. If the whole concept of creating districts is 

representation, and currently this does not happen because our representatives don’t 

live on the east side, then this map continues that problem by having an area that spans 

both east and west. The maple map also has the largest population differences. This map 

should not have been an option. The best map is the Alder map and the Cedar map 2nd. 

They are very similar in districts, populations and race/ethnicity make-up. If we don’t get 

to vote on which map we want in an election, then please don’t screw this up. NO to the 

Maple map. 

Alder fails to meet its primary objective of keeping established neighborhood boundaries 

together by splitting the Sellwood neighborhood out of SE. Sellwood has a lot of 

infrastructure, political boundaries, neighborhood associations, transit and 

transportation issues that are very different from westside neighborhoods. Sellwood’s 

needs would be underrepresented if included in the Alder delineation. Maple is the ONLY 

delineation that keeps Sellwood neighborhood with other SE neighborhoods and is the 

only delineation that I can support.  

To: DistrictCommission@portlandoregon.gov RE: Please support Map 9   

Dear District Commissioners,   

I am writing out of concern about the three proposed district maps I've seen circulating 

(labeled Map 9, Map 10, and Map 11).  Maps 10 & 11 would break my neighborhood, 

Hosford-Abernethy (HAND), apart and lump part of us with the westside.  This area is not 

a good fit with the westside, politically, economically, or socially.  Of the three maps, Map 

9 does the best job of grouping people I think of as "communities" together into districts.  

If you have to choose from one of these three maps, please pick Map 9.  HAND residents 

have a long history of working closely with Brooklyn, Buckman, and Richmond folks on 

issues such as the impact of the Brooklyn Yards rail yard, the mayor's new Temporary 

Access to Shelter (TAS) facility at the Clinton Triangle, issues related to the industrial 

areas that border our residential areas, and finding ways to address a problem with 

homelessness that encompasses all of our neighborhoods.  Map 9 keeps that group 

mostly together, making it easier for us to gather political support for addressing what 

really are multi-community problems.  Thank you 

I've stuck up for our city to the literal hundreds of people that point out all of the 

negatives about our city and how it is declining. But, seeing the city spend time and effort 

on a completely meaningless exercise such as this shakes my confidence in the 

leadership at the city. We have real problems and large problems that require a tactical, 

boots on the ground approach right now. There is a well established neighborhood 

association structure in place. This is superfluous bureaucracy. 

I wholeheartedly agree with the preservation of Albina. The house my husband and I live 

in has been in his family since 1951, an African American family typical of the middle 

class families in our area. This map is appreciated and should be preserved.  

We strongly urge the city to support existing neighborhoods. Thank you.     by creating 

districts according to the Alder plan. Chopping up neighborhood groups would create 



confusion with too many representatives and lack of cohesive communications within 

neighborhoods. We also find it better to include renters and owners together as they 

need to work together towards good solutions for all. 

I think that the "Maple" Draft Map makes the most sense for continuity of southern SE 

neighborhoods. Although the target population numbers are not as equal as the other 

two options, they are close enough. I don't think it makes sense to separate 

Westmoreland from Eastmoreland just to balance population numbers. 

All three maps put Linnton with downtown Portland, but not for any good reason. 

Linnton fits better with saint johns and the rest of north portland. 

I am not in favor of combining small portions of SE neighborhoods to the West Side 

because of a dominance of West side views swaying future commissioners. Split the West 

side into 2 parts and then combine those two parts with east side districts. 

I support the use of the Alder map 

Renters pay taxes and are in all groups; therefore, Alder serves best for community 

representation. 

I live in Sellwood. It doesn't make sense to lump this area in with neighborhoods on the 

west side. Our interests are not in common. Of the 3 maps, only Maple groups this area 

with adjacent SE areas that are part of the same local community. 

Hello! 

 

I attended the SMILE meeting last night and very much appreciated the information 

shared by the IDC team.  

I see now that with 3 commissioners in each section, there will probably be assigned 

sections and therefore a more focused point person to address neighborhood concerns. 

I think that was my main concern, neighborhood issues getting lost in other issues.  

 

I realized there are many passionate voices, and I think I see we each identify as a part of 

the city or our neighborhoods with a tight hold.  

It’s really interesting.  

I, myself, am 55 living in Sellwood for 25 years, but my inner self identifies as a 22 rough 

and tumble urban girl living in NW Portland during the 80’s. 

 

I’ve lived and worked in all quadrants of Portland, and I have old memories of what I 

think those places are. Some are still true, but of course, many things have changed.  

 

This is a letter to say: I think the classic ‘you can’t please everybody’ is the scenario we’re 

at with the current maps, and I think although I initially voted for Maple, each map will 

accomplish what the committee needs to do. I send you best wishes on helping the city 

move forward.  

 

Having said that, when your decision is made, I encourage highlighting to the public that 

this will likely be re-examined in 2030, that it’s not set in stone, that might help ease 



some nerves.  

 

Take good care! 

This is follow-up on my public comment at the June 27, 2023 meeting of the Salary 

Commission. I again reiterate opposition to the draft salary recommendations. 

1.  It seems that the commission has used inconsistent standards for setting the salaries 

for council members vs. the salaries for the mayor and auditor. 

First, the commission notes that market data shows differentials of 57% and 51% above 

council pay for mayor and auditor respectively. However, when setting council salaries, 

the salary commission has rejected using market data and instead bases the proposed 

$142,404 salary on a “thriving wage.” Then when setting mayor and auditor salaries, the 

proposal reverts back to using market data, setting salaries of $175,463 for the mayor 

and $168,758 for the auditor, or 57% and 51% above the market council salary, not the 

proposed council salary.  

If market data is not appropriate for council salaries, which seems to be the opinion of 

the salary commission, it seems that it should not be good enough for the mayor and 

auditor salaries either.  Instead, it seems that the market differentials of 57% and 51% 

should be applied to the recommended council salary, not the market council salary that 

the salary commission has rejected.  The consistent application of mayor-auditor to 

council differentials would yield a mayor salary of $223,574 and an auditor salary of 

$215,030. 

2. The commission has seemingly minimized the fiscal impact of the salary 

recommendations by implying that the “thriving wage” concept should and will only 

apply to the 12 city council members and no one else. 

At the June 27 meeting, I stated my belief that “it seems reasonable to expect that, once 

this thriving salary genie is let out of the bottle, unions and non-represented employees 

will ask to be given the same consideration as elected officials.” After the meeting, I 

spoke with a city staffer who was present (unfortunately, I did not note her name or 

exact title, but believe she was the interim director of personnel and compensation, or 

something to that effect). I asked her that question, i.e. is it likely other employees will 

request a thriving salary if adopted for council salaries, and I believe that she answered 

in the affirmative.  My concern is that your approach to setting council salaries may have 

a much larger fiscal impact than what the salary commission states. 

In any case, I would recommend that this issue be discussed with her and/or other 

appropriate city officials to determine if they believe that, if the concept of a thriving 

wage is adopted for council members, it can be limited to those 12 officials and never to 

other city employees. 

3.  At the June 27 meeting, I stated my belief that all council members be paid the same, 

like members of the legislature and Congress. The salary commission have included a 4% 

salary differential for council members who choose to qualify under the Language Access 

Program (and you have set the differential at 4% rather than the $1/hour noted at the 

June 27 meeting). I again recommend that you remove this provision completely for 

council salary, so that all council members receive exactly the same salary. 



4.  The salary commission also proposes that in the future elected officials will get the 

same raise they approve for non-represented employees.   

If council members raising their own pay was determined to be a conflict of interest in 

2019, getting an automatic backdoor pay raise if they approve a cost of living increase for 

non-represented employees seems to present the same or even a greater conflict if they 

know they will get a raise for a yes vote.  It’s certainly a clear disincentive for voting no on 

employee raises. 

It seems to me that council salary increases should be totally separate from 

consideration of salaries for non-represented or any other employees. 

Other jurisdictions have procedures that apparently do not present conflicts of interest, 

e.g. raising council salaries but making the raises effective after the next election, or, as is 

the case in Salem, council can reject recommended raises.  In any case, I would certainly 

suggest that you explore alternatives to making council raises contingent on their 

approval of raises for other employees. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Please chose the Alder district map. 

 

Thanks, 

Hello, 

 

My mom and I received a flyer in the mail about the Portland transitions on the new 

Portland geographic districts. What we would like to know are what are the current 

districts and why is it necessary to alter the current districts? Will neighbor hoods be 

staying the same? Which districts are my mom and I in (Goosehollow and Hazelwood)? 

Thank you so much for taking the time to answer these questions for us! 

 

Your constituents, 

How will the new districts be named?  After the districts are named, can we drop all the 

inclusive neighbor names. Like where I live the jade district. I belive the folks that live in 

the district should be part of the whole district, not just a neighborhood. Why do we 

seperate our city with special names for areas. 

As a resident and homeowner in the Kerns neighborhood, of the three options, only one, 

the Alder plan, is reasonable and fair to the eastside communities.  

 

I created a map, and I’m sharing it with you here. https://districtr.org/plan/190547 

 

I think this map works well for keeping communities together. I’ve grouped St. Johns with 

the west side, as I think they have more in common with the north Willamette end of 

town, Linnton, etc. St. Johns is really a little town of its own, and the small-town feel 

meshes more with Linnton than with Portland. 

 

On the east side, I used 82nd as a boundary, but to get the numbers right I had to jog 

over between Holgate and Duke; I felt that was an appropriate area to “borrow” people 



from, but of course there may be another spot that would be better. 

 

Thanks for making this tool available! 

As a resident of the Richmond, Hawthorne, and now Reed neighborhoods for 75 years, I 

do not believe that either the proposed Alder or the Cedar version of the districts makes 

any sense for the communities they would serve. 

 

Southeast Portland has a continuity of neighborhoods that in no way is shared across the 

river, so the Maple version is the only one that makes sense to me. 

Dear District Commission Members, 

 

Thank you again for your many hours of hard work with more still to come. 

Attached please find my comments on the 3 proposed sets of district boundaries. 

 

Thank you. 

Hello, my name is ______. I am the president of the Goose Hollow Foothills League 

neighborhood association as well as Neighbors West-Northwest, a coalition of 

neighborhood associations. Portlanders voted for district representation based on the 

promise of  improved representation and improved collaboration for the betterment of 

the city. 

  

However, despite over 200 district maps submitted to the District Commission, the three 

proposed maps (labeled Alder, Cedar, and Maple) are nearly identical and fail to provide 

a meaningful choice for Portlanders. All three maps create a false dichotomy by isolating 

Portlanders living west of the Willamette River in a separate district. Further, the maps 

effectively disenfranchise a small subset of Southeast neighborhoods by subsuming their 

votes into the much larger population in West Portland.  

  

Unsurprisingly, civic leaders in these Southeast neighborhoods have balked at the idea of 

being engulfed by the West. Southeast neighborhood associations in the Maple map 

have endorsed the Alder map. The Bee, a newspaper based in Sellwood, quoted civic 

leaders in neighboring Eastmoreland and endorsed the Maple map. No one seems to like 

the Cedar map, which inexplicably bisects numerous Southeast neighborhoods against 

the District Commission's own precepts of not dividing communities of common interest 

and using existing geographic boundaries such as neighborhood organizations. Recent 

comments at District Commission listening sessions ran the gamut of Southeast 

residents extolling the virtues of any map that did not enfold their own neighborhood 

into West Portland, to civic leaders in the Northern district praising all three maps if only 

because their neighborhood escaped the prospect of being merged with the Western 

district. 

  

The District Commission was tasked with dividing Portland into four geographic districts, 

but in accomplishing that duty, let’s not also divide Portlanders against themselves. 



There is a better way, as evidenced by numerous maps before the District Commission 

that were not represented by the three Alder, Cedar and Maple maps. A map such as 

189935 (https://districtr.org/plan/189935?event=portland2023) or 190461 

(https://districtr.org/plan/190461?event=portland2023) bisects the area west of the 

Willamette River to create districts that unify and give a meaningful electoral voice to 

areas on both sides of the river while at the same time maintaining neighborhood 

boundaries and, importantly, maintaining almost identical equitable racial demographics 

as the maps proposed by the District Commission. Rather than dividing Portland along 

stereotypes of East-versus-West, this map and other similar ones would unite 

Portlanders – those living in the severely rent-burdened neighborhood of Old Town as 

well as those living in the owner-occupied areas of Eastmoreland, the residents of St. 

Johns concerned with environmental pollution along the Willamette River with the 

residents of Linnton who likewise are concerned with pollution on their shores.  

  

The promise of ranked choice voting with single transferable vote is that communities on 

both sides of the Willamette will be equitably represented, while at the same time their 

city council representatives will need to work together to elevate common interests and 

solve shared problems. This is the covenant made to voters last November: shared 

representation within a district will help to unify rather than divide. Unfortunately, the 

District Commission listening sessions have amply revealed that the three proposed 

maps have fostered more division than unity (except perhaps the unintended unity of 

individual East-side neighborhoods not wanting their vote impermissibly diluted). There 

is still time to change course, and as a resident of the Goose Hollow neighborhood on 

the West side of the Willamette, I stand with my fellow Portlanders on the East side of the 

Willamette and urge you to choose a map that bisects West Portland, thus giving voice to 

residents on both sides of the river.  

I am vice-chair of the Rose City Park Neighborhood Association. We are having a general 

meeting on Sept 26, 2023 and would like to have 2-3 members of the committee come 

speak to our neighbors about the process and progress of GTAC.  50-75 people generally 

attend these events.  If any committee members are interested, please have them 

contact me at the email address above. 

I want to thank the commission for their work on this, after attending a hearing I realized 

that there is no perfect solution to creating Portland’s new districts. We’re too focused on 

what these divisions mean rather than thinking on the opportunities for collaboration 

they bring. 

I prefer the Alder map as I would like to keep the currently existing neighborhood 

boundaries as they are. 

As a longtime resident of southeast Portland, I strongly favor the Maple map version of 

dividing   our neighborhoods. We do most of our shopping in the Woodstock, Sellwood, 

and Westmoreland neighborhoods.  Our medical services are on the Eastside.  And now 

that my husband are both in our eighties, crossing the Willamette is that much more 

difficult.  Other than as fellow Portlanders, there is no common neighborhood bond with 

the westside.   So again, the Maple map makes the most sense. 



Beware of "edge effects". This is less critical for some sorts of boundaries, such as major 

divides like freeways or rivers. But boundaries that fall on important corridors and 

boulevards, you tend to have policy disparities on either sides of the street, which can 

manifest in incongruous recommendations or development/service delivery on opposite 

sides of a street. This feels most pressing on larger streets where major 

investments/change is anticipated. So along these edges, consider moving the edge off a 

block to a minor or local street. 

To whom it may concern,  Hello! My name is _____. I have no experience drawing districts 

for any type of organization and I won’t pretend to know best practices in their creation 

or what details one should look out for. As a citizen of Portland, I wish only to give my 

simple observations on one particular element of the three proposed districts, for your 

consideration.  Two maps – Alder and Maple – have a certain portion of the Southeast 

neighborhoods of Sellwood and Milwaukie included in their fourth district. The third map 

– Cedar – does not, and states this is to consolidate the urban center of the city into the 

fourth district. There are no doubt good arguments to do this, but I don’t think that this 

approach will lead to the best representation of the interests of each district. The plan 

identifies that a large number of residents in Sellwood and the surrounding areas are 

more socio-economically comparable to residents in the West Hills, and many are 

homeowners. They will assuredly have different priorities from the younger, renter-

heavy residents of the lower Eastside in general. Likely, there will be a major conflict 

between the candidates appealing to the older, homeowning population of the lower 

Southeast and the candidates appealing to the younger, renting, and likely lower-class 

population of the Eastside in general. All maps include Ladd’s Addition in the third 

district, which is already a bit of an awkward fit, and there’s all the toney addresses in the 

shadow of Mount Tabor and next to Laurelhurst – but those conflicts are already existent 

in those neighborhoods, and they reveal themselves elsewhere. I don’t see a good 

reason to add more heterogeneity into the districts along class and homeowning lines 

than there already is. In short, I feel that the inclusion of some of the lower east side into 

the fourth district is a good idea for a variety of reasons, and I feel the map we choose 

should do just that.  Forgive me for carrying on, but I just want to underline that when we 

talk about “renters” as a group, it’s worth noting that the renters on the East Side are 

much different than the renters on the West Side. I’m an east side renter, and I pay $750 

a month in rent for my bedroom in my apartment. My boyfriend rents near downtown, 

and he pays $1,800. Our lives have overlap – we share each other, for one thing – but 

where we eat, how much we pay, what sorts of leisure activities we can afford, etc. are as 

different as you would expect. The fact that many residents of Goose Hollow rent their 

homes does not indicate to me that we actually have much in common in terms of our 

lifestyle and standard of living. While I would like to say that I think incorporating these 

differences into the districting will lead to more effective consensus candidates who fight 

for everyone’s needs, I suspect what will instead result is fierce races between very 

different candidates and resultingly divided districts who are unwilling or unable to work 

together to represent their district’s priorities. It is for this reason that I am strongly 

against the Cedar map, and lean towards Maple over Alder.  Between Alder and Maple, I 



will be honest, my inclination is more of a hunch than an informed opinion. I will say that 

having the districts spill across the river seems like it would help prevent councilors from 

getting myopic and overly focused on “their side” of the city, but I have no evidence to 

prove this. It’s just a feeling.  Thank you for reading all of this drivel, and I appreciate your 

hard work in making our new charter a reality!   

Sincerely,  

The cedar map makes no sense for my neighborhood and splits communities with 

shared values. The maple map makes the most sense to me. Sellwood, Eastmoreland, 

Brooklyn and Woodstock are very interconnected and I would hate to see that split. 

I support the Alder map because I endorse the idea of keeping communities of common 

interest together.   I hope you will seriously consider this map! 

Please keep the neighborhoods of Buckman, Kerns, and HAND in the SE district on the 

East side of the river. 

The Maple map seems to be the best.  Why? 1)Some portion east of the river will have to 

be added to the west side. Which map makes most sense? Maple keeps most of the 

Central City together and adds some inner eastside neighborhoods. 2) The Cedar Map 

doesn't make sense.  It keeps areas at both ends of the bridges in the same area, but 

11th is not a natural dividing line for the SE. This option makes the least sense. 3) I live in 

Multnomah County District 1.  it goes on both sides of the river, but on the east side goes 

all the way to 39th.  That makes sense, to keep the SE together from the river to Caesar 

Chavez. 4) Alder divides the central city. It is the 2nd best from my understanding. 

The river has alway been a strong boundary between inner SE and inner SW. SE is 90% 

residential including most of the apartment rentals in Portland. Inner SW  is mostly 

populated by businesses: restaurants, shops, mall, bars, and music venues. Almost all 

goverment building are located in inner SW: City hall, courts, jail, police. The rolling SW 

hills beyond downtown has nothing in common with grid of SE. Each area has different 

needs for a different demographic.   

I would like to see a different version of the maps where the west side is split into two 

districts, each being grouped with parts of the east side. This approach will give a much 

more balanced approach to the districts and avoid encouraging an east versus west 

mentality in perpetuity. 

Though I live in East Portland and not strongly affected, I feel deeply connected to the 

entire city.  The Slder plan makes so much more sense than the others.  Basing the new 

District plan on already-established neighborhoods makes complete sense.  To place 

part of the Buckman Neighborhood in a District along with some of the wealthier 

Westside neighborhoods makes little sense, due to the big differences in their local 

concerns and their socio-economic situations.  I prompt you to do the wise thing and 

select the Alder Plan.  It makes so much sense!  Thanks! 

Dear Independent District Commissioners,  

We, the Board Members of the Buckman Community Association write to express our 

support for the “ALDER” Map of the three Draft Maps presented by the Commission. If 

the Commission is committed to keeping the Westside as one undivided area, then of the 



three maps presented, we choose ALDER. As a member-based, public, representative, 

registered Neighborhood Association, bounded by the Willamette River on the west, E. 

Burnside Street to the north, SE Hawthorne Blvd. to the south and SE 28th Avenue to the 

east, we have discussed this topic several times for many months, at our open and 

invited meetings as well as with neighbors at events and gatherings. On June 8th 2023, 

the Board took a formal vote and unanimously voted to support the Alder Map. We feel 

the Alder Map represents the best configuration and holding to of the principal of criteria 

of keeping communities of common interest together and respecting neighborhood 

boundaries. We have specific concerns to raise about the Maple and Cedar Maps. The 

Maple map appears to suffer from the promotion of inequity. Consolidating renters, as 

this plan advertises to do, in our opinion hurts our neighbors in Buckman and KERNS 

who rent, as it diminishes their power collectively in relation to other districts. This is 

especially serious considering that currently two sitting Council Members are now 

suggesting lowering the number of elected representatives per district. With such a small 

proportion of the population coming from the Eastside, as the Maple map designs, many 

of whom are demographically and socioeconomically out of step with the majority of the 

entire westside, the clear concern for equity is that this young, diverse and very 

progressive neighborhood will have a real challenging or near impossible job electing a 

representative, and that in Maple plan, the Willamette River will become the new 82nd 

Avenue barrier to lack of direct representations which Portland suffered from for so long. 

The Maple map also separates us from our close neighbors in SE Portland who we know, 

share deep common interests with and have historically planned events, coordinated 

projects and discussed planning and diversity issues with. The Cedar Map completely 

divides our neighborhood in two, as well as our fellow close neighbors in KERNS and 

HAND who we have historically met with and collaborated on events, progressive 

activities and organizing. Also the Cedar map takes important assets of the eastside, and 

adds them to the already asset rich and heavy west side. Notably, this plan purports to 

support the Central City yet does not include N/NE central city which really negates much 

of the expressed ideas of bringing the Central City together ….as it leaves out those key 

areas and assets. So the Cedar map divides and really only serves to strengthens 

economically with assets the westside. Our relationship with our business partners in the 

Central Eastside, which overlays the western half of the Buckman Neighborhood is 

historic, and we have participated in discussions and planning projects cooperatively for 

years.  We chose the ALDER map for two key reasons. The areas of Sellwood, West/East 

Moreland and Reed are stable, high-end, high homeowner, socioeconomically 

neighborhoods with similar demographics, lifestyles and means to the westside. In our 

discussions and outreach, it was noted one of the main purposes of the plan was not 

only to provide direct representation to all of Portland, but also to end the historical 

dominance of those of wealth and means. Consolidating those of means in one district 

we believe will more meet that goal as it will diminish the clout of money as they relate to 

the three other districts. Also, we see SW Portland and the areas in the ALDER Map as 

having a much closer and richer connection to the Willamette River, with house boats, 

parks and boating access. In Buckman and Kerns, river access is near impossible due to 



the I5 freeway which acts as a barrier to easy connections. Buckman has historically 

looks east from the River and freeway, not west for connections.  We understand this is a 

huge lift for all of you on the Commission, and we thank you for your service and 

willingness to help get this process done. Recently we have seen some new maps, and 

would be open to continued discussions or a new model to review. However, of these 

three maps, we choose ALDER for all the reasons stated and reject both the Maple for 

serious equity concerns and the Cedar map as divisive, asset taking and not a real 

representation of the Central City.   

Of the three maps presented for consideration, I am writing to encourage support for 

the Alder map. However, I do encourage the Commission to consider dividing the west 

side into multiple districts in combination with east side areas to more evenly distribute 

concerns that constituencies have. 

I live in Sellwood and the Maple map keeps my community together.  I shop in Sellwood 

and Woodstock as well as Moreland.  I do not cross the river to shop, ride my bike or 

walk on the west side.  Why would I would want to be part of a district that I have no 

community in? 

As a resident of Sellwood, my concerns are with the rest of Southeast Portland. The 

relevant issues to me and my community lie here. The schools I have gone to, the 

sidewalks I use, and the area where I live are all here. I share no connection with the 

West side and I do not feel I can have a voice in issues affecting that district. Ultimately I 

want to be represented by someone who shares my concerns, my neighborhood, and 

my community. 

Preserving existing neighborhoods and boundaries should be a priority. To the extent it 

does this Alder would be my choice. The 3 east side districts make some sense intuitively. 

Lumping Sellwood in with all of West Portland is hard to understand.  

___,  does not like the maple map because it kind of puts renters togethers as renters 

should be spread out in between everyone and it's discriminating against renters. The 

part of the maple map that the little part of SE added and some inner west are 

established older neighborhoods. Cedar map says it's about central city, but a big part of 

the central city isn't included. Does not think it's good, east side has been working hard 

to remain healthy, while the westside is in pretty bad condition. It also cuts off the Kerns 

neighborhood in half. Alder map seems like the best option; the people on the alder map 

would have less problems, especially in the inner east side kind of like the west side (likes 

putting similar things together) 

Neighborhoods should have a consolidated voice.  

While I understand the need to balance populations in the 4 districts, I am concerned 

that the proposed options to include Eastside neighborhoods with the Westside will 

minimize the voice of those neighborhoods. In particular, I am opposed to Alder map 

proposal to group Sellwood, Westmoreland, and Eastmoreland with the Westside; and 

I'm opposed to the Cedar map that splits those neighborhoods which are so closely 

allied. I also think it is better to keep the Central City whole in one district, which would 

hopefully limit its oversized influence to just 3 commissioners rather than the potential 



that they would dominate three of the proposed districts if split. With that in mind, the 

Maple map is my preferred choice. 

Please don't separate districts on the Eastside. Use the river as a natural boundary and 

connect Omsi and rose quarter with the east side. 

I recommend use of the Alder map because it aligns best with neighborhood boundaries, 

including my neighborhood Roseway. Thank you.  

I support the Alder map, for preserving existing neighborhood boundaries and keep the 

Central Eastside on the Eastside. Sellwood and Eastmoreland are more appropriately 

aligned with the wealthier westside. 

Hello,  

 

My name is ______, I'm a resident of NW Portland (97209). I'm writing regarding all three 

district maps. The one I prefer the most is Cedar as it's the easiest map for people to 

understand and it keeps the west side district close to the Willamette. The problem with 

Alder and Maple is the reach the west side district has into the east side. Out of those 

two, Maple makes the most sense. The biggest issue with Maple is the deviation. As a 

result I believe Cedar is the best map for our new electoral districts. Hopefully this 

feedback is helpful.  

 

Thanks for your time 

As a community member of the HABD neighborhood I support the Alder map that keeps 

our neighborhood intact and aligns our interests with the Eastside of the city. 

Please view the attached letter providing public comment by the board of the Sellwood-

Moreland Improvement League (SMILE).  Thank you. 

 

As long standing Portland area residents and property owners (98 years @ Grand and 

Main!) we support the Alder map. 

 

Thank you, 

Dear Commissioners, 

 

First of all, thank you for your work in this matter. I’m sure it has been difficult. 

 

Secondly, I am writing to support map option Maple first, and Cedar, second. I cannot 

support Alder. 

 

I have heard that other map options may be considered. I am opposed to that since the 

public has it been given an opportunity to review and comment on them.  

 

Lastly, I hope this process is well documented so that it can be referred to during the 



next redistributing iteration after the 2030 census. I also hope the biases that have 

become evident in this process (i.e. comments like “They say East Portland doesn’t 

engage…”, who is “they” and why would you listen to them?) can be eliminated. 

Good Morning,  

 

Please accept this letter as the CEIC's formal support for district map Alder. 

 

In service,  

hi ___; attached is the NWDA position on the proposed districting maps.  

 

Please acknowledge receipt and include in the record of public comments. 

 

 

Thanks 

Hello, 

I would like to submit comments on the draft maps for the new Council districts in favor 

of the Maple map.  With the charge to use existing geographic and political boundaries, I 

think Maple does the best job of including the central eastside with the primarily 

westside district as the most coherent option.   

 

I do NOT support the Cedar and Alder maps that include Sellwood and Eastmoreland 

with the primarily westside district because there are few to no natural connections 

between Sellwood and the westside.  Speaking as a Sellwood resident, Sellwood's built 

form and history are more closely linked with other SE neighborhoods that were 

streetcar suburbs.  In current practice, I have few reasons or connections to the westside 

that would induce me to head west and daily practices are much more integrated with 

other SE neighborhoods.  I fear that the inclusion of Sellwood with the Westside district 

would completely ignore Sellwood's distinct needs because it has so little in common 

with the SW neighborhoods, downtown and NW Portland.  By comparison, Sellwood has 

much common cause with other SE neighborhoods so the SE district proposed in the 

Maple map would better represent Sellwood's interests going forward. 

 

Thank you for your consideration and service at this important moment to shape 

Portland's future and hopefully a more functional government for the next 100 years! 

Hi  Folks, 

 

I live in HANSf and to me, any many others, it makes no sense to have areas on the west 

side and areas on the east side in one district. Our populations and concerns are just too 

different. Please draw maps that keep east side neighborhoods together. 

 

Sincerely, 

The salaries proposed for council are not comparable to other similar size city council 

positions, with similar roles and responsibilities.  The salary data presented in the May 1, 



2023 document, the basis of the salaries proposed, includes cities like Las Angelas which 

has 6 times the population of portland.  Eliminating this salary from the analysis - it 

drops the average from $111k per year to $88k per year.  The cities reference also do not 

represent the same level of responsibility and have differnt forms of government.  The 

salary for one council person from the referenced cities should be adjusted to reflect 

that one city of portland counciler is equivalent to 1/3 of the responsibility compared to 

those in the study.  In each city referenced, there is only one counciler per district. With 

the reduce scope of responsibility (no longer overseeing city bureaus) the role of 

counciler is reduced to legislative.  This reduced responsibility combined with the 

increased number of councilers performing the work should result in a reduced not an 

increased salary.  I would request that the basis of salaries be revised to only include 

similar sized cities with similar forms of government to more accuratly reflect the fair 

compensation for the responsibility of the position in similar sized communities. 

Comments attached: BPS_Informal_Staff_Comments_7_2023 

Comments attached: Crestwood NA Comments IDC Maps 

I fully appreciate what a difficult job the IDC has and that no matter what the outcome 

there will be unhappy, critical people. I do not intend my comments as criticism of your 

outstanding work, so please accept my comments with that thought in mind.    

   

I live in Sellwood-Moreland so have a keen interest in the outcome of district boundaries. 

There may be valid reasons to place inner-SE neighborhoods on the westside but 

because they have similar demographic profiles is irrelevant. Yes, Eastmoreland has big 

expensive homes but Brooklyn has modest homes and small mom-and-pop businesses 

adjacent to noisy, polluting rail yards.  Sellwood-Moreland has a bunch of tiny overpriced 

studio apartments (with many vacancies) but also has two large low-income apartment 

complexes (Sellwood Center and Westmoreland Union), a homeless shelter (Willamette 

Center) and several strip clubs.    

   

It’s clear you’re trying to protect the integrity of several communities in Portland and I 

fully support that effort. But what I fear you may be missing is that inner-SE Portland also 

has a strong, unique identity worth protecting. Our kids all attend Cleveland HS, we’ve 

been involved in advocacy and litigation over environmental issues, and we celebrate 

together at our various community events. We have history. We’re neighbors. We like 

each other. It’s been that way for decades.    

   

When I initially saw the three maps my first, selfish inclination was to support ONLY the 

Maple map. But after attending a couple of meetings, reading available material and 

talking to neighbors I can see some advantages to the Alder map. (The Cedar map is a 

non-starter because it splits up neighborhoods.) I could live with Alder but only if the SE 

neighborhoods can retain their SE identity. I believe this could be accomplished by 

ensuring that SE neighborhood associations remain part of Southeast Uplift — their 



district coalition. In my opinion this is a critical piece that must be worked out in order for 

any of the east/west transfers to be successful.  

   

Thanks for listening.Good luck!  

The map that keeps my neighborhood intact (Roseway) would make it easier to work 

with the City on projects that impact the neighborhood.  

I support the Alder Map 

I endorse the Alder Map 

Of the 3 maps submitted I would only consider the Maple map. Alder and Cedar remove 

important neighborhoods from the eastside.  I'm referring to my neighborhood of Reed, 

along with Eastmoreland, Westmoreland, and Sellwood.  These are some of the most 

educated communities on the eastside and have some of the highest property values.  

My neighborhood is home to Reed College, a powerhouse and jewel for the eastside.  I 

find it amusing and troubling that for Portland's history most commissioners came from 

the westside and now the eastside is getting its due, but still we need to make 

accommodations for the westside.  I don't think that any of the eastside should be used 

to balance the westside, but here is where we are.  The Maple map is not the best 

decision for the city, but it is slightly better than Cedar and Alder, which could cause 

significant unraveling to the already stressed eastside neighborhoods.  

I would much prefer to have more districts with ONE commissioner per district for 

clearer accountability.  6 to 8 districts with one commissioner per, and the Mayor with a 

tie-breaking but NOT veto vote would be my ideal. 

I am strongly opposed to the Cedar & Maple maps and believe they will be 

disempowering and disadvantageous to my neighbourhood (Buckman)divisive  

None 

Though I live in East Portland and not strongly affected, I feel deeply connected to the 

entire city.  The Slder plan makes so much more sense than the others.  Basing the new 

District plan on already-established neighborhoods makes complete sense.  To place 

part of the Buckman Neighborhood in a District along with some of the wealthier 

Westside neighborhoods makes little sense, due to the big differences in their local 

concerns and their socio-economic situations.  I prompt you to do the wise thing and 

select the Alder Plan.  It makes so much sense!  Thanks! 

I am deeply opposed to all three proposals because all three combine neighborhoods in 

the inner southeast with neighborhoods on the west side of the river.  I heard at the 

southeast uplift meeting that the commission was told their proposals must provide for 

equal numbers of citizens in each zone on the map.  It is imperative that the inner 

southeast remain intact and not be mixed in with westside neighborhoods because of 

the population density.  The community of interests and issues should be the driving 

criteria, and keeping neighborhood associations intact, to determine the districts of the 

election of our city commissioners.  Inner southeast needs a voice of commissioners who 



live and breath our issues every day.  The Maple proposal comes the closest to keeping 

the southeast neighborhoods intact, but needs to be amended to remove the southern 

portion of Southeast from the Westside neighborhoods.  Please let us elect our own 

representatives and let the Westside elect theirs. And as an additional comment, I am 

outraged by the current commissioners lack of commitment to honor the citizens' 

passage of the ballot measure to restructure our city government. 

Please keep  Woodstock and Sellwood/Moreland together. This is a cultural issue of 

common values.  

As a 5th generation Oregonian and Portland area resident, I support the Alder Map 

Buckman and Kerns belong on the eastside, not as an appendage of the westside where 

their needs will be lost. The Cedar map completely divides Buckman and other SE 

neighborhoods. Our current neighborhoods should be preserved, not split up. 

While all of these maps have issues, I am concerned about splitting up and putting 

neighborhoods together that seem arbitrary. Why would it make sense to split 

Woodstock from Moreland, Sellwood, and Reed and put those residential areas with 

areas that are on the other side of the river?  Because of these issues, only Maple makes 

sense to me.  

ALDER Map 

Maple seems like the best option 

The Woodstock neighborhood is closely aligned with the Sellwood/Moreland 

neighborhoods. It makes sense for us to have common representation. 

The Woodstock neighborhood is closely aligned with the Sellwood/Moreland 

neighborhoods. It makes sense for us to have common representation. 

The Woodstock neighborhood is closely aligned with the Sellwood/Moreland 

neighborhoods. It makes sense for us to have common representation. 

Keep existing neighborhoods intact! 

No 

Of the three maps, I prefer the Maple plan because of its respect for the Central City 

Master Plan, and because of of its efforts to integrate renter heavy neighborhoods. It is 

also critical that the Albina district be preserved, which Maple does as well.  

Really like the Maple map because it brings together renters with similar socioeconomic 

concerns on the east and west side. As the number of renters in Portland increases, it is 

important that their needs be recognized. Also, the east and west side communities of 

Portland have been split for far too long. 

I feel that preserving existing neighborhoods where possible is preferable. For example, 

as an Eastsider, I want Buckman and Kerns to remain intact.  

Alder is the best choice of the three choices. The boundries  make more sense.             



In my view, the Maple plan will give a better voice to Eastside neighborhoods that have 

been ignored for too long under our current city government structure. Joining these 

Eastside neighborhoods with similar neighborhoods on the westside will be a real gain. 

The dividing line between District A & B should be along SE 82nd from the top of the map 

to the bottom, regardless of which map.  The dividing line between A & C should be I-84.  

The line between B & C should be SW 82nd.  The line between C & D should be the 

Willamette River.  Nice, clean, distinct districts with no incursions of one district into 

another.  None of the eastside should be included in district D.  There are too many 

"made-up" so-called facts about demographic and socioeconomically similar 

communities, which DO NOT exist and should not be connected by bridges or any other 

way.  There are "renter-heavy" n'hoods in each of the districts, and should not be cited as 

a reason to cross over into an adjacent district.  There is nothing in this redistricting plan 

that is designed to "preserve" anything of value in Portland, or to keep ANY of the 

"central city together" in a meaningful way.  The lack of feedback the Commission has 

been receiving indicates how little is understood ABOUT this proposal, just as it was not 

understood before the vote that mandated this redistricting plan.  People wanted a 

change, but change isn't always for the better -- as in this case.  

This map best puts the business districts together 

I've lived in the City of Portland for almost 30 years.  I've lived in the Sellwood 

neighborhood for 22 years.   Perhaps the most important attribute of the City of Portland 

for residents and businesses is its livability.  And that livability is a direct result of the 

strength of its neighborhoods – individually and collectively.  Each neighborhood is 

unique and has its own character developed and nurtured over many years.  

Neighborhoods are defined by human (socioeconomic characteristics) and natural 

features, such as the Willamette River.    To define Portland's new geographic districts, 

these two types of features – human and natural – should be followed as much as 

possible.  Also, the new districts must enhance the City’s ability to perform its core 

functions of 1) ensuring public safety (police, fire, water, emergency/disaster response, 

and transportation), 2) providing business and residential services (construction, zoning, 

permitting and regulation) and 3) stewarding the public parks and spaces.  It is the 

effectiveness of the City in performing these core functions that protects and promotes 

the livability of its neighborhoods.  Two of the proposed maps – the Alder and Cedar – 

ignore both human and natural features.   Because of this, these proposed maps are less 

likely to enable the City of Portland to effectively and efficiently perform its core 

functions of ensuring public safety, providing business and residential services and 

stewarding public parks and spaces.  Accordingly, these two proposed districts should be 

eliminated or redrawn consistent with the human and natural features described above.  

The Maple map is preferable to the Alder and Cedar maps because it more closely 

follows human and natural features.  But, I encourage the Independent District 

Commission to examine whether revising the Maple District boundaries consistent with 

human and natural features will enhance the City of Portland’s ability to perform its core 

functions and protect the most important attribute of the City of Portland:  the livability 



of its neighborhoods.  Thanks for all your hard work to develop the draft maps and 

provide this opportunity for public comment. 

I support the alder draft map. 

I support the Alder plant 

This map has more realistic boundaries. I believe they are all horrible choices, but this 

one is the best. 

No comments 

I live in Woodstock and would like to keep the Sellwood/Moreland areas in my district.  

I am concerned about the future of the entire city of Portland.  Portland  has suffered 

from covid, drugs and homelessness and as a result or central business district is in 

terrible shape.  The proposed Cedar map divides the central business distirct into three 

districts.  We need the central business distirct to recover and drive the city's economic 

comeback.  We have more than enough  divisiveness in our government and if Portland 

is to comeback we can do it faster with a central business district that is not going in 

three different directions or having to overcome the bureaucratic differences of the 

three Districts A, C and D.  For this reason I favor the Maple map which keeps the the 

central bisness district on both sides of the river in a single district. Maple  has my vote. 

Dear Independent District Commissioners, 

 

I am a long-time resident of Hosford-Abernethy Neighborhood District. 

 

The plan to divide the city into four districts from each of which three City Council 

members has never made sense to me, and the three tree-named proposals for how to 

thus divide the city have left me speechless.    

In each proposal the entire segment of the city west of the Willamette River remains 

intact with a slice of some portion of the inner East Side added to it.  East-side 

neighborhood boundaries are ignored. Citizens will be separated from neighbors across 

the street with whom they share a common interest, and find themselves instead sharing 

representatives with people with whom they have little in common.  People from the 

Eastside appendage to the Westside will be a minority voting group; the three Council 

members from the district could easily all come from the West side, leaving the 

appendage without true representation on the Council. This is gerrymandering at its 

finest…..or its worst. 

 

I was recently provided with a suggested solution that helped me to find my voice:                                                                                                                  

Reject all the current tree-named proposals.  Create two or three districts that straddle 

the Willamette and include equal numbers of voters from the East and West sides, while 

at the same time honoring the current neighborhood boundaries. 

 



There are some good areas of common interest that could be used to create east-west 

districts: Linnton and St Johns have a lot in common, both historically and economically; 

they both wrestle with similar transportation issues. The neighborhoods in the central 

eastside share the challenges of an active industrial-residential interface with several on 

the west side. The mostly residential areas such as Eastmoreland and Sellwood share 

many characteristics with neighborhoods in SW Portland. 

 

By combining similar areas of East and West Portland in a more balanced manner the 

cultural differences between East and West could be minimized, as will the risk of 

disenfranchisement of voters if existing neighborhood boundaries are maintained 

 

I urge you to discard all the current tree-named proposals, return to the drawing board, 

and create a more equitable option.  

 

Additional notes to follow-up after the electronic meeting on July 14: 

I share the disappointment voiced by others that there were few, if any, in-person 

meetings held in the inner Eastside where the neighborhoods would be so negatively 

impacted by the tree-named proposals. 

To the woman from the Westside who was one of the last to testify, who expressed 

concern that they would lose representation if there were a proportionally larger 

number of Eastside voters in her assigned district (confirming my concerns about having 

no representation from and Eastside appendage), I would suggest that if the Westside is 

divided into two or three districts along with larger segments of the Eastside, with three 

representatives from each of those districts, it could easily result in more than three 

Council members from Westside 

 

To repeat: Please consider a plan that creates a more equitable combination of Eastside 

and Westside residents, and honors neighborhood bo 

Hello, my name is _______. I am a board member and resident of the [Eastmoreland 

neighborhood. Portlanders voted for district representation based on the promise of  

improved representation and improved collaboration for the betterment of the city. 

  

However, despite over 200 district maps submitted to the District Commission, the three 

proposed maps (labeled Alder, Cedar, and Maple) are nearly identical and fail to provide 

a meaningful choice for Portlanders. All three maps create a false dichotomy by isolating 

Portlanders living west of the Willamette River in a separate district. Further, the maps 

effectively disenfranchise a small subset of Southeast neighborhoods by subsuming their 

votes into the much larger population in West Portland.  

  

Unsurprisingly, civic leaders in these Southeast neighborhoods have balked at the idea of 

being engulfed by the West. Southeast neighborhood associations in the Maple map 

have endorsed the Alder map. The Bee, a newspaper based in Sellwood, quoted civic 

leaders in neighboring Eastmoreland and endorsed the Maple map. No one seems to like 



the Cedar map, which inexplicably bisects numerous Southeast neighborhoods against 

the District Commission's own precepts of not dividing communities of common interest 

and using existing geographic boundaries such as neighborhood organizations. Recent 

comments at District Commission listening sessions ran the gamut of Southeast 

residents extolling the virtues of any map that did not enfold their own neighborhood 

into West Portland, to civic leaders in the Northern district praising all three maps if only 

because their neighborhood escaped the prospect of being merged with the Western 

district. 

  

The District Commission was tasked with dividing Portland into four geographic districts, 

but in accomplishing that duty, let’s not also divide Portlanders against themselves. 

There is a better way, as evidenced by numerous maps before the District Commission 

that were not represented by the three Alder, Cedar and Maple maps. A map such as 

189935 (https://districtr.org/plan/189935?event=portland2023) or 190061 

(https://districtr.org/plan/190061?event=portland2023) bisects the area west of the 

Willamette River to create districts that unify and give a meaningful electoral voice to 

areas on both sides of the river while at the same time maintaining neighborhood 

boundaries and, importantly, maintaining almost identical equitable racial demographics 

as the maps proposed by the District Commission. Rather than dividing Portland along 

stereotypes of East-versus-West, this map and other similar ones would unite 

Portlanders – those living in the severely rent-burdened neighborhood of Old Town as 

well as those living in the owner-occupied areas of Eastmoreland, the residents of St. 

Johns concerned with environmental pollution along the Willamette River with the 

residents of Linnton who likewise are concerned with pollution on their shores.  

  

The promise of ranked choice voting with single transferable vote is that communities on 

both sides of the Willamette will be equitably represented, while at the same time their 

city council representatives will need to work together to elevate common interests and 

solve shared problems. This is the covenant made to voters last November: shared 

representation within a district will help to unify rather than divide. Unfortunately, the 

District Commission listening sessions have amply revealed that the three proposed 

maps have fostered more division than unity (except perhaps the unintended unity of 

individual East-side neighborhoods not wanting their vote impermissibly diluted). There 

is still time to change course, and as a resident of the Eastmoreland neighborhood on 

the East side of the Willamette, I stand with my fellow Portlanders on the East side of the 

Willamette and urge you to choose a map that bisects West Portland, thus giving voice to 

residents on both sides of the river 

Hello, my name is ______. I am a board member of the Eastmoreland Neighborhood 

Association.  

  

Portlanders voted for district representation based on the promise of improved 

representation and improved collaboration for the betterment of the city. 

  



However, despite over 200 district maps submitted to the District Commission, the three 

proposed maps (labeled Alder, Cedar, and Maple) are nearly identical and fail to provide 

a meaningful choice for Portlanders. All three maps create a false dichotomy by isolating 

Portlanders living west of the Willamette River in a separate district. Further, the maps 

effectively disenfranchise a small subset of Southeast neighborhoods by subsuming their 

votes into the much larger population in West Portland.  

  

Unsurprisingly, civic leaders in these Southeast neighborhoods have balked at the idea of 

being engulfed by the West. Southeast neighborhood associations in the Maple map 

have endorsed the Alder map. The Bee, a newspaper based in Sellwood, quoted civic 

leaders in neighboring Eastmoreland and endorsed the Maple map. No one seems to like 

the Cedar map, which inexplicably bisects numerous Southeast neighborhoods against 

the District Commission's own precepts of not dividing communities of common interest 

and using existing geographic boundaries such as neighborhood organizations. Recent 

comments at District Commission listening sessions ran the gamut of Southeast 

residents extolling the virtues of any map that did not enfold their own neighborhood 

into West Portland, to civic leaders in the Northern district praising all three maps if only 

because their neighborhood escaped the prospect of being merged with the Western 

district. 

  

The District Commission was tasked with dividing Portland into four geographic districts, 

but in accomplishing that duty, let’s not also divide Portlanders against themselves. 

There is a better way, as evidenced by numerous maps before the District Commission 

that were not represented by the three Alder, Cedar and Maple maps. A map such as 

189935 (https://districtr.org/plan/189935?event=portland2023) or 190061 

(https://districtr.org/plan/190061?event=portland2023) bisects the area west of the 

Willamette River to create districts that unify and give a meaningful electoral voice to 

areas on both sides of the river while at the same time maintaining neighborhood 

boundaries and, importantly, maintaining almost identical equitable racial demographics 

as the maps proposed by the District Commission. Rather than dividing Portland along 

stereotypes of East-versus-West, this map and other similar ones would unite 

Portlanders – those living in the severely rent-burdened neighborhood of Old Town as 

well as those living in the owner-occupied areas of Eastmoreland, the residents of St. 

Johns concerned with environmental pollution along the Willamette River with the 

residents of Linnton who likewise are concerned with pollution on their shores.  

  

The promise of ranked choice voting with single transferable vote is that communities on 

both sides of the Willamette will be equitably represented, while at the same time their 

city council representatives will need to work together to elevate common interests and 

solve shared problems. This is the covenant made to voters last November: shared 

representation within a district will help to unify rather than divide. Unfortunately, the 

District Commission listening sessions have amply revealed that the three proposed 

maps have fostered more division than unity (except perhaps the unintended unity of 



individual East-side neighborhoods not wanting their vote impermissibly diluted). There 

is still time to change course, and as a resident of the Eastmoreland neighborhood on 

the East side of the Willamette, I stand with my fellow Portlanders on the East side of the 

Willamette and urge you to choose a map that bisects West Portland, thus giving voice to 

residents on both sides of the river.  

  

Hello, my name is _________. I am a resident of the Eastmoreland neighborhood. 

Portlanders voted for district representation based on the promise of improved 

representation and improved collaboration for the betterment of the city. 

 

However, despite over 200 district maps submitted to the District Commission, the three 

proposed maps (labeled Alder, Cedar, and Maple) are nearly identical and fail to provide 

a meaningful choice for Portlanders. All three maps create a false dichotomy by isolating 

Portlanders living west of the Willamette River in a separate district. Further, the maps 

effectively disenfranchise a small subset of Southeast neighborhoods by subsuming their 

votes into the much larger population in West Portland.  

 

Unsurprisingly, civic leaders in these Southeast neighborhoods have balked at the idea of 

being engulfed by the west. Southeast neighborhood associations in the Maple map 

have endorsed the Alder map. The Bee, a newspaper based in Sellwood, quoted civic 

leaders in neighboring Eastmoreland and endorsed the Maple map. No one seems to like 

the Cedar map, which inexplicably bisects numerous Southeast neighborhoods against 

the District Commission's own precepts of not dividing communities of common interest 

and using existing geographic boundaries such as neighborhood organizations. Recent 

comments at District Commission listening sessions ran the gamut of Southeast 

residents extolling the virtues of any map that did not enfold their own neighborhood 

into West Portland, to civic leaders in the Northern district praising all three maps if only 

because their neighborhood escaped the prospect of being merged with the Western 

district. 

 

The District Commission was tasked with dividing Portland into four geographic districts, 

but in accomplishing that duty, let’s not also divide Portlanders against themselves. 

There is a better way, as evidenced by numerous maps before the District Commission 

that were not represented by the three Alder, Cedar and Maple maps. A map such as 

189935 (https://districtr.org/plan/189935?event=portland2023) or 190061 

(https://districtr.org/plan/190061?event=portland2023) bisects the area west of the 

Willamette River to create districts that unify and give a meaningful electoral voice to 

areas on both sides of the river while at the same time maintaining neighborhood 

boundaries and, importantly, maintaining almost identical equitable racial demographics 

as the maps proposed by the District Commission. Rather than dividing Portland along 

stereotypes of East-versus-West, this map and other similar ones would unite 

Portlanders – those living in the severely rent-burdened neighborhood of Old Town as 

well as those living in the owner-occupied areas of Eastmoreland, the residents of St. 



Johns concerned with environmental pollution along the Willamette River with the 

residents of Linnton who likewise are concerned with pollution on their shores.  

 

The promise of ranked choice voting with single transferable vote is that communities on 

both sides of the Willamette will be equitably represented, while at the same time their 

city council representatives will need to work together to elevate common interests and 

solve shared problems. This is the covenant made to voters last November: shared 

representation within a district will help to unify rather than divide. Unfortunately, the 

District Commission listening sessions have amply revealed that the three proposed 

maps have fostered more division than unity (except perhaps the unintended unity of 

individual Eastside neighborhoods not wanting their vote impermissibly diluted). There is 

still time to change course, and as a resident of the Eastmoreland neighborhood on the 

east side of the Willamette, I stand with my fellow Portlanders on the east side of the 

Willamette and urge you to choose a map that bisects West Portland, thus giving voice to 

residents on both sides of the river.  

Dear Independent District Commissioners, 

 

We submit written comments from our Neighborhood Association Board. 

 

We have voted to endorse the ALDER Map and our concerns and opposition to the 

MAPLE and CEDAR Maps are contained in our letter. 

 

Thank you all for your kind service to the our city, 

Comments attached: Buckman 

Dear Independent District Commissioners: 

 

I have been waiting for Portland to move into a change in style of government for years.  

The time has come and I thank you for all of the hours you have put into the process to 

get it right.  I know you cannot please everyone, but there are some basic points that 

need attention.  My neighborhood association in Eastmoreland has chosen the Maple 

map because they feel it is better suited for us than Alder. 

 

The problem facing us is that some SE neighborhoods, as you probably know, do not 

want to be included in any district that puts them on the West-side of the city.  So that 

puts us at odds, for example, with the Buckman neighborhood.  They support the Alder 

District because they do not think they fit into Maple which puts them on the West-side.  

The decisions you have made make it impossible to leave both neighborhoods on the 

East-side of Portland where we belong. 

 

One of the reasons you made this decision was because of the population count.  I think 

putting these neighborhoods in an East-side District 

should have priority over worrying about the population count.   The Maple 

and Alder Districts, as they stand, disenfranchises one of these neighborhoods and you 



said that your goal was to not divide communities with common goals and that you 

would use existing geographic boundaries such as neighborhood organizations to set the 

districts.  We need to stay with the twenty other neighborhoods that represent Southeast 

Uplift, which also includes the Buckman neighborhood. 

 

Surely it is more important to consider these matters, and others, in a fashion that 

results in the best reorganization of our city government that is possible.  Take more 

time if possible. This is one of the most important opportunities for which the citizens of 

Portland have been waiting. 

 

Thanks for considering my suggestions. 

As an Eastmoreland resident, I support the Maple map.  My community, which includes 

the Woodstock neighborhood center, is kept together in this map. As Eastmoreland 

residents, we shop, eat and play in Woodstock, which is our closest neighborhood center.  

We are being told that the Sellwood bridge justifies linking us with the west side, but that 

bridge isn’t even considered a civic or neighborhood corridor by the 2035 Comp Plan. 

However, the inner southeast (the other option for carving a southeast community into 

the west side) is connected to the west with FIVE bridges.  Eastmoreland may have a 

different socioeconomic status than other neighborhoods in southeast, but we have 

common interests.  One of the issues that affected us was the toxic pollution from 

Precision Castparts that poisoned the air in southeast Portland.  It was an Eastmoreland 

resident who spearheaded the class action lawsuit that resulted in not only 

Eastmoreland, but also Woodstock and Brentwood-Darlington residents receiving 

compensation for this environmental disaster.  

 

We have been told the Maple map is flawed because it “packs assets” of the Central city 

into one district and makes that district too powerful.  After repeating this mantra at 

multiple meetings to garner support for the Alder map, a commissioner finally admitted 

that “asset packing” is not something they are required to consider.  In fact, it is not even 

a voter-approved criteria that the commissioners are required to use to create the maps.  

It can be argued that placing the city’s “assets” together in one district actually limits the 

power of that district, rather than increasing it, because that district would only have 

three council members and they are not a majority on the new 12-member council. 

 

We have been told that we don’t need to worry about representation if the Alder map is 

approved even though the east-side population on that map is only 14% of the entire 

westside district.  Supporters of the Alder map assure us that we will have representation 

from the east side because our neighborhood has high voter turnout. However, the 

same rationale can be used for including the inner southeast in a western voting district, 

as the Buckman neighborhood had a 90% turnout in the 2020 election year.  Therefore, if 

voter turnout is the rationale for choosing a map, neither Alder nor Maple is the better 

map.  

 



If the commission wanted to address the concerns of both the central east side and 

lower east side neighborhoods, they would consider a map that splits the west side.  

There is nothing in the charter amendment that requires the west side to remain one 

district.  I created a map that combines portions of the west side with the central 

eastside and lower eastside neighborhoods and preserves the northwest and east 

districts.  I presented this map to commissioners at the public hearing on July 16 and it 

was submitted online as map #190061.  Another map, which also splits the west side, 

might be acceptable if it was modified to include Woodstock (which contains our 

neighborhood center) in the same district as Eastmoreland. This was submitted as map 

#189935.  If neither of these maps are an option for the commission, please approve the 

Maple map. 

This is a disaster in the making. 

 

I do not want three representatives.  I want one representative that is familiar with a 

smaller district and responsive to its residents. And in particular, quickly responsive to 

fixing neighborhood issues they identify.  The proposals on the table are simply going to 

create another "deliberative body" without clearly identified responsibilities or 

accountability for outcomes. 

 

This dysfunctional city needs a more effective structure than what is proposed.  

 

Thank you for considering this comment. 

Hello, my name is _______ I am a board member/resident of the Bridlemile neighborhood. 

Portlanders voted for district representation based on the promise of improved 

representation and improved collaboration for the betterment of the city. 

  

However, despite over 200 district maps submitted to the District Commission, the three 

proposed maps (labeled Alder, Cedar, and Maple) are nearly identical and fail to provide 

a meaningful choice for Portlanders. All three maps create a false dichotomy by isolating 

Portlanders living west of the Willamette River in a separate district. Further, the maps 

effectively disenfranchise a small subset of Southeast neighborhoods by subsuming their 

votes into the much larger population in West Portland.  

  

Unsurprisingly, civic leaders in these Southeast neighborhoods have balked at the idea of 

being engulfed by the West. Southeast neighborhood associations in the Maple map 

have endorsed the Alder map. The Bee, a newspaper based in Sellwood, quoted civic 

leaders in neighboring Eastmoreland and endorsed the Maple map. No one seems to like 

the Cedar map, which inexplicably bisects numerous Southeast neighborhoods against 

the District Commission's own precepts of not dividing communities of common interest 

and using existing geographic boundaries such as neighborhood organizations. Recent 

comments at District Commission listening sessions ran the gamut of Southeast 

residents extolling the virtues of any map that did not enfold their own neighborhood 

into West Portland, to civic leaders in the Northern district praising all three maps if only 



because their neighborhood escaped the prospect of being merged with the Western 

district. 

  

The District Commission was tasked with dividing Portland into four geographic districts, 

but in accomplishing that duty, let’s not also divide Portlanders against themselves. 

There is a better way, as evidenced by numerous maps before the District Commission 

that were not represented by the three Alder, Cedar and Maple maps. A map such as 

189935 (https://districtr.org/plan/189935?event=portland2023) or 190461 

(https://districtr.org/plan/190461?event=portland2023) bisects the area west of the 

Willamette River to create districts that unify and give a meaningful electoral voice to 

areas on both sides of the river while at the same time maintaining neighborhood 

boundaries and, importantly, maintaining almost identical equitable racial demographics 

as the maps proposed by the District Commission. Rather than dividing Portland along 

stereotypes of East-versus-West, this map and other similar ones would unite 

Portlanders – those living in the severely rent-burdened neighborhood of Old Town as 

well as those living in the owner-occupied areas of Eastmoreland, the residents of St. 

Johns concerned with environmental pollution along the Willamette River with the 

residents of Linnton who likewise are concerned with pollution on their shores.  

  

The promise of ranked choice voting with single transferable vote is that communities on 

both sides of the Willamette will be equitably represented, while at the same time their 

city council representatives will need to work together to elevate common interests and 

solve shared problems. This is the covenant made to voters last November: shared 

representation within a district will help to unify rather than divide. Unfortunately, the 

District Commission listening sessions have amply revealed that the three proposed 

maps have fostered more division than unity (except perhaps the unintended unity of 

individual East-side neighborhoods not wanting their vote impermissibly diluted). There 

is still time to change course, and as a resident of the Bridlemile neighborhood on the 

west side of the Willamette, I stand with my fellow Portlanders on the west side of the 

Willamette and urge you to choose a map that bisects West Portland, thus giving voice to 

residents on both sides of the river.  

Dear District Commissioners, 

 

Portlanders voted for district representation based on the promise of improved 

representation and improved collaboration for the betterment of the city. 

 

The three proposed maps (Alder, Cedar, and Maple) are nearly identical and fail to 

provide a meaningful choice for Portlanders. All three maps are contradictory as they 

isolate Portlanders living west of the Willamette River in a separate district. Further, the 

maps effectively disenfranchise a small subset of Southeast neighborhoods by absorbing 

their votes into the much larger population in West Portland.  

 

Many civic leaders in these Southeast neighborhoods have balked at the idea of being 



engulfed by the West. Southeast neighborhood associations in the Maple map have 

endorsed the Alder map. The Bee, a newspaper based in Sellwood, quoted civic leaders 

in neighboring Eastmoreland and endorsed the Maple map. No one seems to like the 

Cedar map, which inexplicably bisects numerous Southeast neighborhoods against the 

District Commission's own precepts of not dividing communities of common interest and 

using existing geographic boundaries such as neighborhood organizations. Recent 

comments at District Commission listening sessions ran the gamut of Southeast 

residents extolling the virtues of any map that did not enfold their own neighborhood 

into West Portland, to civic leaders in the Northern district praising all three maps if only 

because their neighborhood escaped the prospect of being merged with the Western 

district. 

 

The District Commission was tasked with dividing Portland into four geographic districts, 

but in accomplishing that duty, we should not divide Portlanders against themselves. 

There is a better way, as evidenced by numerous maps before the District Commission 

that were not represented by the Alder, Cedar and Maple maps. A map such as 189935 

(https://districtr.org/plan/189935?event=portland2023) or 190461 

(https://districtr.org/plan/190461?event=portland2023) bisects the area west of the 

Willamette River to create districts that unify and give a meaningful electoral voice to 

areas on both sides of the river while at the same time maintaining neighborhood 

boundaries and, importantly, maintaining almost identical equitable racial demographics 

as the maps proposed by the District Commission. Rather than dividing Portland along 

stereotypes of East-versus-West, this map and other similar ones would unite 

Portlanders – those living in the severely rent-burdened neighborhood of Old Town as 

well as those living in the owner-occupied areas of Eastmoreland, the residents of St. 

Johns concerned with environmental pollution along the Willamette River with the 

residents of Linnton who likewise are concerned with pollution on their shores.  

 

The promise of ranked choice voting with single transferable vote is that communities on 

both sides of the Willamette will be equitably represented, while at the same time their 

city council representatives will need to work together to elevate common interests and 

solve shared problems. This is the covenant made to voters last November: shared 

representation within a district will help to unify rather than divide. Unfortunately, the 

District Commission listening sessions have amply revealed that the three proposed 

maps have fostered much division rather than unity.  

 

We can still change course. As a community leader and resident of the Pearl District 

neighborhood on the west side, I stand with many of my fellow and urge you to choose a 

map that bisects West Portland, thus giving voice to residents on both sides of the river.  

I am not submitting comments on behalf of an organization. I live in 97202. Here's my 

public comment: 

 

Of the three options, Maple is the only option that correctly keeps lower SE separate 



from communities on the west side. 

 

I grew up in SW Portland, attending Ida B. Wells High School. As an adult I've lived in 

upper SE and am now raising a family in lower SE, Sellwood.   

 

Despite any perceived similarities, such as the existence of both Lewis and Clark and 

Reed College, if you've lived in these communities (SW PDX and SE) you would know they 

are culturally dissimilar.  

 

The Willamette does not simply provide a natural boundary between these communities, 

it draws a line between interests. 

 

Lower SE and Upper SE have far more in common than Lower SE and Dunthorpe.  For 

example, you won’t find community corners like the painted intersections in SE over on 

the west side. There is no comparison between the East Moreland Fourth of July parade 

and the scene in Hillsdale on that day. 

 

Combining any portion of lower SE with the west side as shown in Cedar and Alder 

violates district boundary criteria to not divide communities of common interest. In fact, 

these maps impose community combinations that lack common interests.  

 

Returning to the important note of the natural boundary provided by the river, a 

reasonable person would look at the proposals in Cedar and Alder and note that both 

maps are stretching the reasonable concept of contiguous by bundling communities 

across the Willamette.  

 

Thus, if a key state and federal criteria for redistricting includes contiguous areas, a 

reasonable person would conclude those maps fail this measure as well.  

 

While I can not speak for the central east side, Buckman, Kerns, I presume many in those 

areas do not agree with the idea of having their constituency combined with west side 

neighborhoods.  

 

To that end, I do not think it is reasonable to pit these neighborhoods against each other 

in two maps, then pit all but the inner neighborhoods against the inner neighborhoods in 

the other.  

 

All communities on the east side might reasonably desire distinct representation from 

the west communities’. 

 

The need for equal population counts within districts is important, but to force these 

communities together because only four districts are under consideration is a mistake.  

 



Finally, during the SMILE-hosted districting forum, one of the attendees suggested that 

choosing Maple played into the hands of real estate developers, who are seeking to 

consolidate power and do not have the interests of lower SE in mind.  

 

I do not follow city politics close enough to comment on the merit of this. However, if 

there is truth to this it seems like our community is being set up with a false dichotomy.  

 

Of course we’ll choose the only one that keeps us separate from the west side. But we 

would not willingly do so at the expense of our neighbors in upper SE.  

 

Lower SE should not be put in a position where it much chose between inappropriate 

community combination or necessary consolidation of political power. 

 

Given no other option, I must advocate for the Maple draft.  

 

However, for the IDC to not provide any redistricting options that preserve distinct 

representation of the east side from western communities creates unnecessary division 

among East Portlanders residents.  

 

More districts should be made so maps that better reflect real communities may be 

considered.For example, Lower SE getting its own district and the associated political 

representation. 

Attached, please find some final comments on your draft maps. 

Commnets attached: TJH - District Commission Comment 07/22/2023 

I write regarding the decision of the District Commission to submit only 3 maps for public 

consideration and comment. 

 

First of all, the 3 maps are very similar, which will likely lead to little public consideration, 

debate, and comment. As a Northwest Portland resident, I certainly do not feel that I am 

in a position to suggest which Eastside neighborhoods should be combined with the City 

west of the Willamette River. 

 

I understand why one concept for districts would have the Westside be a district with 

what appears to be a small section of Southeast or Inner Eastside Portland in order to 

meet population requirements of one person one vote.  While that might have some 

advantage for Westside residents in that they will be the dominant population in such a 

district, it conversely disadvantages whatever Eastside voters are put into the district. In 

essence, you have chosen to ask for public comment on 3 versions of essentially the 

same plan. 

 

Second, it seems to me that the District Commission could have, and should have, 

submitted several different concepts for the public to consider, discuss, and respond. For 

example, it seems to me that one option should be a map that combines some 



Southwest areas with some Southeast areas, and similarly combines some Northwest 

areas with some Northeast areas- while retaining a district for East Portland. While not 

retaining the Westside as one united district, this option might actually help unite 

Portlanders in a different way by having people on both sides of the river work together 

and share their issues and concerns- most of which I suspect are quite similar- with their 

elected representatives.  It would also keep the elected officials from having silos in 

which they believe that they represent the Westside, Northeast, Southeast. 

 

In closing, I think it will be great service to all of Portland if you “go back to the drawing 

boards.” Please develop some options that are truly different in concept, with 

information on the plusses and minuses of each approach. Then ask for public comment 

again. I think the result will be a healthy, robust discussion throughout Portland, and a 

final decision by the Commission to adopt a plan that best serves the entire community 

for the longterm. 

 

Thank you. 

Commissioners, 

 

I appreciate the work you've put in.  Below are my comments. 

 

In attempting to reach the ideal population criteria, all three maps seem to give more 

weight to demographic similarities than to geographic proximity and natural boundaries, 

thereby failing to adhere to other criteria requiring that districting “not divide 

communities of common interest” and “be contiguous and compact.”  None of the three 

maps makes complete sense, but Maple comes the closest, if the area carved out of the 

east side between SE 12th and SE 33rd is redrawn to be included in the east.  I’ll leave it 

to the affected residents of those neighborhoods to weigh in on that.  I will say that I 

don’t think fears of asset-packing associated with this map are credible, given the new 

districting model. 

  

Civic engagement demands in-person interactions between members of a district and 

their representative(s).  I live in Eastmoreland and have attended neighborhood 

meetings in Woodstock, Sellwood-Moreland and Brentwood-Darlington because we deal 

with related problems around pollution, development, and transportation – problems 

that are distinct from those faced by communities on the west side.  Most of us are 

familiar with inner NE, SE, and the outer east side – this is where we shop, see doctors, 

engage in civic and other activities – but having to cross the river in the evening to attend 

a meeting on the west side is going to create a barrier to civic engagement, especially for 

people without cars.  Most importantly, we need to have influence here, where we live, 

and given that the Alder map puts 85% of the district voting population on the west side, 

we would be effectively disenfranchised. 

  

Thank you for your attention. 



Hello, 

 

I like the Cedar map best.  It seems to make the most sense and seems the least 

convoluted.  Sandy seems like a natural dividing line for the city. 

 

I live in NE Portland (Concordia neighborhood) and don’t mind being lumped in with 

North Portland. 

 

Thank you for your efforts. 

 

I am not a religious person but as a life long Portlander, I “pray” for the city and it’s 

healing and renewal. 

 

It would be great to confirm that this comment was received. 

Until homelessness is eradicated no progress is possible anywhere, but in especially 

CEIC.   I moved out of district due to problems and soon will leave Portland if it can’t fix 

this huge issue.    

Good evening, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment on the proposed district maps. 

This email constitutes my public comment in support of the Cedar map as the district 

map that best meets voter-approved district criteria. Specifically, Cedar best meets 

district criteria for using existing boundaries and transportation links. 

 

The Cedar map is built around prioritizing transit corridors, and as such, is the ONLY map 

option that almost entirely follows transportation corridors and other well known 

geographic boundaries. Frankly put, the average resident has a much easier time 

knowing which side of a particular arterial road they are on than whether or not they are 

within one arbitrarily defined Neighborhood Association boundary or another. For the 

division of Districts A, C, and D, specifically, it is so much simpler to understand where 

you are relative to NE Sandy Blvd, the Banfield Freeway, 12th Ave, and the Union Pacific 

Railroad compared to the confusing boundaries presented in the Alder and Maple map 

options. Furthermore, arterial roadways, freeways, and railroads serve as real 

boundaries that functionally divide communities, whereas Neighborhood Association 

boundaries are typically best known only by the most politically connected Portlanders, 

and are unlikely to play a significant role in the daily life of the average Portlander. For 

example, communities in SE have much less interaction across the UPRR tracks than 

across SE Holgate St and SE 39th Ave (Alder) or the extremely popular SE Hawthorne Blvd 

and 28th Ave (Maple). 

 

I believe that this single reason is enough to prefer Cedar to all other maps, as it will be 

most clearly understood across all demographics, but Cedar has other benefits as well, 

such as having the lowest deviation in population, as it is the only map where all districts 



are within 3,000 residents of ideal. 

 

In all map options, I will still live in District A and work in District D, so I don’t have as 

much at stake as some community members. That being said, my work as a public sector 

traffic engineer working in urban planning issues in the Portland metro area gives me 

unique insight into the importance and impact of both transportation corridors as well as 

political boundaries. For these reasons, I urge you to move forward with the Cedar map 

option for the benefit of all Portlanders now and into the future. 

 

Thank you for your efforts in serving Portlanders like myself throughout this process. I 

appreciate your commitment to ensuring our ability to promote an equitable and truly 

representative democracy within City government. 

Dear Charter Commissioner I am Richard Freimark redid of the Bridlemile neighborhood. 

Portlanders voted for district representation based on the promise of  improved 

representation and improved collaboration for the betterment of the city. 

 

However, despite over 200 district maps submitted to the District Commission, the three 

proposed maps (labeled Alder, Cedar, and Maple) are nearly identical and fail to provide 

a meaningful choice for Portlanders. All three maps create a false dichotomy by isolating 

Portlanders living west of the Willamette River in a separate district. Further, the maps 

effectively disenfranchise a small subset of Southeast neighborhoods by subsuming their 

votes into the much larger population in West Portland.  

 

Unsurprisingly, civic leaders in these Southeast neighborhoods have balked at the idea of 

being engulfed by the West. Southeast neighborhood associations in the Maple map 

have endorsed the Alder map. The Bee, a newspaper based in Sellwood, quoted civic 

leaders in neighboring Eastmoreland and endorsed the Maple map. No one seems to like 

the Cedar map, which inexplicably bisects numerous Southeast neighborhoods against 

the District Commission's own precepts of not dividing communities of common interest 

and using existing geographic boundaries such as neighborhood organizations. Recent 

comments at District Commission listening sessions ran the gamut of Southeast 

residents extolling the virtues of any map that did not enfold their own neighborhood 

into West Portland, to civic leaders in the Northern district praising all three maps if only 

because their neighborhood escaped the prospect of being merged with the Western 

district. 

 

The District Commission was tasked with dividing Portland into four geographic districts, 

but in accomplishing that duty, let’s not also divide Portlanders against themselves. 

There is a better way, as evidenced by numerous maps before the District Commission 

that were not represented by the three Alder, Cedar and Maple maps. A map such as 

189935 (https://districtr.org/plan/189935?event=portland2023) or 190461 

(https://districtr.org/plan/190461?event=portland2023) bisects the area west of the 

Willamette River to create districts that unify and give a meaningful electoral voice to 



areas on both sides of the river while at the same time maintaining neighborhood 

boundaries and, importantly, maintaining almost identical equitable racial demographics 

as the maps proposed by the District Commission. Rather than dividing Portland along 

stereotypes of East-versus-West, this map and other similar ones would unite 

Portlanders – those living in the severely rent-burdened neighborhood of Old Town as 

well as those living in the owner-occupied areas of Eastmoreland, the residents of St. 

Johns concerned with environmental pollution along the Willamette River with the 

residents of Linnton who likewise are concerned with pollution on their shores.  

 

The promise of ranked choice voting with single transferable vote is that communities on 

both sides of the Willamette will be equitably represented, while at the same time their 

city council representatives will need to work together to elevate common interests and 

solve shared problems. This is the covenant made to voters last November: shared 

representation within a district will help to unify rather than divide. Unfortunately, the 

District Commission listening sessions have amply revealed that the three proposed 

maps have fostered more division than unity (except perhaps the unintended unity of 

individual East-side neighborhoods not wanting their vote impermissibly diluted). There 

is still time to change course, and as a resident of the Bridlemile neighborhood on the 

West side of the Willamette, I stand with my fellow Portlanders on the West side of the 

Willamette and urge you to choose a map that bisects West Portland, thus giving voice to 

residents on both sides of the river.  

Dear Commissioners: 

 

I live in inner SE Portland, and it is apparent that before you chose three maps to put 

forward to Portlanders, you spoke with many communities across the city, but never to 

us.  Therefore it is not surprising that while other communities have their preferences 

baked into all of these maps (to the extent that you are treating them as unalterable 

constraints), the primary variable in these maps is which section of the inner east side of 

the city will be disenfranchised. This does not feel good. 

 

Given Portland’s demographics, the west side of the city has only about 85% of the 

population needed to make a district, and will need to get its remaining 15% of people 

from the this side of the river.  Given the difference in priorities, issues, and concerns 

between people living on the east side and west side, whichever east side community is 

used to provide the missing people will effectively lose its voice.  Even if every east side 

voter agreed on who they wanted to elect (which is not a reasonable thing to ask of any 

community), and 100% of them voted, they could not muster nearly enough votes to 

elect even a single representative. It would also be much more difficult for any 

representative from this side of the river to be elected in a primarily west side district.  

Those east side residents added to a west side district would effectively be 

disenfranchised. 

 

One of the major emphases of charter reform is to ensure equal representation for all 



residents.  It is therefore crucial that our voting districts be thoughtfully designed in a 

way that promotes fair representation and minimizes any potential for 

disenfranchisement. 

 

I have seen a number of reasonable looking maps that divide the west side into two 

districts that have a significant proportion of the population on both sides of the river.  

Some largely or entirely respect neighborhood boundaries, and respect the other 

unwritten constraints you’ve given yourself.  It is possible. 

 

One of the dangers of moving to district representation is that Portlanders and their 

representatives may start to prioritize the needs of their district over the good of the city.  

The river is one of Portland’s most significant divisions, and two strong cross-river 

districts would better emphasize the need to think more broadly about what is best for 

the city as a whole, rather than invite people to retreat to their own corner, focused on 

their own issues. 

 

Alder would definitely be the best for my neighborhood, but I am reluctant to explicitly 

support it because doing so means sacrificing the interests of my neighbors in Sellwood 

and Eastmoreland.  Alder is also the only map that does not combine the city's most 

valuable assets in a way that would give one district considerably more economic, 

political, commercial, and business power than the others.  While I am reluctant to say I 

support any of the three maps, I would say I oppose Alder the least, because, selfishly, it 

hurts other neighborhoods but not mine.  But that map, like all those you advanced, still 

reinforces the east vs west divisions that multiple west side districts could bridge. 

 

Please do not adopt any of these maps; rather go back and try drawing the boundaries 

again with an eye to better joining residents in the east and west, and avoiding the 

disenfranchisement of any community in Portland. 

 

Thank you for your hard work on this difficult and important task, 

Dear Independent District Commissioners, 

 

I write as an individual, Portland native who has lived and worked in all quadrants of our 

city. 

 

However for the better part of several decades, I have been actively involved in land use, 

transportation, community engagement and civic service in inner SE Portland. 

 

The Buckman Neighborhood stands out in its efforts to bring community together 

through organized, volunteer-run free public events and election forums. During this 

your public outreach period alone, we have hosted a Movie in the Park with near 200 

attendees, hosted City Commissioner Mingus Mapps to meet neighbors in Buckman and 

beyond and tomorrow will be hosting a free and organized neighborhood picnic with 



music and activities for kids. 

 

We have a proven track record of leadership in public engagement as we bring 

community members across many neighborhoods together to hear debates on issues, 

meet with elected officials and host candidate forum. 

 

Our progressive and diverse neighborhood would be ill-served to be divided in two, as 

the Cedar Map does, or regulated as the Maple Map does to a small pinched on chunk of 

the eastside to a westside, we neither resemble, nor consider "community of common 

interest". Our important, existing constituency would be lost as a minor footnote to the 

needs of the westside, a more affluent and conservative district. 

 

I support the Alder Map, as I believe the Sellwood, and East/West Moreland 

Neighborhoods would not be negatively affected by their inclusion in a westside district. 

They simply demographically and socioeconomically fit better together. Also, they do not 

suffer from the same issues that our neighborhood and those other neighborhoods 

adjacent to us have on the inner Eastside. 

 

Case in point. When there are was an effort several years ago to make Buckman an 

historic district, rather than follow in the footsteps of the more affluent East Moreland 

and Irvington Neighborhoods who actively pursued this tact to block infill and preserve 

older homes, the Buckman Neighborhood rejected the notion, even though we value as 

history, as we wanted to ensure that there could be more housing options available.  

 

This kind of progressive, younger and more diverse politically thinking neighborhood 

should stay connected to the neighborhoods on the eastside and district coalition we 

have been a part of for years, Southeast Uplift. 

 

I ask you to reject the Maple Map. It is inequitable to renters who deserve to be elected 

in all districts and not ghettoized into one. And it greatly diminishes the important 

contributions of our strong, progressive eastside neighborhood. 

 

I also ask you to reject the Cedar Map. It divides and separates traditional neighborhoods 

and takes important eastside assets and public amenities that many of us fought to have 

developed and adds them to the already asset rich westside. The Central City is best 

served by being watched over by several districts, as it is in the Alder Map..that will make 

is stronger for all of us. 

 

I ask you to choose the Alder Map, as it preserves existing neighborhood boundaries and 

communities, places more "like with like" demographically and socioeconomically, 

strengthens the representation of the Central City and creates much less harm and 

division. 



 

Thank you for listening and for all the care and time you have spent on this, 

Hello 

 

My name is _____, I am a board member of the Eastmorelands Neighborhood. 

 

I would like to thank the people who came and talked to the Eastmorelands 

Neighborhood, it was a very interesting discussion, and for someone with little or no 

background in relation to politics, business districts and demographic distributions it was 

interesting to hear the different points of view. 

 

What I hear is that the only choice we have are the 3 maps being presented, and that 

because a “politically astute group” has lobbied well, the Alder map is the most likely to 

be selected.  Whether this is true or not, I have no idea, but listening to the discussions 

about “asset packing” being the primary reason why the Maple map is not a good 

selection does not make sense.  If anything it would be the opposite as 3 representatives 

would be responsible for the entire business district, and can easily be out voted by the 

other 9. 

 

Needless to say, I would point out that COVID has pushed many employees to work from 

home, so the “assets” in the city might not be so “valuable”, now or in the future unless 

there is a major “shift” in the workforce re-location back into the City, which I trust won’t 

be employee led. 

 

As such it may be better to adopt the Maple map that allows, what we see as the 

business district to decide what it should do rather than splitting it up. 

 

Regardless, the other maps, including 189935 and 190061, provide a more balanced 

approach to dividing up the city by giving East and West equal voice in their futures. 

 

Best regards 

Comments attached: _PublicComments 

Hello: 

It would have been nice to get mail to let us know when we can give input on the maps 

for district council, but nope. 

 

The maps are almost all identical for my N Portland neighborhood.  

Anyway here's my comments on our new plans for city council. 

Why, when we're going to have a city manager do we need 3 council people for each 

district? Why, when we're going to have a city manager should the new council people 

get paid more than currently when they will be doing less work? City managers do the 

work and the council represents the people in their district's needs and brings it to the 



attention of city manager and mayor, then the council votes on what the city manager 

comes up with. There is so much expensive redundancy built into this system. Why do 

we need the fleets of consultants. This is just so ridiculous.  

I love Portland, but our government appears to be going downhill. 

Dear Commission Members, 

 

I am writing in favor of the Maple map. If you are keeping track of the demographics of 

who comments, I am an immigrant woman of color (Chinese) who learned English as a 

second language.   

 

My multiracial family lives in Eastmoreland, and we feel strongly that Eastmoreland, 

Sellwood, and Westmoreland belong to southeast Portland. The proposed Alder and 

Cedar maps split apart the students at our children's middle school and high school, they 

cut us off from our neighbors, and they lump us into a district that lies almost entirely on 

the other side of a large river with a single lane in each direction on the only bridge for 4 

miles. From the east end of the Sellwood bridge, it is a mile before you come to anything 

other than a cemetery on the west side. A single bus line crosses that bridge, and it only 

runs during weekday commute hours. The Maple map recognizes that the central 

eastside has much stronger transportation links to the west side via numerous bus lines 

crossing several bridges.   

 

Please keep us with our friends, classmates, and neighbors here in southeast Portland by 

choosing the Maple map.   

As a resident of Eastmoreland, the ONLY viable districting of three proposed is that of 

the Maple division of 4 districts, as the other two group us with the West on the other 

side of the river to which we have no connection. It would remove us from our physical 

neighborhoods and shopping areas, and force us to be allied with the already politically 

dominant West side, leaving the already neglected area on the East of the river even 

more a stepchild of the city. An absolute NO on the other two proposed districts! 

The Alder Plan is the best of the three. It maintains existing neighborhood boundaries 

and allows three districts to participate in management of the Central City, which is 

important to everyone near it. The Maple plan discriminates and tries to box renters into 

a “ghetto” and that is wrong. The Cedar map divides existing neighborhoods as it tries 

add population to the Westside…but leaves out ne. The Alder Map allows for the 

necessary increase in population to the westside by adding a similar area from Sellwood 

and Moreland. 

As a resident of East (of I-205) Portland I prefer the Alder map. This keeps economically 

similar areas together. Please keep East Portland together - we have historically lacked 

fair representation.   

Based in East (of I-205) Portland we prefer the Alder map. This keeps economically 

similar areas together. Please keep East Portland together - we have historically lacked 

fair representation.   



Maple option makes the most sense 

I think this preserves existing neighborhoods better than the other 2 options.  

I think this is best for SE. Reed and Sellwood will make sure they represented no matter 

what district they are in 

Portlanders identify strongly with their neighborhoods, as well as with the side of the 

river on which they live. This is personal identity, which incorporates civic identity. I 

include civic identity because in re-shaping government, we are inadvertently re-shaping 

people's civic identities. Because we *want* people to engage positively in city political 

growth, identity is, in my mind, a factor not to be overlooked. I support the Alder plan 

because it groups most neighborhoods together. The exceptions group neighborhoods 

that seem similar in economic status. The weakness of the Maple plan is that is makes 

assumptions about renter identity being an important component of civic identity, which 

I would argue is not as compelling as an individual’s sense of connection to their 

physical/geographic location. The Cedar plan may be an urban planner’s dream, but I 

don’t believe Portlanders have personal images of the city as shaped around transit 

patterns. The priority for the city going forward, I believe, is to build a foundation on 

which civic identity is valued and positive engagement is fostered. Portland’s future 

depends on everyone feeling connected individually, as neighbors, and as citizens. Our 

districts need to reflect this.   

Of the options listed, the Alder Map is the best option.  I'm curious why the city was not 

divided into districts based on school districts, which are already established boundaries, 

but since that is not an option I support the implementation of the Alder Map. This map 

at least keeps neighborhood interests together, instead of creating arbitrary boundaries 

based on roads or combining dissimilar neighborhoods.   I do not support the Maple 

Map. Connecting the Central Eastside as far east as Buckman and Kerns to the West Hills 

does not make sense. The description connects the Central Eastside to the renter-heavy 

neighborhoods of Downtown and almost in fine print says they will also be voting with 

other westside neighborhoods. Combining these dissimilar neighborhoods will do a 

disservice to the traditionally more marginalized communities in the Central Eastside, 

since the West Hills are more frequent voters and are often over-represented in our local 

government.   I am not a person who usually submits public comment, but I feel 

compelled to do so in this instance. I want to feel like my vote matters, and I believe that 

the Alder map will allow me to vote for candidates who will represent my interests in city 

government.  

Keep Eastside city commissioners as we voted for them.  

I choose the maple map for the new district boundaries. We live in Sellwood and we 

share common concerns with all the neighborhoods within district C and not with the 

West hills/Forest Park areas.  Our common concerns include infill, Springwater trail, safe 

walking/biking routes to school, traffic, street trees, parks, etc. Also, our neighborhood 

schools feed into high schools which would no longer be in our district if our 



neighborhoods were placed in district D, and that would problematic. Central East side 

has several bridges that connect their economic center with the downtown area and that 

makes more sense. Thank you for helping to change the governing of this city. Looking 

forward to it! 

District Commissioners, The process in which these public hearing were held isn't good 

enough. The fact zoom option wasn't available is a lazy answer and not true as I called 

every meeting place and it was an option it was just never brought up.  It's bad enough 

these are happening during the summer when most Portlander are on vacation with 

their families and out of town.  Every single public meeting should be video taped just 

like city council meeting and recorded on the city website.  The newsletter need to allow 

the recipients to forward on social media etc.  Senior's need accommodations like large 

print for presentations, better audio quality in the meetings.  Zoom options as many 

elderly are unable to take transit at night due not being available its unsafe, so you're 

missing a large population in Portland and surrounding areas.  Excuses like you didn't 

have enough time are not acceptable, especially when the issue will affect so many and 

all these changes will have significant effects.  Way to much at once to many things 

happening to be able to keep track of what happening where.  Poor attendance and 

responses needs to mean STOP !Low turn out during summer months is because people 

are not at home.  Voters should have the chance to vote again after we learned how 

much this will now cost with the base salary for 12 commissioners will be $148K per year!  

None of this information was in the voter pamphlet.  As new options come to be the 

voter should be able to vote again.  This rushed process is only going to end badly if it's 

not done correctly and then we have to wait another 10 years.  Why aren't you following 

the 2035 plan?  The city has already been divided up.  This new system is going to 

provide more votes for some and not enough for others.  What about the current 

neighborhood Associations and business and 3.96 and ONI standards?  Will all of this just 

be erased?  No one can answer so many questions!  Why is that?  Is it by design?  Big 

money is going into this entire process ss it can have the deserved outcome that is 

WRONG.  The same people are on the same committees.  Why are their voices being 

heard and not others who applied ?  If you were on the 3.96 committee you shouldn't be 

allowed to be on another committee.  district commissioner were bullied and the process 

was unfair.  Even this survey is difficult to manage for an elderly person.  Please put 

these comments into the public record.      

Do not divide the HAND neighborhood. 

The board of the University Park Neighborhood requests that all of the neighborhoods in 

North Portland (neighborhood services) be kept within a single district.   The North 

Portland neighborhoods have had a stormy history between each other and the City of 

Portland, but now work closely together to address issues.  Historically North Portland 

was the City's dumping ground - literally.  Also the water treatment plant, the largest 

livestock yard west of the Rockies, rendering plant, PIR, an internment camp, I-5, the 

Union Pacific switching yard, the RR Cut, and several Superfund sites.  Politically it has 

been within the same County, and Oregon House and Senate Districts and two high 



schools.  As a result we ask that North Portland be kept unified within a district.  The 

UPNA Board supports Map Alder because it uses neighborhoods as the criteria.  Our 

second choice is Cedar. 

The Eastmoreland Neighborhood Association unanimously supports the adoption of the 

Maple map. This map keeps us with the east side of Portland. Eastmoreland is very much 

a part of the Inner Southeast, and proud to be so. We share common concerns about the 

environment, our Inner SE mixed residential/industrial areas, the large rail hub and main 

line that cuts through all of our neighborhoods, protecting the SE tree canopy, our local 

schools and our public spaces. 

didn't vote for this new structure; would like to see neighborhoods preserved as much as 

possible. Something needs to change in Portland but its not this. Drugs, crime, mental 

violent homeless, tagging everywhere, seems like a PROGRAM of degrading our city and 

others! 

I would ask that the west side be more divided to create better balance. It's unclear why 

the east side is far more divided than the west. None of the maps offer great balance due 

to the west not being divided nearly as much. Why? 

Why is it only the east side that is broken up?  I don't like breaking up the east side while 

the west side is untouched.  What is the purpose to break up the east side? 

Please choose Alder to respect traditional neighborhood lines and minimize segregation 

by socioeconomic statuses.  

At the July 14th Public Hearing on ZOOM, Commissioner Fleischman stated that a study 

conducted by the Oregonian found that a significant portion of former Portland elected 

civic leaders had come from the "Central Eastside". I attempted to get the citation as I 

believed this not to be true. While I did not get the citation from the Commission staff, I 

did find the study. The article, from 2014 July Oregonian actually found that several early 

leaders came from an area bounded by NE Alberta, NE 47th, SE Hawthorne and NE MLK 

Jr. Blvd.  This area includes, not only the Irvington and Alameda Neighborhoods, but also 

Laurelhurst....hardly the "Central Eastside" Which is bounded by the river, SE Powell, I-84 

and SE 12th avenue. I felt those comments were misleading, and inaccurate and 

designed to negate very real concerns expressed by those in the "true" close in SE-NE 

neighborhoods impacted by the draft maps...where are the wealthy, home owner heavy 

areas where former Civic Leaders may have once lived, are not even in consideration of 

division of being wrongly paired with the entire westside. And interestingly enough, in 

the a follow up article to their own published study of 2014, the Oregonian wrote a bit of 

a clarifying retraction shedding themselves some doubt on the veracity of their research. 

I was quite concerned about these remarks made by Commissioner Fleischman as I felt 

they inaccurately implied the Buckman and KERNS Neighborhoods were some sort of 

historic "seats of civic power" and that is simply not true. 

I have been tring to follow the work of GTAC. I am hampered due to a lack of 

transparency around this group's activities. I call two specific issues: 1) Many materials 

provided to GTAC members are not publicly availably as far as I can tell. Specifically, 

several documents were mentioned by staff at the July 10 meeting, such as a 



programmatic assessment of city organization, and email updates from Mike Jordan to 

GTAC and other Questions from GTAC and anwsers from staff are not available. 2) It is 

taking a long time for session recordings to be posted on the websire. For example, 

today I can NOT find a recording for the July 18 meeting. Since I could not attend or 

watch live, this is frustrating. 

Of the three (none of which are ideal), Alder seems the best in terms of how it conjoins 

east/west side neighborhoods. Wouldn't it be more fair though to have all of the maps 

combine east/west, rather than pick on one area of east side to be combined with west 

side (when their interests are less likely to be represented)? 

Hello - is this meeting only via ZOOM? I don't seem to find information about the physical 

location fo the meeting. 

To the ISC Commissioners:   

 

I couldn’t watch the ISC meeting on 7/20 and am not finding a recording today, 7/23, on 

your website. I have seen previous meetings and appreciate all the hard work of ISC 

members.  

  

My specific comments pertain to page 15 in the slide deck used at your 7/20 meeting. 

Not being able to hear your discussion, however, I recognize that my points may address 

issues already considered by the ISC last Thursday. But since you meet again on Monday 

evening, 7/24, I decided to not delay in sending you these comments. 

  

Regarding the top bullet point, I support what I suspect is the rationale for city equity 

practitioners view that a flat rate is more equitable than a percentage: A flat rate is more 

beneficial to workers at lower wage levels. For example, my calculations in the table 

below, indicate that the $1/hour used in the current City of Portland program is more 

beneficial than the ISC’s proposed 4%/hr increase for employees making $52,000 or less.  

  

Annual wage Hrs/yea r Hourly pay Hourly plus $1 Adjusted annual wage Increase as a % 

$51,000 2080 $24.52 $25.52 $53,080 4.08% 

$52,000 2080 $25.00 $26 $54,080 4% 

$53,000 2080 $25.48 $26.48 $55,080 3.92% 

  

I find the second bullet point on page 15, as written, a bit puzzling. I suspect city equity 

practitioners are suggesting treating elected officials and employees the same in terms 

of the City of Portland’s language pay differential program.  

  

Regardless of the meaning of that second bullet, however, I suggest that the ISC adopt 

the $1/hr differential so that elected officials are treated the same as city employees in 

terms of allowing a qualified officeholder an opportunity to apply for a language pay 

differential. This can be evaluated by a future ISC, but consistency between elected 

officials and city employers regarding the language pay differential seems prudent since 

this will be the first time such a differential is available for elected officials.  



  

In terms of the question about recommending that the BHR re-assess the current flat 

rate approach for City employees, please consider that this could hurt and not help 

employees at the lower end of pay scales, as illustrated in the table above. In general, 

this seems like a suggestion that would better for a future ISC to make to BHR.  

  

Thanks again for all the hard work of ISC members. It has been quite interesting to see 

HR professionals in action. 

 

Yours 

Good morning, 

 

As a renter living near Hosford-Abernethy (on the edge of the industrial district), I highly 

encourage the Commission to support the ALDER map to keep the inner eastside 

together with the community on the eastside. It would be strange to be included with a 

community across the river when I am most likely to engage in community 

events/connect with my neighbors and area businesses that are nearby. 

 

Buckman, HAND, Kerns and the Central Eastside business district are communities of 

common interest, which I believe is one of the criteria for the Commission to consider. As 

a community member, my patterns of recreation, walking/biking, shopping, meeting with 

friends, etc. happens within HAND, Richmond, Hawthorne, Buckman, Sunnyside and 

Kerns due to how greenways are built and transit runs.I hope sharing this perspective as 

a inner-eastside resident will help the Commission understand how we engage in 

neighborhood spaces and that these areas are of common interest. 

 

Thank you, 

Thank you for letting me know that my comments have been received. 

 

While it is past the comment deadline, in discussions with transportation and urban 

planning colleagues over the weekend, some relevant comparisons were drawn between 

some district map options and historic redlining maps that I felt were urgently necessary 

to bring to the Commission’s attention. Specifically, and most damning, the boundaries 

between Districts C and D in the Maple map option follow within two to three blocks of 

the historic "red line" around the area numbered D4 from the late 1930s, which received 

"a low red grade" for "Infiltration of subversive racial population" amongst other 

outdated and discriminatory comments. 

 

Less obvious, as these areas do not correspond directly to "redlined" areas, but it was 

also brought to my attention that the same boundary between Districts C and D in the 

Alder map also curiously separates areas B14, A13, and B16 from the remainder of areas 

in SE Portland all graded C. Similarly, the boundary between Districts A and C closely 

follows the boundary between area B21 and the "sparsely populated" C-graded yellow 



areas in Cully. 

 

I understand the the Commission has thankfully paid significant attention to not repeat 

past mistakes, for example, by preserving historically redlined communities in Historic 

Albina under a single district, so I hope this information will be used to ensure that future 

district boundaries do not repeat the errors of historic redlining maps, as I've detailed for 

the Maple and potentially Alder map options. For these reasons, I urge the Commision to 

consider these factors in selecting our future district boundaries. In line with my previous 

comments, Cedar is the only option which avoids these issues as much as practicable by 

following transportation boundaries, rather than Neighborhood Association boundaries, 

which themselves may have been influenced by 20th Century redlining practices. 

 

Thank you, 

Hello, 

I'm reaching out to get some information about the implementation of the new vote 

counting method Portland will be using. There are several different methods in STV of 

redistributing surplus votes, and I'd like to get some clarification about which one the 

committee is implementing, or whether it's settled on one at all yet. 

Thank you for your time! 

Hello, 

I'm writing in support of the Cedar map, which follows major traffic corridors. Traffic 

thoroughfares are natural boundaries that shape how people move within communities, 

and the neighbors we are most likely to interact with throughout the day. The same 

cannot be said of neighborhood association boundaries, which (at least in my area, NE 

50th and Klickitat) feel arbitrary.  

 

The voting districts should attempt to best reflect the areas people identify with in their 

day to day lives, to further community comfort and confidence in our local democracy. 

This is a place-based process, so the districts should comport with our natural sense of 

place in our neighborhoods. I am impressed with, generally speaking, how well the maps 

achieve this aim while considering other very important issues of representation. 

 

In our neighborhood, however, only Cedar achieves this aim. I live on NE 50th Ave, a 

block south of Fremont. Only Cedar places me in a district with the rest of my 

neighborhood. Technically I belong to the Rose City Park "neighborhood association," 

leading the other maps to include my block with the district primarily south of Sandy in a 

little cut-out. But NE Sandy Avenue cuts through this area, so my sense of neighborhood 

is naturally oriented to my side of that very busy street.  

 

The proposed district boundaries of my area on the other two maps are hard for me to 

understand. They remind me of politically gerrymandered maps. Their apparent 

arbitrariness I think would undermine confidence in, and participation in, local 

democracy.  



 

Thank you, 

Hi ___, 

 

Thank you for helping to arrange the meeting last night with Commissioners Judd and 

Laurente. 

 

We appreciated this opportunity to meet directly with the Commissioners as we are so 

directly affected by the draft maps and had not had any outreach previously. 

 

The meeting was well attended and lasted about 1.5 hours. 

 

Commissioner Laurente gave a brief overview of the charge and tasks of the IDC, and the 

draft maps, then members of the Buckman, HAND and KERNS Community asked 

questions and provided comments. 

 

As this was outside our regularly scheduled meeting, we were delighted with the interest 

and turnout! Buckman has a board and membership composed of working persons and 

retired persons, renters and homeowners and parents of small children, so some were 

listening while they put their children to bed. 

 

Some of the attendees wrote comments in the chat for the Commission and at the 

meeting's end we announced that we would send those to you for the Commission 

Members as a whole. 

 

I attach the chat file. 

 

I would send it in care of the Co-Chairs who attended, but I can not find their email 

addresses on the IDC website. 

 

Thank you for your help distributing these comments! 

Physical location of tonight's transition workshop? 

Is this purely a zoom event?  

Hello transition team, 

 

I have questions regarding notification of GTAC meetings. 

Notification: 

 Is there a way to proactively get notifications, similar to signing up for council agendas? 

Or are interested parties expected to monitor the transition website for new 

events/meetings being added to the schedule?  

Agendas: 

When are agendas for such meetings typically posted? 



I have attended one of the district commission, meetings recently, and heard testimony 

from various residents. 

   I believe that the Alder map variation will be the best for Southeast Portland. 

   I don’t believe that the west side should have control over the decisions being made 

with the development of the East side waterfront, since it is those of us who live in 

southeast that have that as our neighbors.  

   Over the last few years, East Moreland has had a protectionist philosophy which 

included downzoning ,and the creation of a historic district. The rest of us in southeast 

do not have that same protection, so that we are absorbing more density, retail, and 

traffic, that East Moreland has protected themselves from. 

        Thank you 

Hello,    

   I know the comment period is over but I’m hoping you allow for a ‘grace’ period. 

 

   I have participated in multiple Zoom events over the last few years as this Charter 

Commission issue was being discussed. In fact I made a 3-minute presentation at one of 

those events last year. I commend the Commission on tackling this issue and attempting 

to bring Portland into the 21st century (from the 1880’s). I am a graduate of Harvard B 

School & UC Berkeley and for the last six years my wife & I have lived near Lewis & Clark 

College. 

 

   The logic for the draft maps seem to be well-intended: 1) preserving neighborhoods; 2) 

prioritizing transit corridors & 3) keeping the central city intact. The supporting 

documentation with population criterion, demographics and VAR highlights the 

professional approach to this issue. This Commission approach is a welcome relief given 

the threat of redistricting through gerrymandering techniques as engaged in other 

States. Thank you 

 

    Of the three primary criteria I believe the most critical is #1 – preserving 

neighborhoods. In the past I have seen how neighborhoods are dissected and split apart 

in the name of highway expansion, housing construction or other forms of 

redevelopment. Preserving a neighborhood is critical for social interaction, district team 

building and finding common cause. Giving people a common base – the voting district – 

will enhance Portland’s evolution in City government at this critical stage. 

 

   Regards  

Hello, 

 

I am writing the commission to express my support for the Maple version of the 

redistricting plan. This Plan recognizes the Moreland and Sellwood as distinct and unique 

neighborhoods that are not part of the central city district. While I do not live in either of 

these communities, I have spent considerable time in these communities shopping, 

hiking Oaks Bottom, dining, and other activities. These two neighborhoods have little in 



common with the central district, and if included within this district, will certainly be 

underrepresented against the concerns of the Portland west side. 

 

I thank you for considering my opinion for the final redistricting plan. 

 

Best Regards, 

Hi hello 

 

I realize I'm submitting this after the deadline, so my comments may not be considered, 

but I wanted to submit them nevertheless. 

 

As a near-lifelong Portlander who grew up in Eastmoreland and as an adult has been a 

long-time renter in the inner east side (for the past couple years in Kerns), I'm not a fan 

of the Maple map. The neighborhoods in Portland's southern reaches—a part of town I 

grew up in and still spend significant amounts of time in—seem to me a much more 

logical fit with the west side, given their demographic and socioeconomic similarities. 

which leads me to favor the Alder map. I can understand the Maple argument about the 

concentration of renters in inner west and east side neighborhoods, but I worry about 

renters being drowned out by powerful and wealthy west side constituents. 

 

Again, apologies for the tardiness. If it's possible for my comment to be considered, I'd 

appreciate it. 

 

Thank you so much, 

I am hopeful that you will NOT include the southeast communities with those on the 

southwest. Everything about us is different. 

 

Our concerns are different, our needs are different, our thoughts are different. I live on 

the outskirts of Eastmoreland and Woodstock and have much in common with my 

eastside neighbors. Of the three maps offered so far, PLEASE note that the Maple choice 

is the best choice for us on the eastside as well as those on the westside. We can be 

more in agreement of our needs and of who will be representing us. I think the west side 

would prefer more influence than the other maps will offer. 

 

So, that’s a vote for Maple. 

 

Thanks.  

 

 League of Women Voters1 ® of Portland   

 PO Box 3491, Portland, Oregon  97208-3491  



    (503) 228-1675   •   info@lwvpdx.org   •   www.lwvpdx.org  
    

  

July 7, 2023  

  

To:  Independent Salary Commission          

From: Carolyn Buppert, League of Women Voters of Portland (LWVPDX) President  

  Janice Thompson, LWVPDX member  

Re:  Support for Draft Pay Level Proposals  

  

The LWVPDX thanks the Independent Salary Commission (ISC) whose work provided a thorough lesson 

in how human resources professionals make compensation decisions. We especially appreciated your 

robust equity focus and legal consultation. Your efforts inspired the League to do some additional 

research and analysis that may merit inclusion in the final ISC report.   

  

Equity  
In the human resources realm of pay equity it is notable that in June an ISC member won an  

HR Leadership Award from the Portland Business Journal.1 Furthermore, the authors of AntiOppressive 

Pay-Beyond Pay Equity resources, which the ISC used, have advised a range of clients including Nike, 

Intel, and Kaiser Permanente.2,3  In other words, the pay equity approach the ISC used appears to be 

entering the HR compensation mainstream. It also aligns with the City of Portland’s equity values.  

  

The League appreciates the ISC’s consideration of the following factors when developing its pay 

proposals:  

• Market averages from cities with comparable populations  

• Current wages of Portland elected officials with cost of living adjustments (COLA) at the level 

used to adjust the pay of City of Portland employees  

• The thriving wage for a single parent of one child in Portland, which is beyond basic 

survival and reflects our city’s cost of living, but is not a luxury pay level  

  

Regarding Portland’s cost of living, we note that a May 2023 analysis of the income level 

needed to afford a city’s median-priced home lists Portland as the 11th highest in the United 

States.4 Portland’s median-priced home affordability income level in this analysis is $136,147 which is 

40% higher than the national average.  

  



Jobs Are Full Time  
The League supports the ISC’s recognition that the jobs of all Portland elected officials are full time.   

  

With the end of the commission form of government, in 2025 the mayor will focus on city operations 

along with a city administrator. Adding a city administrator and ending the  

  
1 Rut Martinez-Alicea, Oregon Food Bank Director of Equity, People & Culture,  
https://www.bizjournals.com/portland/event/168769/2023/hr-leadership-and-healthiest-employers-of-oregonawards  
2 Rashmi Dixit, https://oame.org/member-directory/#!biz/id/6372a8ed746b2c7e8d40e326  
3 Kate Dixon, https://katedixon.org/about-kate-dixon/ 4 https://www.hsh.com/finance/mortgage/salary-home-buying-25-

cities.html  The League of Women Voters of Portland:  
To promote political responsibility through informed and active participation in government.  

  

mayor’s legislative role, however, does not mean that the mayor’s job is no longer full time.   

  

Starting in 2025 under the new system, councilors will focus on policy development and legislation and 

no longer manage bureaus, but their jobs, like the new mayor’s job, will remain full time. Indeed, new 

councilors must now work within their districts to gather timely and meaningful public input on policy 

proposals while at the same time they will make legislative decisions on a citywide basis. In other words, 

councilors will also be working with councilors from other districts in committees and as a full group and 

not just within their own district.   

  

Portland Auditor candidates must meet a professional certification requirement. The charter reforms did 

not change the scope of the Auditor’s job and it remains full time. Market comparisons were of 

particular importance in the ISC’s decision to recommend a significant increase in pay 

for the Portland Auditor.    

  

ISC Proposed Salaries are Appropriate  
For the reasons cited above, the League views the proposed pay levels, outlined below, as both 

appropriate and thoughtfully developed.  

• Councilor - $142,404  

• Auditor - $168,758  

• Mayor - $174,463  

The councilor pay level is the thriving wage for a single parent with one child in Portland. This pay level 

was also consistent with market comparisons in the professional judgment of ISC members. From that 

thriving wage base, the higher pay levels for Mayor and Auditor were consistent with market analysis for 

those positions.  
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Pay Comparisons: Adding COLAs is Appropriate and Demonstrates the 
Value of the Independent Salary Commission  
For the past five years, cost of living adjustments (COLA) given to the city’s non-represented 

employees have not been applied to Portland’s elected officials. This is reflected in the title for the 

table below.   

  

 Pay Comparisons – No COLA for 5 Years  

  FY 2023-23 wages without COLA  Proposed  % Increase  

Councilor  $125,694  $142,404  13%  

Auditor  $125,694  $168,758  34%  

Mayor  $149,261  $175,463  18%  

  

COLA adjustments maintain the value of wages. It is certainly the prerogative of elected officials to 

decline COLA adjustments, but we note that this practice might be linked to seeking political advantage, 

especially in a re-election year. From a pay equity perspective, this practice can be detrimental to office 

holders and candidates with more challenging family finances than those of elected officials who can 

afford to forgo COLAs. For this reason, the League suggests that the ISC also include in the body of its 

final report the following table that puts the percentage increases into a COLA applied context.   

  

 Pay Comparisons – COLA Applied for Past 5 Years  

  FY 2023-24 wages with COLA  Proposed  % Increase  

Councilor  $134,098  $142,404  6%  

Auditor  $134,098  $168,758  26%  

Mayor  $159,245  $175,463  10%  

  

2  
More broadly, the potential for forgoing COLA adjustments to depress pay levels in a way that might 

benefit incumbents demonstrates the value of including an ISC in Measure 26228. Future salary 

commissions, which will meet every two years, can regularly review and, if appropriate, incorporate 

COLA adjustments into pay decisions. We suggest that the ISC’s final report stress that the charter 

requires that its members must be HR professionals. This may seem like a minor issue, but we note the 

recently adopted legislative referral for a constitutional amendment to create a salary commission for 

state elected officials does not include this professional experience requirement.1  

 
1 https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2023R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/SJR34/B-

Engrossed 6 https://projects.oregonlive.com/data-points/city-salaries/2021-22/ Only base 

pay figures were used for comparison.  

3  
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Proposed Office Holder Salaries Compared to Top Employee Salaries  
To look at the ISC proposed salaries from another perspective, the League compared them to the 

salaries of City of Portland employees at the high end of their pay levels. The Bureau of  

Human Resources presumably has more recent data; we used an Oregonian database with FY 2021-22 

salaries.6 According to the Oregonian data, there are 72 City of Portland employees whose salaries are 

higher than the proposed $175,463 pay for mayor. There are 280 City of Portland employees whose 

salaries are higher than the proposed $142,404 for councilors.   

  

These differences between office holder and top employee pay reflect the need for competitive salaries 

to attract employees with high levels of expertise and experience. Our point, though, is not that office 

holder and top employee pay should be identical. Rather, just as top employee salaries need to be 

competitive, the ISC’s proposed pay levels reflect a competitive wage dynamic to attact 

qualified candidates for Portland’s elected positions. Additionally, it seems prudent to avoid 

significant pay differences between top employees and elected officials, like the one recently in the 

news regarding the $77,000 pay for Oregon’s Secretary of State compared to the $238,164 paid 

to the Deputy Secretary of State.   

  

Multi-Language Pay  
The League recognizes the equity value of providing additional pay options for employees with multi-

lingual skills and cross-cultural immersion experiences and appreciated the ISC’s 

discussion of their applicability to elected officials. We support the ISC’s decision to 

piggyback on an existing City of Portland Language Access Program with qualifying proficiency 

requirements that would allow an eligible elected official, if desired, to apply for an additional 4% to 

their pay rate. Particularly compelling was the testimony of former Oregon State Representative Terese 

Alonso Leon. She highlighted the value to her constituents of her bilingual skills, but also said there were 

times she was asked to translate for colleagues which is work outside the scope of her job.  

  

We appreciate the ISC seeking legal input from the City Attorney’s office and not 

moving forward with cross-cultural immersion as an additional pay option. This discussion merits 

inclusion in the ISC’s final report as a topic for a future Salary Commission. It may also 

be prudent for the ISC to recommend that the Bureau of Human Resources explore this topic since 

development of a cross-cultural immersion benefit option for city employees could be a helpful first step 

in considering this option for office holders.   

  

We thank again all the ISC members for their hard work and for the opportunity to submit these 

comments.  



  

Editor: We all live on the EAST side of the Willamette River  

• Eric Norberg,  Editor, THE BEE Newspaper, serving all of Southeasdt 
• July 1, 2023 

 

 

 

 

Southeast detail of the “Alder” map. Sellwood-Westmoreland and Eastmoreland are assigned to 

the Downtown and South Portland districts on the west side of the river. In all three maps the 

blue-shaded section is the Downtown “Central City” district. 

 

 

https://www.thebeenews.com/content/tncms/live/#1
https://www.thebeenews.com/content/tncms/live/#2


 

Southeast detail of the “Cedar” map. Here, Sellwood and Westmoreland are still assigned to the 

Downtown and South Portland districts on the west side of the  river. 

 

 

 

Southeast detail of the “Maple” map. Here, all of Inner Southeast south of Powell Boulevard and 

east of the Willamette River are in Southeast Portland. “Maple” is the ONLY map that keeps all 

of Inner Southeast south of Powell together, reflecting the actual reality of Southeast. 

As you probably noticed last year – in our unprecedented three straight editorials on the subject – 

THE BEE believed strongly that we all have lived with our “clown car” form of city government 

for far too long – a memorable adjective coined by our sister newspaper, The Portland Tribune, 

at the time. Downtown Portland fought the change hard, but it passed. 

https://www.thebeenews.com/content/tncms/live/#3


Now we are looking forward to having one of the largest cities in the country run as if it were 

one, with representation at the City Council level for all parts of the Rose City. The process of 

figuring out how to do that, with four equally-populated districts, is underway – but remarkably, 

of the three proposed maps of these districts, two are putting Sellwood and Westmoreland into 

the Central City district, and one of those two includes Eastmoreland as well. Those two maps 

create an artificial and unconscionable division in Inner Southeast Portland where none actually 

exists. 

We planned to call this to your attention in our editorial this month, because this situation is not 

yet widely realized by those it will affect, and the final decision may be made in as early as a 

month. 

Then, as we prepared to write this editorial, we received a letter on the subject that put the matter 

extremely well, so we are going to print it here for your consideration. It’s from Jane Monson of 

Eastmoreland, who has been attending online meetings in which these maps have been 

developed. Here’s the informed alert to she makes to you: 

Editor, 

We live in Eastmoreland, one of the east Portland communities that THE BEE serves. I hope that 

THE BEE will cover the new voting district maps being proposed for our community. 

Unfortunately, some of the appointed commissioners working on the maps think that our 

neighborhood, along with Sellwood and Westmoreland, belongs in a voting district on the west 

side of the Willamette River. 

This notion has been captured in the map version known as “Alder”. Regarding Eastmoreland, it 

divides our “community of common interest” by separating us from the Woodstock commercial 

center, where we eat, shop, and play. The commissioners supporting this map insist that this 

configuration is required to balance population size in the proposed districts. However, the 

proposal for this map ignores the fact that there is a better choice – the central eastside 

neighborhoods of Kerns, Buckman, and Hosford-Abernethy. 

The central eastside neighborhoods of Kerns, Buckman, and Hosford-Abernethy have FIVE 

bridges connecting them to west side, as opposed to the ONE bridge connecting the Sellwood 

and Moreland neighborhoods to the west side. As Eastmoreland residents, we rarely use the 

Sellwood Bridge to access services on the west side. In contrast, the multiple bridges that 

connect the Kerns, Buckman, and Hosford-Abernethy neighborhoods with the west side, and the 

continuous concentration of commercial businesses, led the framers of the Portland 

Comprehensive Plan to designate the communities on both sides of river there as the “central 

city”. The central eastside neighborhoods are the obvious and logical choice to include in the 

west side voting district, not the Sellwood and Moreland neighborhoods. 

The version of the map known as “Maple” is a better choice because it includes the inner 

(central) eastside with the western voting district and leaves the Sellwood and Moreland 

neighborhoods where they belong on the east side. The “Maple” map accurately reflects where 

my family shops and plays in the Woodstock and Sellwood-Moreland commercial centers. The 



continuity of these neighborhoods with the east side was emphasized when I received our most 

recent copy of THE BEE in the mail. You clearly identify a common set of community interests 

when you state that your paper serves the Sellwood, Eastmoreland, Westmoreland, Reed, 

Woodstock, Creston-Kenilworth, Brentwood-Darlington, and Ardenwald neighborhoods in Inner 

Southeast Portland. 

There will be eight public hearings on the maps during July. If people have concerns about the 

maps, they should attend the public hearings, or contact the Independent District Commission 

(before August 2nd) through their website: 

https://www.portland.gov/transition/districtcommission/engagement. 

Jane Monson 

Eastmoreland 

 

Thank you Jane. THE BEE, too, considers only the “Maple”-mapped districts acceptable in 

keeping Inner Southeast together as the residential and shopping unity it is. But she does not 

mention the third map: While the “Alder” map puts both Eastmoreland and Sellwood-Moreland 

into the same district as Downtown and South Portland, on the west side of the river, the third 

map – “Cedar” – does keep Eastmoreland in Southeast, but still moves Sellwood and 

Westmoreland into that west-side district with South Portland and Downtown. Presented here are 

relevant sections of all three maps. 

If these actually are the only three choices we have, and no further refinements may be made 

before adoption, then THE BEE joins Ms. Monson – and, from what we have observed of the 

Southeast folks we have served for over twenty years as editor of this newspaper, we join them 

too – in strongly advocating for the “Maple” districts map. 

Let’s get our new government off on the right foot by not crippling Inner Southeast Portland by 

dividing it, and by dragging communities along the east side of the Willamette River, and south 

of Powell Boulevard, to disappear without a ripple into the big pool of Downtown Portland, with 

which they have little in common. 

Be sure you are heard on this matter, no matter how you feel about it! You have only a scant 

month to do it, apparently. Why not sit down and do it right now? 

_____________________________________ 

BPS Planning Group individual comments on District 

Commission Draft Plan Options  

The individual staff comments have been organized by theme. These are 

individual comments by BPS planning staff and do not represent a bureau 

position.    

https://www.portland.gov/transition/districtcommission/engagement


  

Alignment with neighborhood boundaries:   

1) Neighborhood Association and District Coalition alignment - Alder is less disruptive of existing 

Neighborhood Association (NA) and District Coalition (DC) boundaries. NAs and DCs provide 

geographic conduit between the neighborhoods and Council policy makers. They are a 

communication link from residents up to City staff and Council offices. Their importance could 

increase and/or be more focused. Having a NA or DC boundary bisected by the Council represented 

District Plan boundaries could create an added layer of confusion since these NAs would need to work 

with two different sets of Council representatives to have issues addressed. An example is along I-84, 

which provides both a physical boundary and is used for the NA/DC boundaries but is mostly ignored 

in the District Plan boundaries.  

2) Alder option splits the following neighborhood boundaries- Sunderland, Montavilla and Brooklyn 

neighborhoods  

3) Cedar option splits Sunderland, Hollywood, Grant Park/Hollywood, Rose City Park, Roseway, Sumner, 

Montavilla, Kerns, Buckman, HosdfordAbernethy and Brooklyn neighborhoods.   

4) Maple option splits Sunderland, Hosford-Abernethy and Roseway neighborhoods.  

  

Central City boundary: (there are conflicting views in this section from individual staff. As 

noted above, the bureau is not offering a position in these responses.)  

1)The Cedar and Maple options keep the Central City relatively whole and support its consistent 

representation within a single district. The Central City functions as the region’s central business district 

and Metro designates it a Regional Center for concentrated higher-density development in regional land 

use policy. Consider expanding these options to include Lower Albina and Lloyd districts.   

  

2)The Central City plan district plays a major role in Portland’s planning policy framework and is a 

geography that is very distinct from nearby neighborhoods. The Maple district option comes closest to 

achieving this, but the following refinements could improve the Draft Maple Plan.  

a. Consider Including the Lloyd District (at least north to Broadway) in District D (westside)  

b. Consider moving portions of the Buckman and Kerns neighborhoods that are outside the 

Central City om to District C  

3)Consider maintaining Lloyd district as part of central city, but do not extend beyond central eastside 

industrial areas (stay north of I-84 and with current central city boundary on eastside of boundary).  

  

Westside and Southeast boundaries  
1)Maintain Sellwood/Moreland as part of eastside. Sellwood/Moreland have more 

similarities with SE Portland than SW (e.g., Johns Landing). As a pattern area, there is little 



connecting those communities with SW Portland outside of the Sellwood Bridge and shared 

access to the Willamette.   

  

Airport area boundary:   

 

Airport area boundary - On all 3 districting maps, by moving the 
District A/B boundary near the airport southward from the 
Columbia Slough to the Union Pacific mainline south of 
Columbia Blvd, avoids splitting of the industrial district. The 
industrial district north of the Union Pacific railroad is a better fit 
to include in District B (East Portland), because industrial 
districts regionally are a disproportionate source of jobs for East 
Portlanders, and East Portland (and other working class 
neighborhoods regionally) are a primary source of industrial 
workers, as shown in the charts below from Portland’s EOA 
Update Trends Report. This proposed map adjustment would 
also straddle the industry/residential buffer of transitional 
General Employment zoning along the railroad corridor, which 
supports land use compatibility for residents to the south and 
industry to the north. This map adjustment would have minimal 
impact on district population sizes,  because Portland’s Industrial 
and General Employment zoning do not allow housing. The 
affected industrial area is protected for long-term retention as a 
Regionally Significant Industrial Area in Metro’s regional land use 
policy (Title 4) and as Prime  
Industrial Land in Portland’s Comprehensive Plan. (Alder Map is shown with the mark-up, but the same would 

apply to Cedar and Maple).  

These adjustments are consistent with the ‘Pattern Areas’ map below from the Comprehensive Plan, which 
designates fundamentally distinct urban geographies.  

  

            
  

  



Neighborhood commercial main streets and walksheds   
1) Portland neighborhoods generally orient to one of 16-20 "main streets" - economically, socially, etc. 

District boundaries should attempt to not split neighborhood commercial main streets in half, because 

those are the center of community. Some of the draft maps use these main streets as a division, which 

will complicate representation and planning for those places. For example, rather than using Sandy or 

82nd as dividers, considering use lower level commercial streets like Prescott or 79th. Ideally keeping 

walksheds and neighborhoods around these nodes in common districts would be good to consider.   

2)These commercial main streets are places of commerce, gathering, and shared interest such as Sandy 

Boulevard and should be contained within single District Plan areas. If, due to population balancing 

and/or other criteria,  this is hard to accomplish, consider choosing a secondary non-commercial 

corridor – such as Halsey – as the dividing line.  

3)The Portland Plan analysis areas use commercial streets/hubs as the centers of neighborhood analysis 

geographies because they in many ways unite rather than divide neighborhood areas. These geographics 

are also used in the Housing Bureau’s State of Housing reports.  Consider reviewing these geographies as 

refinements to the Council districts are made.  

  

Unincorporated areas within the Urban Services Boundary  
1)Unincorporated areas within the Urban Services Boundary (USB) -   Assign unincorporated areas within 

the USB to a District Plan area in advance so that Council doesn’t have to act each time an annexation is 

processed; that might necessitate a hearing instead of the expedited process and consent agenda we 

currently use for annexations.  (BPS manages the Annexation process (when a parcel asks to be 

incorporated into the City). Typically 1-3 parcels annually, but sometimes the pace is higher. We have an 

Urban Services Boundary that defines the eventual outer limits of possible future annexations. Can the 

district mapping process draw a line that extends to that outer boundary so that we know those 

assignments?)  

 

 

 

July 15th, 2023 

Dear Independent District Commissioners, 

We, the Board Members of the Buckman Community Association write to express our support for the 

"ALDER" Map of the three Draft Maps presented by the Commission. 

BUCK  MAN PORTLAND,  OR  97214 



If the Commission is committed to keeping the Westside as one undivided area, then of the three maps 

presented, we choose ALDER. 

As a member based, public, representative registered Neighborhood Association, bounded by the 

Willamette River on the west, E. Burnside Street to the north, SE Hawthorne Blvd. to the south and SE 

28th Avenue to the east, we have discussed this topic several times for many months, at our open and 

invited meetings as well as with neighbors at events and gatherings. 

On June 8th 2023, the Board took a formal vote and unanimously voted to support the Alder Map. 

We feel the Alder Map represents the best configuration and holding to of the principal of criteria in 

keeping communities of common interest together and respecting neighborhood boundaries. 

We have specific concerns to raise about the Maple and Cedar Maps. 

The Maple map appears to suffer from the promotion of inequity. Consolidating renters, as this plan 

advertises to do, in our opinion hurts our neighbors in Buckman and KERNS who rent, as it diminishes 

their power collectively in relation to other districts. This is especially serious considering that currently 

two sitting Council Members are suggesting lowering the number of elected representatives per district. 

With such a small proportion of the population coming from the Eastside, as the Maple map designs, 

many of whom are demographically and socioeconomically out of step with the majority of the entire 

westside, the clear concern for equity is that this young, diverse and very progressive neighborhood will 

have a real challenging or near impossible job electing a representative, and that in Maple, the 

Willamette River will become the new 82nd Avenue barrier to lack of direct representations which 

Portland suffered from for so long. 

The Maple map also separates from our close neighbors who we know and share deep common 

interests with in SE Portland. 

The Cedar Map completely divides our neighborhood in two, as well as our fellow close neighbors in 

KERNS and HAND who we have historically met with and collaborated on events, progressive activities 

and organizing. Also the Cedar map takes important assets of the eastside, and adds them to the already 

asset rich and heavy west side. Notably, purports to support the Central City yet does not include N/NE 

central city which negates much of the expressed ideas of bringing the Central City together ....as it leaves 

out those key areas and assets. So the Cedar map divides and really only serves to strengthens 

economically with assets the westside. 

We chose the ALDER map for two key reasons. The areas of Sellwood, West/East Moreland and Reed 

are stable, high-end, high home owner, socioeconomically neighborhoods with similar demographics 

and means to the westside. In our discussions and outreach, it was noted one of the main purposes of 

the plan was not only to provide direct representation to all of Portland, but also to end the historical 

dominance of those of wealth and means. Consolidating those of means in one district we believe will 

more meet that goal as it will diminish the clout of money as they relate to the three other districts. 

Also, we see SW Portland and the areas in the ALDER Map as having a much closer and richer connection 

to the Willamette River, with house boats, parks and boating access. In Buckman and Kerns, river access 

is near impossible due to the 15 freeway which acts as a barrier to easy connections. Buckman from 

15 looks east, not west for connections. 



We understand this is a huge lift for all of you on the Commission, and we thank you for your service 

and willingness to help get this process done. 

Recently we have seen some new maps, and would be open to continued discussions or a new model to 

review. However, of these three maps, we choose ALDER for all the reasons stated and reject both the 

Maple for serious equity concerns and the Cedar map and divisive, asset taking and not a real 

representation of the Central City. 

Thank you all, 

Signed, 

 

Buckman Community Association and writing for the full Board  

The Buckman Board of Directors, 

Christina Mei Ngook Westbrook 

Jeffrey Yasskin 

Maren Boehmer 

Julie Hester 

Nick Olson 

Scotty Robinson 

Steve Fisher 

Susan Lindsay 

 

Full City Manager List (sorted decending Population then Total Wages) 

Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Administrative Officer Los Angeles 3,766,109 Los Angeles $319,351 $44,496  
City Manager U San Jose 959,256 Santa Clara $405,137 $74,228  
Dir City Manager's Office U San Jose 959,256 Santa Clara $287,342 $29,452  
Dir City Manager's Office U San Jose 959,256 Santa Clara $259,466 $70,301  
Dir City Manager's Office U San Jose 959,256 Santa Clara $251,720 $11,018  
City Manager Fresno 543,428 Fresno $258,558 $44,176  
City Manager Fresno 543,428 Fresno $38,398 $6,079  

Susan  Lindsay,  Co-Chair  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32834607
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=206&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768321
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768331
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768330
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768332
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32807121
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=112&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32805614
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=112&year=2022


City Manager Sacramento 518,161 Sacramento $547,905 $59,405  
City Manager Long Beach 458,222 Los Angeles $338,361 $134,048  
City Manager Long Beach 458,222 Los Angeles $153,637 $61,770 Public Affairs Officer 
City Administrator Oakland 419,556 Alameda $377,257 $169,073  
City Manager Bakersfield 408,373 Kern $203,311 $56,792  
City Manager Anaheim 328,580 Orange $334,296 $41,268  
City Manager Stockton 319,731 San Joaquin $319,103 $95,840  
City Manager Riverside 313,676 Riverside $187,813 $31,265  
City Manager Irvine 303,051 Orange $317,183 $45,307  
City Manager (EM) Santa Ana 299,630 Orange $329,227 $85,849  
City Manager Chula Vista 274,784 San Diego $345,327 $78,198  
City Manager Fremont 229,467 Alameda $377,992 $82,184  
City Manager (U) San Bernardino 223,230 San Bernardino $295,652 $38,939  
City Manager Modesto 216,995 Stanislaus $279,753 $61,790  
City Manager Fontana 213,851 San Bernardino $219,006 $35,920  
City Manager Moreno Valley 208,289 Riverside $382,508 $64,034  
City Manager Oxnard 197,477 Ventura $340,585 $52,748  
City Manager Huntington Beach 195,714 Orange $177,016 $25,566  
Interim City Manager Huntington Beach 195,714 Orange $110,964 $0  
City Manager Glendale 191,284 Los Angeles $323,151 $143,665  
City Manager Ontario 180,717 San Bernardino $389,893 $83,040 Ontario Housing Authority ED 
City Manager Elk Grove 177,005 Sacramento $315,449 $74,473  
City Manager Santa Rosa 174,523 Sonoma $272,149 $40,621  
City Manager Santa Rosa 174,523 Sonoma $6,133 $0  
City Manager Rancho Cucamonga 173,545 San Bernardino $343,289 $222,202  
City Manager Lancaster 173,376 Los Angeles $352,953 $106,144  
City Manager Garden Grove 171,183 Orange $317,022 $138,660  
City Manager Oceanside 171,063 San Diego $284,133 $44,777  
City Manager Oceanside 171,063 San Diego $271,096 $47,491  
City Manager Palmdale 165,917 Los Angeles $719,484 $15,170  
City Manager Palmdale 165,917 Los Angeles $284,671 $55,998  
City Manager Hayward 159,800 Alameda $344,970 $35,636  
City Manager Salinas 159,475 Monterey $259,683 $54,425  
City Manager Corona 157,005 Riverside $298,521 $61,094  
City Manager Sunnyvale 156,317 Santa Clara $400,388 $112,556  
City Manager Roseville 152,928 Placer $329,509 $64,507  
City Manager Escondido 149,799 San Diego $322,913 $55,666  
City Manager Pomona 149,721 Los Angeles $325,033 $45,362  
City Manager Torrance 143,057 Los Angeles $340,427 $29,218  
City Manager Visalia 143,031 Tulare $236,273 $30,149  
City Manager Fullerton 142,873 Orange $171,346 $27,022  
City Manager Hourly Fullerton 142,873 Orange $78,426 $0  
City Manager Fullerton 142,873 Orange $12,316 $0  
Interim City Manager Orange 139,063 Orange $349,763 $41,164  
Interim City Manager Orange 139,063 Orange $97,413 $19,798  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32930461
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=365&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32649072
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=205&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32649161
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=205&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33138145
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=68&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33269621
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=141&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32828339
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=292&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33178001
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=416&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32943590
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=355&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32532327
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=302&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32781561
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=318&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32914950
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=393&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32964955
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=64&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32936845
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=386&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32548994
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=503&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32596081
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=375&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32925698
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=348&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32909445
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=528&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32802856
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=301&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32802863
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=301&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32977612
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=186&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33058110
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=382&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32920456
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=360&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32957805
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=497&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32957804
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=497&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33114352
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=383&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32585496
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=200&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32812691
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=300&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32922309
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=403&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32922308
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=403&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32642174
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=215&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32642175
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=215&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32631892
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=65&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32902305
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=279&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32924560
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=339&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32536661
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=467&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32817981
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=330&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32923674
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=398&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32809821
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=220&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32781871
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=239&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32634025
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=521&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32832878
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=299&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32832879
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=299&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32832877
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=299&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32543533
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=313&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32543532
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=313&year=2022


Interim City Manager Orange 139,063 Orange $29,810 $0  
City Manager Victorville 137,193 San Bernardino $292,269 $45,749  
City Manager Pasadena 136,988 Los Angeles $128,225 $11,296  
City Manager Santa Clara 132,476 Santa Clara $529,352 $255,944  
City Manager Clovis 124,523 Fresno $265,913 $73,228  
City Manager Clovis 124,523 Fresno $130,745 $2,580  

 

Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Manager Simi Valley 124,174 Ventura $318,017 $57,216  
1040 City Manager Berkeley 123,562 Alameda $366,333 $135,504  
City Manager Thousand Oaks 122,967 Ventura $315,178 $91,940  
City Manager Concord 122,074 Contra Costa $315,295 $82,938  
City Manager Vallejo 121,658 Solano $298,000 $0  
City Manager Vallejo 121,658 Solano $267,653 $45,570  
City Manager Fairfield 119,526 Solano $316,669 $73,059  
City Manager Fairfield 119,526 Solano $181,722 $7,598  
City Manager Antioch 115,442 Contra Costa $253,448 $32,531  
City Manager Antioch 115,442 Contra Costa $105,605 $1,994  
City Manager Carlsbad 114,549 San Diego $354,309 $84,316  
City Manager Richmond 113,518 Contra Costa $318,667 $105,173  
City Manager Richmond 113,518 Contra Costa $194,250 $996  
City Manager/Retiree Downey 111,261 Los Angeles $411,248 $35,933  
City Manager (Tra) Downey 111,261 Los Angeles $89,554 $0  
City Manager Costa Mesa 111,183 Orange $365,749 $71,621  
City Manager Menifee 110,034 Riverside $305,543 $85,243  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside $341,156 $71,279  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside $267,708 $37,779  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside $148,464 $32,705  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside $134,619 $33,054  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside $118,800 $6,159  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside $106,234 $23,250  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside $103,426 $13,257  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside $102,780 $55,531  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside $19,851 $0  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside $13,794 $173  
City Manager Santa Maria 109,477 Santa Barbara $333,132 $52,145  
City Manager Temecula 108,899 Riverside $310,667 $183,731  
City Manager West Covina 107,893 Los Angeles $242,691 $24,686  
City Manager Chico 107,394 Butte $225,470 $24,096  
City Manager Chico 107,394 Butte $89,283 $23,451  
City Manager Chico 107,394 Butte $47,486 $0  
City Manager San Buenaventura 107,341 Ventura $507,635 $95,878  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32543531
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=313&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32916436
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=389&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32541360
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=218&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32910570
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=465&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32573262
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=108&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32573263
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=108&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32591970
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=532&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32907236
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=61&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32590005
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=533&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32960536
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=89&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32790261
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=491&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32790260
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=491&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32790789
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=487&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32790788
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=487&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32584081
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=86&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32583831
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=86&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32932290
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=392&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33040880
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=101&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33041337
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=101&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33029160
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=181&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33029159
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=181&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32826692
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=295&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32911640
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=347&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187533
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187546
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187639
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187751
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187610
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187641
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187802
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187404
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187649
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187781
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32991294
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=451&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32913858
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=357&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32486327
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=242&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32939769
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=79&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32939861
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=79&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32939618
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=79&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32777029
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=530&year=2022


City Manager El Monte 106,377 Los Angeles $247,919 $66,350  
City Manager Inglewood 106,248 Los Angeles $388,922 $95,026  
City Manager Jurupa Valley 104,983 Riverside $233,924 $15,745  
City Manager El Cajon 104,619 San Diego $311,934 $62,669  
City Manager Burbank 104,535 Los Angeles $335,712 $35,298  
City Manager San Mateo 103,318 San Mateo $296,746 $48,279  
City Manager Rialto 102,985 San Bernardino $354,749 $74,227  
City Manager Daly City 101,471 San Mateo $386,318 $73,701  
City Manager Norwalk 101,153 Los Angeles $346,824 $181,865  
City Manager Vacaville 100,806 Solano $317,959 $40,278  
City Manager Hesperia 100,041 San Bernardino $271,898 $74,386  
City Manager Vista 99,835 San Diego $304,401 $84,583  
City Manager Tracy 95,615 San Joaquin $284,527 $54,076  
City Manager San Marcos 94,530 San Diego $278,694 $74,556  
City Manager Compton 93,719 Los Angeles $185,382 $26,938  
City Manager Chino 93,137 San Bernardino $264,883 $53,950  
Interim City Manager Chino 93,137 San Bernardino $219,739 $27,779  
City Manager Chino 93,137 San Bernardino $185,824 $21,462  
City Manager South Gate 92,628 Los Angeles $260,005 $27,449  
City Manager Redding 92,465 Shasta $269,962 $49,927  
City Manager Carson 92,186 Los Angeles $417,611 $15,813  
City Manager Carson 92,186 Los Angeles $355,455 $61,363  
City Manager Mission Viejo 91,846 Orange $315,597 $44,862  
0025 City Manager Santa Monica 91,720 Los Angeles $367,892 $56,025  
City Manager Indio 90,837 Riverside $247,274 $68,870  

 

Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Manager Westminster 90,498 Orange $266,982 $36,402  
City Manager Merced 90,116 Merced $243,689 $40,590  
City Manager Hemet 89,918 Riverside $216,368 $72,407  
City Manager San Leandro 87,497 Alameda $296,540 $156,858  
City Manager Whittier 87,291 Los Angeles $276,215 $116,870  
City Manager Lake Forest 87,127 Orange $287,909 $52,568  
City Manager Citrus Heights 85,837 Sacramento $209,717 $46,913  
City Manager - Interim Citrus Heights 85,837 Sacramento $25,759 $0  
City Manager Hawthorne 85,702 Los Angeles $278,861 $64,272  
City Manager Folsom 85,498 Sacramento $265,247 $152,426  
City Administrator Santa Barbara 85,418 Santa Barbara $304,650 $53,076  
City Manager Livermore 84,793 Alameda $197,360 $60,389  
City Manager Livermore 84,793 Alameda $195,919 $63,352  
City Manager Mountain View 83,601 Santa Clara $381,756 $81,266  
City Manager Buena Park 83,517 Orange $256,640 $91,532  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32810849
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=183&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32764717
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=194&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32597323
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=3545&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32961948
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=396&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32814340
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=170&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32934350
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=442&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33113545
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=385&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33056674
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=430&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32639207
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=214&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32795606
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=490&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32588431
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=377&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32912026
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=409&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32597753
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=417&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32569624
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=406&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32636780
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=176&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32567459
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=372&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32567811
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=372&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32567440
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=372&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32778215
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=236&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32989054
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=473&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32439494
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=172&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32439487
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=172&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32533988
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=311&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32493527
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=232&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32763414
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=344&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32543138
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=323&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32637075
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=268&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32614569
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=342&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32525653
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=71&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32966255
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=245&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630607
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=309&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32918428
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=359&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32918429
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=359&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32813424
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=189&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33055543
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=361&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32485195
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=450&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32495274
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=66&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32495273
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=66&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32524485
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=462&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32777615
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=294&year=2022


City Manager Newport Beach 83,411 Orange $323,947 $81,020  
City Manager San Ramon 82,870 Contra Costa $291,034 $64,803  
A100 City Manager Redwood City 81,495 San Mateo $375,676 $109,556  
City Manager Alhambra 81,303 Los Angeles $296,451 $45,869  
City Manager Rancho Cordova 81,117 Sacramento $310,797 $85,493  
City Manager Milpitas 81,067 Santa Clara $407,842 $71,023  
City Manager Lakewood 80,154 Los Angeles $310,775 $51,812  
City Manager Tustin 79,558 Orange $302,344 $61,414  
City Manager Perris 78,948 Riverside $321,961 $66,081  
City Manager Upland 78,376 San Bernardino $270,706 $54,525  
City Manager Upland 78,376 San Bernardino $117,952 $0  
City Manager Alameda 77,287 Alameda $269,947 $40,479  
City Manager Alameda 77,287 Alameda $141,706 $28,160  
City Manager Chino Hills 77,058 San Bernardino $345,634 $128,323  
City Manager Bellflower 76,924 Los Angeles $284,569 $74,708  
Cm04 City Manager Napa 76,821 Napa $283,190 $59,882  
City Manager Pleasanton 76,459 Alameda $167,138 $25,847  
Town Manager Apple Valley 74,996 San Bernardino $273,843 $13,200  
City Manager Pittsburg 74,809 Contra Costa $278,262 $22,235  
City Manager Lake Elsinore 71,973 Riverside $290,452 $65,501  
City Manager Redlands 71,972 San Bernardino $280,017 $83,021  
City Manager Dublin 71,750 Alameda $355,000 $54,827  
City Manager Rocklin 71,179 Placer $250,200 $88,210  
City Manager Turlock 70,856 Stanislaus $203,136 $22,676  
City Manager Tulare 69,677 Tulare $214,970 $12,696  
Acting City Manager Eastvale 69,514 Riverside $162,953 $0  
City Manager Eastvale 69,514 Riverside $105,050 $10,252  
City Manager Eastvale 69,514 Riverside $16,194 $1,242  
City Manager Yuba City 69,478 Sutter $225,474 $48,760  
City Manager Camarillo 69,309 Ventura $305,291 $86,644  
City Manager Walnut Creek 69,245 Contra Costa $303,541 $59,394  
City Manager Redondo Beach 68,407 Los Angeles $294,768 $66,840  
City Manager Palo Alto 67,287 Santa Clara $375,516 $205,534  
City Manager Yorba Linda 67,068 Orange $310,474 $72,626  
City Manager Union City 66,754 Alameda $320,948 $61,494  
City Manager Lodi 66,293 San Joaquin $245,044 $38,565  
City Manager Lynwood 66,228 Los Angeles $265,015 $151,725  
City Manager Laguna Niguel 64,702 Orange $302,377 $29,573  
City Manager Brentwood 64,513 Contra Costa $309,339 $57,988  
City Manager South San Francisco 64,323 San Mateo $321,976 $24,001  
City Manager Davis 64,097 Yolo $323,425 $51,987  
City Manager San Clemente 63,237 Orange $268,984 $39,044  
Interim City Manager San Clemente 63,237 Orange $45,391 $0  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32812551
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=312&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32621197
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=103&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32921399
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=439&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32646306
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=158&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32918280
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=364&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32634611
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=459&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32632759
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=198&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32640273
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=321&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32600072
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=353&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32933489
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=388&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32933488
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=388&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32528716
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=59&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32529031
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=59&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32571599
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=373&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32495199
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=166&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32635696
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=285&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32478693
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=70&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32573768
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=369&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32557835
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=99&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32931717
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=345&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32961163
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=384&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32783653
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=62&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32963550
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=329&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32484048
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=508&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32530907
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=520&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32597080
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=341&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32597088
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=341&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32597089
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=341&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32589043
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=511&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32460127
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=524&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33042369
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=104&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32494424
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=222&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32980243
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=463&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32778785
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=324&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32547998
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=72&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32919039
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=413&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32818912
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=207&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32440458
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=305&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32917016
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=87&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32936152
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=443&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32959676
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=534&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32638016
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=316&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32638013
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=316&year=2022


City Manager Santa Cruz 63,224 Santa Cruz $271,350 $26,363  

 

Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Manager Porterville 62,588 Tulare $195,124 $22,779  
City Manager La Habra 61,835 Orange $275,880 $78,770  
City Manager Montebello 61,645 Los Angeles $1,000,000 $0  
City Manager Montebello 61,645 Los Angeles $393,533 $89,849  
City Manager Encinitas 61,085 San Diego $273,201 $73,794  
City Manager Pico Rivera 60,975 Los Angeles $314,516 $15,825  
City Manager National City 60,974 San Diego $263,179 $34,252  
City Manager La Mesa 60,418 San Diego $263,508 $64,233  
2001 City Administrator Gilroy 60,078 Santa Clara $276,303 $40,091  
City Manager Woodland 59,881 Yolo $292,312 $29,690  
City Manager Gardena 59,809 Los Angeles $285,579 $77,265  
City Manager San Rafael 59,681 Marin $298,281 $182,928  
City Manager Monterey Park 59,288 Los Angeles $249,596 $47,729  
City Manager Santee 59,227 San Diego $280,457 $51,977  
City Manager Cupertino 59,154 Santa Clara $189,610 $32,916  
City Manager Cupertino 59,154 Santa Clara $98,123 $18,167  
City Manager Hanford 58,893 Kings $227,446 $29,172  
City Manager Petaluma 58,321 Sonoma $241,210 $40,683  
City Manager Fountain Valley 56,987 Orange $206,614 $41,315  
City Manager Fountain Valley 56,987 Orange $74,993 $13,548  
City Manager Fountain Valley 56,987 Orange $45,884 $0  
City Manager Beaumont 56,590 Riverside $428,343 $21,104  
City Manager Beaumont 56,590 Riverside $181,221 $40,799  
City Manager Highland 55,984 San Bernardino $266,792 $65,148  
City Manager Arcadia 55,503 Los Angeles $343,279 $83,862  
City Manager San Jacinto 54,103 Riverside $287,368 $60,674  
City Manager Yucaipa 53,991 San Bernardino $308,260 $62,638  
City Manager Diamond Bar 53,381 Los Angeles $262,723 $63,371  
City Manager Huntington Park 53,281 Los Angeles $203,711 $56,923  
City Manager Colton 53,154 San Bernardino $243,853 $31,968  
City Administrator Placentia 52,507 Orange $333,754 $96,821  
City Manager Lincoln 52,313 Placer $225,962 $32,182  
Interim City Manager Lincoln 52,313 Placer $12,062 $0  
City Manager Paramount 52,178 Los Angeles $274,470 $81,548  
City Manager Delano 51,727 Kern $262,362 $86,751  
5011 City Manager Cathedral City 51,433 Riverside $267,564 $46,974  
City Manager Novato 51,392 Marin $281,698 $62,134  
City Manager Glendora 51,159 Los Angeles $303,551 $65,207  
City Manager Aliso Viejo 50,766 Orange $349,870 $79,640  
City Manager Palm Desert 50,615 Riverside $288,991 $76,329  
City Manager/Exec Dir CRA Covina 50,350 Los Angeles $287,734 $35,058  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33115114
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=469&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32530534
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=519&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32965841
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=306&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33270862
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=212&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33271045
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=212&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32643963
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=397&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32815572
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=219&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32935013
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=402&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32916002
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=400&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32590625
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=455&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32590955
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=537&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32638673
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=185&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32527754
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=256&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32629728
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=213&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32919547
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=407&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32990812
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=454&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32990855
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=454&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32939003
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=153&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32477510
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=495&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32526752
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=298&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32526751
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=298&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32526750
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=298&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33267533
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=333&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33267530
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=333&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32454980
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=378&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32809441
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=160&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32568249
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=356&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32599179
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=391&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32763726
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=180&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32831689
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=192&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32919794
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=374&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32487292
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=314&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32531481
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=327&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32531490
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=327&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32639822
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=217&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32629104
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=143&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32912816
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=337&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33017500
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=253&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32810546
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=187&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32524079
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=291&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32765738
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=351&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32529787
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=177&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=177&year=2022


City Manager Rosemead 50,022 Los Angeles $403,797 $17,223  
City Manager Rosemead 50,022 Los Angeles $219,051 $8,464  
City Manager Watsonville 49,876 Santa Cruz $122,468 $16,235  
City Manager Watsonville 49,876 Santa Cruz $6,938 $491  
City Manager Cypress 49,818 Orange $332,669 $56,340  
City Manager Azusa 49,483 Los Angeles $269,540 $49,160  
City Manager Poway 48,483 San Diego $296,895 $74,298  
City Manager Brea 48,184 Orange $298,638 $49,281  
City Manager La Mirada 47,899 Los Angeles $250,841 $76,021  
City Manager Cerritos 47,887 Los Angeles $245,089 $69,170  
City Manager San Luis Obispo 47,788 San Luis Obispo $292,084 $35,124  
City Manager Ceres 47,729 Stanislaus $207,830 $34,644  
City Manager Newark 47,459 Alameda $291,503 $183,648  
City Manager Los Banos 47,347 Merced $109,612 $15,797  
City Manager Los Banos 47,347 Merced $94,446 $0  
City Manager Rancho Santa Margarita 47,066 Orange $291,295 $24,683  
City Manager Morgan Hill 45,892 Santa Clara $346,202 $63,480  
City Manager Oakley 44,995 Contra Costa $255,505 $82,122  

 

Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Manager Palm Springs 44,092 Riverside $242,012 $82,987  
1100 City Manager Rohnert Park 43,693 Sonoma $307,253 $54,310  
City Manager Lompoc 43,493 Santa Barbara $233,733 $23,654  
City Manager Lompoc 43,493 Santa Barbara $48,741 $922  
City Manager Hollister 42,891 San Benito $248,436 $61,677  
Town Manager Danville 42,823 Contra Costa $271,970 $112,037  
City Manager Campbell 42,713 Santa Clara $328,625 $74,651  
City Manager Coachella 42,462 Riverside $252,937 $31,444  
City Manager San Bruno 42,054 San Mateo $276,106 $48,816  
City Manager Rancho Palos Verdes 41,030 Los Angeles $283,134 $51,807  
City Manager Culver City 39,682 Los Angeles $368,275 $62,622  
City Manager Stanton 39,084 Orange $105,952 $16,155  
City Manager Stanton 39,084 Orange $95,730 $14,124  
City Manager Calexico 38,697 Imperial $85,700 $10,922  
City Manager Calexico 38,697 Imperial $85,384 $17,095  
City Manager San Gabriel 38,466 Los Angeles $234,244 $39,337  
City Manager Bell Gardens 38,447 Los Angeles $259,757 $61,336  
City Manager La Quinta 37,979 Riverside $247,614 $33,360  
City Manager Monrovia 37,539 Los Angeles $258,899 $39,699  
City Manager Montclair 37,494 San Bernardino $312,997 $86,870  
City Manager La Puente 37,356 Los Angeles $249,272 $30,800  
City Manager Pacifica 37,082 San Mateo $256,712 $74,084  
City Manager Claremont 36,759 Los Angeles $270,895 $39,927  
City Manager Adelanto 36,656 San Bernardino $210,257 $27,796  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32641492
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=225&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32641493
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=225&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32600872
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=471&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32600805
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=471&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32491499
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=296&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33017618
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=163&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32598311
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=404&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32764251
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=293&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32636077
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=199&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32819113
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=173&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32913812
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=424&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32588806
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=501&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32641169
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=67&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32647237
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=267&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32647295
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=267&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32534257
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=315&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32448908
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=461&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32620957
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=96&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33056053
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=352&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32976924
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=496&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32614945
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=449&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32615386
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=449&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33152316
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=366&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32484117
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=90&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32599587
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=453&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32931593
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=338&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33057364
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=440&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32585121
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=221&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32830770
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=179&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32491772
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=320&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32491803
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=320&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33042817
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=133&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33042818
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=133&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32818491
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=228&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32544455
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=167&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32570561
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=346&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33227697
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=211&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32572385
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=380&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32629399
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=201&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32599146
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=437&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32496226
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=174&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32600311
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=368&year=2022


2011 City Manager Martinez 36,543 Contra Costa $246,003 $76,744  
City Manager Wildomar 36,336 Riverside $276,823 $23,328  
City Manager Wildomar 36,336 Riverside $130,371 $21,984  
City Manager Temple City 35,813 Los Angeles $202,205 $38,988  
City Manager Moorpark 35,151 Ventura $246,696 $81,517  
City Manager San Juan Capistrano 35,089 Orange $303,767 $135,59  
City Manager Lathrop 35,080 San Joaquin $302,252 $55,518  
City Manager West Hollywood 34,793 Los Angeles $324,636 $78,824  
City Manager Manhattan Beach 34,284 Los Angeles $285,790 $48,394  
City Manager San Dimas 34,079 Los Angeles $242,605 $46,292  
City Manager Pleasant Hill 33,397 Contra Costa $329,640 $50,278  
City Manager Bell 33,370 Los Angeles $139,238 $37,444  
City Manager Bell 33,370 Los Angeles $98,500 $0  
City Manager Dana Point 33,155 Orange $275,926 $58,434  
Town Manager Los Gatos 33,102 Santa Clara $269,391 $39,732  
City Manager Foster City 32,703 San Mateo $151,194 $35,354  
City Manager Foster City 32,703 San Mateo $53,666 $0  
City Manager Menlo Park 32,478 San Mateo $286,221 $85,468  
City Manager Goleta 32,442 Santa Barbara $89,393 $13,049  
City Manager La Verne 32,056 Los Angeles $211,767 $29,592  
Interim City Manager La Verne 32,056 Los Angeles $68,039 $0  
City Manager Beverly Hills 31,658 Los Angeles $478,497 $79,569  
City Manager Santa Paula 31,423 Ventura $216,247 $31,558  
City Manager Atwater 31,418 Merced $222,052 $42,844  
Executive to the City Mana Atwater 31,418 Merced $109,988 $5,248  
City Manager San Pablo 31,301 Contra Costa $276,592 $67,402  
City Manager Banning 31,250 Riverside $253,951 $32,978  
City Manager Los Altos 31,021 Santa Clara $300,957 $43,343  
City Manager Lawndale 30,882 Los Angeles $171,378 $25,438  
City Manager Lawndale 30,882 Los Angeles $136,906 $863  
City Manager El Paso De Robles 30,692 San Luis Obispo $243,524 $39,460  
City Manager Saratoga 30,567 Santa Clara $299,702 $74,351  
Interim City Manager Laguna Hills 30,525 Orange $170,837 $50,922 Pub Works Dir/City Engineer 
City Manager Laguna Hills 30,525 Orange $161,045 $39,658  
City Manager Atascadero 30,206 San Luis Obispo $220,255 $80,135  

 

Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Manager Burlingame 30,136 San Mateo $284,046 $45,944  
City Manager Seaside 29,790 Monterey $133,479 $26,960  
City Manager San Carlos 29,496 San Mateo $332,868 $81,760  
City Manager East Palo Alto 28,586 San Mateo $100,322 $17,224  
City Manager Suisun City 28,471 Solano $285,030 $57,952  
City Manager Ridgecrest 27,885 Kern $209,529 $26,043  
City Manager Walnut 27,553 Los Angeles $227,253 $46,948  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32938456
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=94&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32923162
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=358&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32923153
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=358&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32535928
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=238&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32626087
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=526&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630791
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=317&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32600160
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=412&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32826376
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=244&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32490921
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=209&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32529455
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=226&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32476411
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=100&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630380
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=165&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630528
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=165&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32496103
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=297&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32976587
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=458&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32573864
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=432&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32573865
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=432&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32917688
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=435&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32562596
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=447&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32548665
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=202&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32548481
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=202&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32489750
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=168&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32623168
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=531&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32533786
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=263&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32533788
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=263&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32570175
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=102&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32596840
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=332&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33228001
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=456&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630905
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=203&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630904
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=203&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32572230
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=420&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32559604
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=466&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32490730
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=303&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32490758
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=303&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32643765
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=419&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32566204
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=428&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32535418
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=281&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187225
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=441&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33056557
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=431&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32990281
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=489&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32816191
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=146&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32645023
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=241&year=2022


City Manager Walnut 27,553 Los Angeles $43,365 $6,744  
City Manager Lemon Grove 27,420 San Diego $196,141 $24,314  
City Manager Monterey 26,845 Monterey $259,669 $55,148  
City Manager Wasco 26,622 Kern $208,501 $41,246  
City Manager Lemoore 26,609 Kings $169,592 $47,022  
City Manager Hercules 26,297 Contra Costa $259,870 $40,709  
City Manager Soledad 26,230 Monterey $200,034 $34,945  
City Manager Benicia 26,180 Solano $339,436 $72,781  
City Manager Eureka 26,139 Humboldt $209,729 $41,032  
City Manager Twentynine Palms 25,929 San Bernardino $211,795 $43,704  
1020 City Manager Imperial Beach 25,864 San Diego $267,072 $68,225  
Town Manager Windsor 25,560 Sonoma $189,161 $49,155  
Interim Town Manager Windsor 25,560 Sonoma $117,128 $0  
City Manager Galt 25,557 Sacramento $199,500 $22,779  
City Manager El Cerrito 25,484 Contra Costa $230,737 $36,106  
City Manager Dinuba 25,469 Tulare $189,865 $48,662  
City Manager Reedley 25,381 Fresno $214,342 $99,301  
City Manager Loma Linda 25,228 San Bernardino $292,177 $43,608  
City Manager Norco 25,037 Riverside $378,604 $161,101  
City Manager Norco 25,037 Riverside $76,529 $69,282  
City Manager Lafayette 25,004 Contra Costa $417,298 $86,040  
City Administrator Barstow 24,918 San Bernardino $240,283 $19,896  
City Manager Riverbank 24,695 Stanislaus $184,029 $53,509  
City Manager Riverbank 24,695 Stanislaus $47,323 $3,470  
City Manager Seal Beach 24,647 Orange $301,577 $62,722  
City Manager Maywood 24,546 Los Angeles $178,342 $48,290  
City Manager Patterson 24,317 Stanislaus $231,978 $47,168  
City Manager Selma 24,300 Fresno $197,000 $37,523  
City Manager San Fernando 23,487 Los Angeles $239,885 $68,605  
City Manager Oakdale 22,980 Stanislaus $225,617 $56,063  
City Manager Calabasas 22,808 Los Angeles $259,720 $50,160  
City Manager Duarte 22,796 Los Angeles $227,155 $48,654  
Management Aide - City M Duarte 22,796 Los Angeles $31,233 $5,910  
Management Aide - City M Duarte 22,796 Los Angeles $24,963 $5,897  
City Manager Millbrae 22,487 San Mateo $294,275 $40,221  
City Manager Laguna Beach 22,445 Orange $376,570 $57,029  
City Manager Cudahy 22,270 Los Angeles $227,112 $51,675  
City Manager Coronado 22,150 San Diego $256,705 $49,784  
City Manager Marina 22,068 Monterey $264,253 $28,179  
Town Manager Yucca Valley 21,635 San Bernardino $252,068 $59,573  
City Manager Imperial 21,496 Imperial $184,851 $5,169  
City Manager Corcoran 21,442 Kings $186,066 $48,535  
City Manager Albany 21,401 Alameda $278,996 $56,468  
City Manager Port Hueneme 21,356 Ventura $286,814 $16,352  
City Manager American Canyon 21,338 Napa $264,059 $60,480  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32645024
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=241&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33227403
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=401&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32442732
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=277&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33030566
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=150&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32621920
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=154&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32476531
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=92&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32638926
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=282&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32449375
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=485&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32557404
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=127&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32448299
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=387&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32571933
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=399&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32619317
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=500&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32619331
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=500&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32598540
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=362&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32628758
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=91&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32603342
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=515&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32438797
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=119&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32914310
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=379&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32933917
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=350&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32933942
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=350&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32446803
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=93&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32918038
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=370&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32450506
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=507&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32450556
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=507&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32763964
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=319&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33341705
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=210&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32622586
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=506&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32626769
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=122&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32779183
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=227&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32484532
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=505&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32779788
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=171&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32490643
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=182&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32490580
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=182&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=182&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32490670
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=182&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=182&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32592526
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=436&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33030133
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=304&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32530051
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=178&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32643371
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=394&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32540655
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=276&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32595529
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=390&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32622436
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=137&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32555308
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=152&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32641693
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=60&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33269901
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=529&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32639123
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=283&year=2022


1100 City Manager Shafter 21,318 Kern $217,428 $18,561  
City Manager South Lake Tahoe 20,548 El Dorado $189,271 $63,317  
City Manager Lomita 20,092 Los Angeles $213,848 $66,640  
City Manager La Canada Flintridge 19,930 Los Angeles $265,431 $37,894  
City Manager Greenfield 19,917 Monterey $264,740 $37,966  
City Manager Agoura Hills 19,770 Los Angeles $300,830 $77,833  
City Manager Arvin 19,505 Kern $248,203 $53,923 Finance Dir 

 

Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Manager South El Monte 19,461 Los Angeles $208,473 $12,620  
City Administrator Oroville 19,409 Butte $197,827 $48,381  
Interim City Administrator Oroville 19,409 Butte $58,000 $0  
City Manager Orinda 19,225 Contra Costa $256,876 $68,360  
City Manager Hermosa Beach 19,018 Los Angeles $300,685 $35,336  
City Manager Dixon 19,018 Solano $266,133 $169,476  
City Administrator Chowchilla 18,844 Madera $202,632 $12,278  
City Manager Arcata 18,688 Humboldt $166,411 $47,360  
City Manager Santa Fe Springs 18,570 Los Angeles $255,561 $58,558  
City Manager Pinole 18,244 Contra Costa $260,288 $34,308  
City Manager Arroyo Grande 17,922 San Luis Obispo $216,538 $32,230  
City Manager Laguna Woods 17,450 Orange $199,307 $32,767  
City Manager Blythe 17,265 Riverside $157,262 $55,952 City Clerk 
City Manager Coalinga 17,237 Fresno $191,693 $55,086 HR Mgr 
City Manager Rancho Mirage 17,012 Riverside $342,407 $54,663  
City Manager Kerman 16,955 Fresno $181,484 $29,206  
City Manager El Segundo 16,928 Los Angeles $248,886 $2,181  
City Manager El Segundo 16,928 Los Angeles $219,317 $28,374  
City Manager Fillmore 16,899 Ventura $235,143 $31,554  
Town Manager Moraga 16,893 Contra Costa $327,068 $19,147  
Town Manager Truckee 16,676 Nevada $199,711 $73,750  
City Manager Clearlake 16,364 Lake $182,838 $40,130  
Interim City Manager Artesia 16,093 Los Angeles $124,257 $0  
City Manager Artesia 16,093 Los Angeles $24,821 $4,468  
1000 City Manager Ukiah 15,929 Mendocino $235,794 $50,798  
City Administrator Ripon 15,769 San Joaquin $231,808 $59,806 City Engineer 
City Manager La Palma 15,332 Orange $247,159 $25,035  
City Manager California City 14,827 Kern $90,551 $7,677  
Interim City Manager California City 14,827 Kern $56,081 $2,651  
Interim City Manager California City 14,827 Kern $46,645 $0  
City Manager Pacific Grove 14,741 Monterey $244,905 $29,902  
City Manager Red Bluff 14,439 Tehama $156,019 $51,037  
City Manager Parlier 14,402 Fresno $143,238 $20,459  
City Manager Livingston 14,257 Merced $195,212 $53,449  
City Manager King City 13,817 Monterey $189,203 $46,002  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32775371
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=147&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32537892
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=107&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32483256
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=204&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32629659
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=196&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33118082
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=274&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32478316
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=159&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32552617
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=140&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32491336
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=235&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32938188
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=81&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32938189
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=81&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32484545
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=97&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33339037
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=190&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32566027
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=486&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32764620
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=246&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32633326
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=125&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32637602
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=231&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32622071
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=98&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32918667
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=418&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32636049
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=307&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32920259
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=334&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33339240
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=109&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32569390
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=354&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32622363
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=114&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32487061
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=184&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32486899
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=184&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32611339
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=525&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32476375
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=95&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33271382
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=290&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32990420
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=155&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32763203
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=161&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32763239
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=161&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32644368
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=261&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32445966
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=415&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32483115
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=308&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33028979
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=142&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33028977
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=142&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33028982
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=142&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32833324
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=278&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32460325
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=513&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32794900
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=118&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33271620
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=266&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32765590
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=275&year=2022


City Manager/Chief of Poli McFarland 13,748 Kern $191,403 $18,144  
City Manager Mill Valley 13,664 Marin $238,974 $44,115  
City Manager Mill Valley 13,664 Marin $80,555 $17,962  
City Manager Hawaiian Gardens 13,546 Los Angeles $212,797 $61,452  
City Manager Grass Valley 13,488 Nevada $243,228 $66,636  
City Manager Auburn 13,365 Placer $224,995 $25,635  
Interim City Manager Auburn 13,365 Placer $5,359 $0  
City Manager Palos Verdes Estates 12,935 Los Angeles $184,657 $42,334  
Interim City Manager Palos Verdes Estates 12,935 Los Angeles $23,326 $0  
City Manager Kingsburg 12,865 Fresno $204,626 $24,633  
City Manager Grand Terrace 12,814 San Bernardino $227,876 $33,287  
2000-City Manager Solana Beach 12,784 San Diego $264,859 $56,163  
City Manager Carpinteria 12,711 Santa Barbara $195,082 $52,973  
City Manager Emeryville 12,610 Alameda $237,849 $34,925 ED Redevelopment 
City Manager Marysville 12,606 Yuba $169,597 $30,900  
City Manager Larkspur 12,571 Marin $262,766 $78,562  
City Manager Lindsay 12,474 Tulare $155,330 $44,169  
City Manager Grover Beach 12,467 San Luis Obispo $231,491 $49,468  
City Manager Mendota 12,463 Fresno $182,538 $11,848  
Town Manager San Anselmo 12,405 Marin $240,776 $52,866  
City Manager Fortuna 12,256 Humboldt $167,964 $11,156  
City Manager San Marino 12,206 Los Angeles $390,712 $41,653  
City Manager Los Alamitos 12,129 Orange $240,427 $28,807  
City Manager Newman 12,040 Stanislaus $194,786 $53,294  

 

Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Manager Commerce 12,036 Los Angeles $257,251 $69,162  
City Manager Tehachapi 11,960 Kern $222,995 $52,163  
City Manager Scotts Valley 11,859 Santa Cruz $241,318 $39,468  
City Administrator Susanville 11,593 Lassen $176,421 $54,600  
City Manager Signal Hill 11,431 Los Angeles $226,166 $36,666  
City Manager Half Moon Bay 11,226 San Mateo $280,748 $32,673  
City Manager Half Moon Bay 11,226 San Mateo $232,551 $28,938  
City Manager Anderson 11,027 Shasta $237,832 $44,567  
City Manager Hillsborough 10,962 San Mateo $272,037 $63,230  
City Manager Calimesa 10,962 Riverside $12,891 $3,034  
City Manager Canyon Lake 10,949 Riverside $236,891 $34,639  
City Manager Healdsburg 10,914 Sonoma $291,424 $55,286  
City Manager Sierra Madre 10,821 Los Angeles $187,198 $45,450  
City Administrator Piedmont 10,793 Alameda $262,416 $23,585  
City Manager Sonoma 10,677 Sonoma $225,316 $27,727  
City Manager Sonoma 10,677 Sonoma $223,811 $26,318  
City Manager Clayton 10,666 Contra Costa $216,149 $29,917  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32622940
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=145&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32779397
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=252&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32779396
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=252&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32809055
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=188&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32439177
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=288&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32635311
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=325&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32635368
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=325&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32821761
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=216&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32821762
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=216&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32774399
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=115&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33138820
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=376&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32598845
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=408&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32589615
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=446&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32641921
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=63&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32590932
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=538&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32641863
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=251&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32591717
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=518&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32568156
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=421&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32621088
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=116&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32527188
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=255&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32446926
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=129&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32496620
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=229&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32905536
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City Manager Placerville 10,585 El Dorado $176,714 $51,327  
City Manager Malibu 10,512 Los Angeles $229,965 $38,764  
City Manager Morro Bay 10,275 San Luis Obispo $235,017 $56,107  
City Manager Shasta Lake 10,217 Shasta $180,506 $50,523  
City Administrator Exeter 10,184 Tulare $170,835 $34,001  
City Manager Farmersville 10,151 Tulare $156,909 $31,597  
City Manager Rio Vista 9,988 Solano $236,007 $12,202  
City Manager Rio Vista 9,988 Solano $67,369 $12,223  
Town Manager Corte Madera 9,885 Marin $217,321 $41,901  
Town Manager Corte Madera 9,885 Marin $212,103 $31,635  
City Manager Capitola 9,625 Santa Cruz $241,087 $74,780  
City Manager Live Oak 9,515 Sutter $164,723 $38,759  
City Manager Orange Cove 9,463 Fresno $233,800 $19,768  
Town Manager Paradise 9,142 Butte $200,483 $28,826  
City Manager Waterford 9,042 Stanislaus $203,326 $60,661  
Town Manager Tiburon 8,798 Marin $250,630 $62,541  
City Manager Cloverdale 8,787 Sonoma $187,144 $47,790  
City Manager Ione 8,772 Amador $140,719 $3,578  
City Administrator Guadalupe 8,515 Santa Barbara $150,607 $28,855  
City Manager Firebaugh 8,495 Fresno $164,097 $59,108 Public Works 
City Manager Rolling Hills Estates 8,446 Los Angeles $225,104 $30,864  
City Manager Los Altos Hills 8,380 Santa Clara $218,489 $25,282  
City Manager Gonzales 8,300 Monterey $215,182 $29,816  
City Manager Corning 7,993 Tehama $152,576 $36,141  
City Manager Westlake Village 7,919 Los Angeles $288,217 $76,764  
City Manager Pismo Beach 7,865 San Luis Obispo $278,251 $64,303  
City Manager Yreka 7,825 Siskiyou $132,158 $29,214  
Interim City Manager Yreka 7,825 Siskiyou $3,544 $0  
City Administrator Woodlake 7,711 Tulare $165,158 $33,287  
City Manager Hughson 7,565 Stanislaus $154,092 $27,628  
City Administrator Gridley 7,548 Butte $160,813 $22,705  
City Manager Winters 7,534 Yolo $185,708 $34,718  
City Manager Ojai 7,493 Ventura $191,462 $39,456  
City Manager Cotati 7,360 Sonoma $242,197 $56,333  
PT Interim Town Manager Fairfax 7,354 Marin $48,556 $0  
City Manager Escalon 7,264 San Joaquin $147,801 $35,243  
City Manager Fowler 7,168 Fresno $202,186 $67,440  
City Manager Fort Bragg 7,014 Mendocino $70,331 $9,613  
City Manager - Interim Fort Bragg 7,014 Mendocino $67,697 $0  
City Manager Fort Bragg 7,014 Mendocino $46,747 $2,708  
City Manager Taft 6,975 Kern $174,763 $25,311  
City Manager Sausalito 6,865 Marin $247,667 $40,177  
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Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Manager Atherton 6,678 San Mateo $301,489 $31,112  
Town Manager Loomis 6,607 Placer $203,518 $44,085  
PW Director/City Manager Colusa 6,428 Colusa $208,344 $43,930  
City Manager Willows 6,395 Glenn $145,516 $30,401  
City Manager Huron 6,124 Fresno $94,500 $0  
City Manager Gustine 5,945 Merced $109,181 $4,494  
City Manager Gustine 5,945 Merced $93,736 $0  
City Manager Gustine 5,945 Merced $5,861 $457  
City Manager Villa Park 5,790 Orange $138,368 $16,150 City Clerk 
City Manager Crescent City 5,790 Del Norte $130,618 $33,979  
City Manager Solvang 5,669 Santa Barbara $132,240 $10,419  
City Manager (Interim) Solvang 5,669 Santa Barbara $26,711 $0  
City Manager Dos Palos 5,640 Merced $88,289 $19,510  
City Manager Dos Palos 5,640 Merced $50,734 $8,402  
City Administrator Williams 5,568 Colusa $167,897 $33,701  
City Manager La Habra Heights 5,505 Los Angeles $145,212 $34,340  
City Manager Holtville 5,502 Imperial $191,711 $19,446  
City Manager St. Helena 5,355 Napa $98,153 $41,242  
Interim City Manager St. Helena 5,355 Napa $92,664 $1,344  
City Manager St. Helena 5,355 Napa $73,463 $9,755  
Town Manager Woodside 5,128 San Mateo $235,945 $49,806  
City Administrator Sonora 5,067 Tuolumne $136,226 $18,383  
City Administrator Sonora 5,067 Tuolumne $34,778 $2,818  
City Manager Lakeport 4,967 Lake $155,896 $19,151  
City Manager Buellton 4,944 Santa Barbara $205,340 $61,136  
City Manager Jackson 4,938 Amador $161,220 $50,393  
City Manager Big Bear Lake 4,914 San Bernardino $220,262 $31,134  
City Manager Big Bear Lake 4,914 San Bernardino $108,686 $2,685  
City Manager Big Bear Lake 4,914 San Bernardino $65,188 $34,401  
City Manager Willits 4,858 Mendocino $164,659 $21,757  
City Manager Indian Wells 4,774 Riverside $278,668 $86,027  
City Manager Needles 4,756 San Bernardino $222,843 $41,649  
City Manager Brisbane 4,648 San Mateo $283,384 $110,558  
City Manager Del Mar 3,903 San Diego $254,451 $40,277  
City Administrator Bishop 3,872 Inyo $156,121 $52,793  
City Administrator Bishop 3,872 Inyo $126,979 $2,090  
City Manager Wheatland 3,811 Yuba $151,102 $10,965  
City Manager San Joaquin 3,608 Fresno $173,779 $18,134  
City Administrator Angels 3,542 Calaveras $118,294 $16,715  
City Manager Avalon 3,351 Los Angeles $196,420 $22,330  
City Manager Rio Dell 3,261 Humboldt $144,075 $31,211  
City Manager Mt. Shasta 3,215 Siskiyou $140,000 $30,793  
City Administrator Carmel-By-The-Sea 3,033 Monterey $243,575 $74,893  
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Town Manager Yountville 2,778 Napa $238,438 $71,955  
City Manager Weed 2,693 Siskiyou $151,800 $27,778  
City Manager Sutter Creek 2,590 Amador $123,798 $32,024  
Town Manager Ross 2,267 Marin $270,117 $48,605  
Interim City Manager Portola 2,094 Plumas $93,298 $5,839  
City Manager Portola 2,094 Plumas $28,153 $1,056  
City Manager Belvedere 2,045 Marin $196,672 $50,714  
City Manager Belvedere 2,045 Marin $145,652 $8,833  
City Manager San Juan Bautista 2,022 San Benito $125,646 $19,440  
City Manager Colfax 2,016 Placer $148,227 $33,030  
City Administrator Biggs 1,990 Butte $77,308 $18,157  
Interim City Administrator Biggs 1,990 Butte $32,475 $0  
City Manager Hidden Hills 1,731 Los Angeles $195,637 $43,811  
City Manager Rolling Hills 1,669 Los Angeles $235,340 $50,028  
City Manager Dunsmuir 1,663 Siskiyou $96,132 $29,019 Finance Dir 
City Manager Dunsmuir 1,663 Siskiyou $43,270 $14,049  

 

Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Manager Del Rey Oaks 1,540 Monterey $182,073 $47,608  
City Manager Irwindale 1,483 Los Angeles $196,528 $18,528  
City Manager Irwindale 1,483 Los Angeles $196,191 $45,171  
City Manager Ferndale 1,371 Humboldt $121,281 $38,545  
City Manager Colma 1,359 San Mateo $235,603 $63,379  
City Manager Blue Lake 1,146 Humboldt $79,442 $30,471  
City Manager Plymouth 1,062 Amador $32,948 $0  
City Manager Plymouth 1,062 Amador $12,443 $0  
City Manager Plymouth 1,062 Amador $9,275 $0  
City Administrator Maricopa 1,011 Kern $1,200 $0  
City Manager Bradbury 889 Los Angeles $143,140 $45,274  
City Administrative Clerk Tulelake 878 Siskiyou $40,478 $3,007  
City Administrator Dorris 839 Siskiyou $39,517 $6,684  
City Manager Isleton 759 Sacramento $116,607 $1,041  
City Manager Point Arena 439 Mendocino $80,448 $19,937  
City Manager Industry 427 Los Angeles $314,090 $90,701  
City Administrator Tehama 425 Tehama $56,989 $6,990 City Clerk, Water Ops 
City Manager Sand City 376 Monterey $197,282 $15,847  
City Manager Trinidad 294 Humboldt $85,575 $10,458  
City Administrator Vernon 205 Los Angeles $343,235 $44,924  
City Manager Amador 193 Amador $12,420 $0  

  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32527590
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=287&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33339782
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=483&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32459056
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=77&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32440610
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=254&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32439080
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=331&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32439079
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=331&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630285
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=248&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630276
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=248&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32568335
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=367&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32439310
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=326&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32476385
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=78&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32476392
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=78&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32526071
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=191&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32631429
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=223&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32438838
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=477&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32438846
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=477&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32778716
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=272&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32525277
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=195&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32525278
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=195&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32438808
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=128&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32570390
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=429&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33184618
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=126&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630185
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=76&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630187
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=76&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630186
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=76&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32570131
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=144&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32539569
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=169&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32622987
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https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32603701
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https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32765854
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https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32816274
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https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32544424
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https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32437527
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=514&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32443394
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=280&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32621138
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=131&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32645993
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=240&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32478084
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=73&year=2022


City Manager Positions for Cities > 200,000 Population 

Position City Pop County Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Administrative Officer Los Angeles 3,766,109 Los Angeles $319,351 $44,496  
City Manager U San Jose 959,256 Santa Clara $405,137 $74,228  
Dir City Manager's Office U San Jose 959,256 Santa Clara $287,342 $29,452  
Dir City Manager's Office U San Jose 959,256 Santa Clara $259,466 $70,301  
Dir City Manager's Office U San Jose 959,256 Santa Clara $251,720 $11,018  
City Manager Fresno 543,428 Fresno $258,558 $44,176  
City Manager Fresno 543,428 Fresno $38,398 $6,079  
City Manager Sacramento 518,161 Sacramento $547,905 $59,405  
City Manager Long Beach 458,222 Los Angeles $338,361 $134,048  
City Manager Long Beach 458,222 Los Angeles $153,637 $61,770 Public Affairs Officer 
City Administrator Oakland 419,556 Alameda $377,257 $169,073  
City Manager Bakersfield 408,373 Kern $203,311 $56,792  
City Manager Anaheim 328,580 Orange $334,296 $41,268  
City Manager Stockton 319,731 San Joaquin $319,103 $95,840  
City Manager Riverside 313,676 Riverside $187,813 $31,265  
City Manager Irvine 303,051 Orange $317,183 $45,307  
City Manager (EM) Santa Ana 299,630 Orange $329,227 $85,849  
City Manager Chula Vista 274,784 San Diego $345,327 $78,198  
City Manager Fremont 229,467 Alameda $377,992 $82,184  
City Manager (U) San Bernardino 223,230 San Bernardino $295,652 $38,939  
City Manager Modesto 216,995 Stanislaus $279,753 $61,790  
City Manager Fontana 213,851 San Bernardino $219,006 $35,920  
City Manager Moreno Valley 208,289 Riverside $382,508 $64,034  

  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32834607
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=206&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768321
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768331
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768330
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768332
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=464&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32807121
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=112&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32805614
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=112&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32930461
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=365&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32649072
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=205&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32649161
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=205&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33138145
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=68&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33269621
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=141&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32828339
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=292&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33178001
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=416&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32943590
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=355&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32532327
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=302&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32781561
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=318&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32914950
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=393&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32964955
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=64&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32936845
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=386&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32548994
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=503&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32596081
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=375&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32925698
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=348&year=2022


City Manager Positions  with Total Wages > $300,000 (decending) 

Position City Pop County Rank Total Wages 
Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

City Manager Montebello 61,645 Los Angeles 1 $1,000,000 $0  
City Manager Palmdale 165,917 Los Angeles 2 $719,484 $15,170  
City Manager Sacramento 518,161 Sacramento 3 $547,905 $59,405  
City Manager Santa Clara 132,476 Santa Clara 4 $529,352 $255,944  
City Manager San Buenaventura 107,341 Ventura 5 $507,635 $95,878  
City Manager Beverly Hills 31,658 Los Angeles 6 $478,497 $79,569  
City Manager Beaumont 56,590 Riverside 7 $428,343 $21,104  
City Manager Carson 92,186 Los Angeles 8 $417,611 $15,813  
City Manager Lafayette 25,004 Contra Costa 9 $417,298 $86,040  
City Manager/Retiree Downey 111,261 Los Angeles 10 $411,248 $35,933  
City Manager Milpitas 81,067 Santa Clara 11 $407,842 $71,023  
City Manager U San Jose 959,256 Santa Clara 12 $405,137 $74,228  
City Manager Rosemead 50,022 Los Angeles 13 $403,797 $17,223  
City Manager Sunnyvale 156,317 Santa Clara 14 $400,388 $112,556  
City Manager Montebello 61,645 Los Angeles 15 $393,533 $89,849  
City Manager San Marino 12,206 Los Angeles 16 $390,712 $41,653  
City Manager Ontario 180,717 San Bernardino 17 $389,893 $83,040 Ontario Housing Authority ED 
City Manager Inglewood 106,248 Los Angeles 18 $388,922 $95,026  
City Manager Daly City 101,471 San Mateo 19 $386,318 $73,701  
City Manager Moreno Valley 208,289 Riverside 20 $382,508 $64,034  
City Manager Mountain View 83,601 Santa Clara 21 $381,756 $81,266  
City Manager Norco 25,037 Riverside 22 $378,604 $161,101  
City Manager Fremont 229,467 Alameda 23 $377,992 $82,184  
City Administrator Oakland 419,556 Alameda 24 $377,257 $169,073  
City Manager Laguna Beach 22,445 Orange 25 $376,570 $57,029  
A100 City Manager Redwood City 81,495 San Mateo 26 $375,676 $109,556  
City Manager Palo Alto 67,287 Santa Clara 27 $375,516 $205,534  
City Manager Culver City 39,682 Los Angeles 28 $368,275 $62,622  
0025 City Manager Santa Monica 91,720 Los Angeles 29 $367,892 $56,025  
1040 City Manager Berkeley 123,562 Alameda 30 $366,333 $135,504  
City Manager Costa Mesa 111,183 Orange 31 $365,749 $71,621  
City Manager Carson 92,186 Los Angeles 32 $355,455 $61,363  
City Manager Dublin 71,750 Alameda 33 $355,000 $54,827  
City Manager Rialto 102,985 San Bernardino 34 $354,749 $74,227  
City Manager Carlsbad 114,549 San Diego 35 $354,309 $84,316  
City Manager Lancaster 173,376 Los Angeles 36 $352,953 $106,144  
City Manager Aliso Viejo 50,766 Orange 37 $349,870 $79,640  
Interim City Manager Orange 139,063 Orange 38 $349,763 $41,164  
City Manager Norwalk 101,153 Los Angeles 39 $346,824 $181,865  
City Manager Morgan Hill 45,892 Santa Clara 40 $346,202 $63,480  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33270862
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=212&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32642174
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=215&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32930461
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=365&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32910570
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=465&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32777029
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=530&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32489750
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=168&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33267533
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=333&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32439494
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=172&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32446803
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=93&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33029160
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=181&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32634611
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=459&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768321
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https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32641492
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https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32536661
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https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=212&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32496620
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=229&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33058110
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=382&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32764717
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=194&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33056674
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=430&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32925698
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=348&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32524485
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=462&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32933917
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=350&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32964955
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=64&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33138145
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=68&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33030133
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=304&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32921399
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=439&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32980243
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=463&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32830770
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=179&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32493527
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=232&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32907236
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=61&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32826692
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=295&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32439487
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=172&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32783653
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=62&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33113545
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=385&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32932290
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=392&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32585496
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=200&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32524079
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=291&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32543533
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=313&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32639207
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=214&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32448908
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=461&year=2022


City Manager Chino Hills 77,058 San Bernardino 41 $345,634 $128,323  
City Manager Chula Vista 274,784 San Diego 42 $345,327 $78,198  
City Manager Hayward 159,800 Alameda 43 $344,970 $35,636  
City Manager Rancho Cucamonga 173,545 San Bernardino 44 $343,289 $222,202  
City Manager Arcadia 55,503 Los Angeles 45 $343,279 $83,862  
City Administrator Vernon 205 Los Angeles 46 $343,235 $44,924  
City Manager Rancho Mirage 17,012 Riverside 47 $342,407 $54,663  
Admin City Manager Murrieta 109,998 Riverside 48 $341,156 $71,279  
City Manager Oxnard 197,477 Ventura 49 $340,585 $52,748  
City Manager Torrance 143,057 Los Angeles 50 $340,427 $29,218  
City Manager Benicia 26,180 Solano 51 $339,436 $72,781  
City Manager Long Beach 458,222 Los Angeles 52 $338,361 $134,048  
City Manager Burbank 104,535 Los Angeles 53 $335,712 $35,298  
City Manager Anaheim 328,580 Orange 54 $334,296 $41,268  
City Administrator Placentia 52,507 Orange 55 $333,754 $96,821  
City Manager Santa Maria 109,477 Santa Barbara 56 $333,132 $52,145  
City Manager San Carlos 29,496 San Mateo 57 $332,868 $81,760  
City Manager Cypress 49,818 Orange 58 $332,669 $56,340  
City Manager Pleasant Hill 33,397 Contra Costa 59 $329,640 $50,278  
City Manager Roseville 152,928 Placer 60 $329,509 $64,507  
City Manager (EM) Santa Ana 299,630 Orange 61 $329,227 $85,849  
City Manager Campbell 42,713 Santa Clara 62 $328,625 $74,651  

 

Position City Pop County Rank Total Wages 
Ret & Health 
Contribution Other Position Held 

Town Manager Moraga 16,893 Contra Costa 63 $327,068 $19,147  
City Manager Pomona 149,721 Los Angeles 64 $325,033 $45,362  
City Manager West Hollywood 34,793 Los Angeles 65 $324,636 $78,824  
City Manager Newport Beach 83,411 Orange 66 $323,947 $81,020  
City Manager Davis 64,097 Yolo 67 $323,425 $51,987  
City Manager Glendale 191,284 Los Angeles 68 $323,151 $143,665  
City Manager Escondido 149,799 San Diego 69 $322,913 $55,666  
City Manager South San Francisco 64,323 San Mateo 70 $321,976 $24,001  
City Manager Perris 78,948 Riverside 71 $321,961 $66,081  
City Manager Union City 66,754 Alameda 72 $320,948 $61,494  
City Administrative Officer Los Angeles 3,766,109 Los Angeles 73 $319,351 $44,496  
City Manager Stockton 319,731 San Joaquin 74 $319,103 $95,840  
City Manager Richmond 113,518 Contra Costa 75 $318,667 $105,173  
City Manager Simi Valley 124,174 Ventura 76 $318,017 $57,216  
City Manager Vacaville 100,806 Solano 77 $317,959 $40,278  
City Manager Irvine 303,051 Orange 78 $317,183 $45,307  
City Manager Garden Grove 171,183 Orange 79 $317,022 $138,660  
City Manager Fairfield 119,526 Solano 80 $316,669 $73,059  
City Manager Mission Viejo 91,846 Orange 81 $315,597 $44,862  

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32571599
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https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=65&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33114352
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=383&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32809441
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=160&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32645993
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=240&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32569390
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=354&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187533
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=349&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32909445
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=528&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32781871
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=239&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32449375
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=485&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32649072
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=205&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32814340
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=170&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32828339
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=292&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32487292
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=314&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32991294
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=451&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33187225
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=441&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32491499
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=296&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32476411
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=100&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32817981
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=330&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32781561
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=318&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32599587
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=453&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32476375
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=95&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32809821
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=220&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32826376
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=244&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32812551
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=312&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32959676
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=534&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32977612
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=186&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32923674
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=398&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32936152
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=443&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32600072
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=353&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32547998
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=72&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32834607
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=206&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33178001
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=416&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33040880
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=101&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32591970
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=532&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32795606
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=490&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32532327
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=302&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32812691
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=300&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32790789
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=487&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32533988
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=311&year=2022


City Manager Elk Grove 177,005 Sacramento 82 $315,449 $74,473  
City Manager Concord 122,074 Contra Costa 83 $315,295 $82,938  
City Manager Thousand Oaks 122,967 Ventura 84 $315,178 $91,940  
City Manager Pico Rivera 60,975 Los Angeles 85 $314,516 $15,825  
City Manager Industry 427 Los Angeles 86 $314,090 $90,701  
City Manager Montclair 37,494 San Bernardino 87 $312,997 $86,870  
City Manager El Cajon 104,619 San Diego 88 $311,934 $62,669  
City Manager Rancho Cordova 81,117 Sacramento 89 $310,797 $85,493  
City Manager Lakewood 80,154 Los Angeles 90 $310,775 $51,812  
City Manager Temecula 108,899 Riverside 91 $310,667 $183,731  
City Manager Yorba Linda 67,068 Orange 92 $310,474 $72,626  
City Manager Brentwood 64,513 Contra Costa 93 $309,339 $57,988  
City Manager Yucaipa 53,991 San Bernardino 94 $308,260 $62,638  
1100 City Manager Rohnert Park 43,693 Sonoma 95 $307,253 $54,310  
City Manager Menifee 110,034 Riverside 96 $305,543 $85,243  
City Manager Camarillo 69,309 Ventura 97 $305,291 $86,644  
City Administrator Santa Barbara 85,418 Santa Barbara 98 $304,650 $53,076  
City Manager Vista 99,835 San Diego 99 $304,401 $84,583  
City Manager San Juan Capistrano 35,089 Orange 100 $303,767 $135,59  
City Manager Glendora 51,159 Los Angeles 101 $303,551 $65,207  
City Manager Walnut Creek 69,245 Contra Costa 102 $303,541 $59,394  
City Manager Laguna Niguel 64,702 Orange 103 $302,377 $29,573  
City Manager Tustin 79,558 Orange 104 $302,344 $61,414  
City Manager Lathrop 35,080 San Joaquin 105 $302,252 $55,518  
City Manager Seal Beach 24,647 Orange 106 $301,577 $62,722  
City Manager Atherton 6,678 San Mateo 107 $301,489 $31,112  
City Manager Los Altos 31,021 Santa Clara 108 $300,957 $43,343  
City Manager Agoura Hills 19,770 Los Angeles 109 $300,830 $77,833  
City Manager Hermosa Beach 19,018 Los Angeles 110 $300,685 $35,336  

Assistant City Manager Positions - Cities > 500,000 Population 

Position City Pop Office Total Wages 

Ret & Health 
Contributions 

Deputy Chief Operating Officer San Diego 1,368,395 Office Of The Chief Operating Officer $249,701 $57,634 

Deputy Chief Operating Officer San Diego 1,368,395 Office Of The Chief Operating Officer $249,457 $42,640 

Deputy Chief Operating Officer San Diego 1,368,395 Office Of The Chief Operating Officer $242,639 $51,469 

Assist City Manager U San Jose 959,256 City Manager $341,147 $58,182 

Deputy City Manager U San Jose 959,256 City Manager $335,390 $82,556 

Deputy City Manager U San Jose 959,256 City Manager $322,001 $83,035 

Deputy City Manager U San Jose 959,256 City Manager $319,340 $22,809 

Deputy City Manager U San Jose 959,256 City Manager $307,550 $47,210 

Dir City Manager's Office U San Jose 959,256 City Manager $287,342 $29,452 

Assistant City Administrator Oakland 419,556 City Administrator $292,247 $161,033 

Assistant City Administrator Oakland 419,556 City Administrator $291,568 $102,630 

Assistant City Manager Long Beach 458,222 City Manager $298,411 $104,600 

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32920456
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=360&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32960536
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=89&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32590005
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=533&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32815572
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=219&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32544424
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=193&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32572385
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=380&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32961948
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=396&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32918280
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=364&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32632759
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=198&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32913858
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=357&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32778785
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=324&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32917016
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=87&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32599179
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=391&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32976924
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=496&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32911640
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=347&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32460127
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=524&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32485195
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=450&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32912026
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=409&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32630791
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=317&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32810546
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=187&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33042369
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=104&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32440458
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=305&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32640273
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=321&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32600160
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=412&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32763964
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=319&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33271681
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=425&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33228001
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=456&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32478316
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=159&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33339037
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Cities/City.aspx?entityid=190&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33273328
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=342891&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33273330
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=342891&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33273329
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=342891&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768293
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=7443&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768323
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=7443&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768322
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=7443&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768325
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=7443&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768324
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=7443&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32768331
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=7443&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33135318
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=250755&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=33133053
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=250755&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32649068
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=3883&year=2022


Assistant City Manager Sacramento 518,161 Executive Office $291,422 $35,082 

Assistant City Manager Sacramento 518,161 Executive Office $287,615 $38,432 

Assistant City Manager Sacramento 518,161 Executive Office $285,180 $38,864 

Assistant City Manager Sacramento 518,161 Executive Office $233,127 $53,173 

Assistant City Manager Fresno 543,428 City Attorney's Departmen $215,134 $42,638 

Assistant City Manager Fresno 543,428 Office of the Mayor & Cit $215,034 $43,670 

 

 

 

July 21, 2023 

Dear Independent District Commissioners, 

On behalf of the Central Eastside Industrial Council (CEIC) Board of Directors, we express our unanimous 

support for the Charter Reform Committee’s proposed “Alder” district map. 

As you may know, CEIC is a member-based organization serving Central Eastside’s makers, artists, 

entrepreneurs, and cultural institutions by advocating for a vibrant, safe, prosperous, and welcoming 

District. As one of the largest districts in Portland, spanning 681 acres from I-84 to Powell Blvd. and the 

Waterfront to 12th Ave., the Central Eastside is home to 1,300 businesses, 22,000 employees, and 2,000 

residents. 

After careful consideration, the CEIC Board of Directors supports the “Alder” district map for the 

following reasons: 

● This district remapping option focuses on preserving established neighborhood boundaries, 

allowing us to best represent the interests of Central Eastside’s broader neighborhood and small 

business community, including Buckman, 

Hosford-Abernethy and the Brooklyn Neighborhood Association, among others. 

● This option divides the central city among three districts, using the Willamette River and I-84 as 

boundaries, to promote broad engagement with central city issues and economic opportunities 

and distribute significant assets and institutions among multiple districts. All of this will allow 

CEIC to advocate for the interests of our member businesses. 

● This option allows CEIC to best advocate for the unique challenges of the industrial sanctuary 

and mixed-use zoning within our district. 

We appreciate the Commission providing an opportunity for our input, and we thank you for your 

service to our city. We hope that the charter reform will amplify the voices of Southeast Portland’s 

https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32926681
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=19683&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32926009
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=19683&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32929151
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=19683&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32928411
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=19683&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32806840
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=292783&year=2022
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/PositionDetail.aspx?employeeid=32805618
https://publicpay.ca.gov/Reports/Department.aspx?departmentid=292792&year=2022


businesses and residents and bring a more balanced representation of our community to the City 

Council. 

Sincerely, 

Clare Briglio, Executive Director 

Eric Cress, CEIC Boardof Direcotors, Chair 

Art Fortuna, CEIC Board of Directors, Vice President 

Jonathan Malsin, CEIC Board of Directors, Treasurer 

Todd Deneffe, CEIC Board of Directors, Secretary 

Bridgid Blackburn, CEIC Board of Directors 

Nicole Burell, CEIC Board of Directors 

Love Centerwall, CEIC Board of Directors 

Angie Garcia, CEIC Board of Directors 

Farhad Ghafarzade, CEIC Board of Directors 

Bob Scott, CEIC Board of Directors 

Dan Yates, CEIC Board of Directors 

 

K E V I N  

 

D O W N I N G  

6202 SE 21st Avenue  

Portland, Oregon 97202 

July 13, 2023   

 

Independent District Commission  

DistrictCommission@portlandoregon.gov  

Submitted via email  

Hello,  

Thank you for your efforts to manage a complicated mapping process with consideration of multiple 

factors. Having been tasked at an early point in my career with drawing an expanded vehicle inspection 



boundary, I am familiar with the complexities involved in producing a coherent map that is deemed 

reasonable, even if not necessarily embraced.   

I am confining my remarks to the three maps produced by the Commission for review. First, your 

proposed maps show very little differentiation between options when considering distribution of race 

and ethnicity per District. Kudos for securing that result.   

The fundamental problem you face with making equal sized populations among four districts is that not 

enough people live on the west side, despite apartment towers in south Portland, downtown housing 

and northwest Portland including the Pearl.   

When choosing to extend the west side district to the eastside, e.g., Sellwood-Moreland, the area added 

now makes up less than 10 percent of the population in the district. This raises the probability that 

residents in this area in subsequent city council elections can be effectively ignored in any campaign as 

inconsequential, even with ranked choice voting. This inequity is glossed with the assumption that the 

resulting district, with seemingly similar socioeconomic factors, is coherent because of one or more 

bridges is sufficient to establish common interests. This assumption ignores the role that geography 

plays in developing common interests as well as the lived experience that plays a fundamental role in 

the expectation for provision of city services.   

Sellwood Moreland is a robust neighborhood platted on a rectangular street grid and was itself once an 

incorporated city in the state of Oregon. It is the epitome of a streetcar neighborhood still leaving its 

mark a hundred years later with functional business districts serving day-to-day needs in walking 

distance. People living in this neighborhood setting have made a choice to live here based on these 

factors. Sellwood-Moreland residents have more common interests in matters of concern before city 

council with other eastside neighborhoods than southwest, downtown and northwest Portland. The 

Bee, a monthly newspaper publishing since 1906, has been covering inner southeast neighborhood 

news, another indication of the coherence of inner southeast neighborhoods.    

These geographic and historic factors play a major role in what city services are desired much less 

expected to be delivered. Will residents be forced to build common cause with other city council 

members representing an adjacent district (and whom they could not vote for) but whose interests are 

more likely to be similar? Delivery of services by city bureaus like PBOT, Parks, Water and even 

Development Services are heavily influenced by geographic factors.    

The Cedar and Alder maps will disenfranchise residents and voters in Sellwood-Moreland. The Maple 

map also results in fraught consequences but is preferable.   

Thank you for your consideration.   

 

Kevin Downing  

P.S. It is a curiosity that among the three maps there are several identified fungible parts of the city that 

would change depending upon the final recommended selection. And yet, none of the public hearings 



are held in any of those areas. This does not reflect well on a process that is meant to prioritize and build 

engagement.   

  

 

 

  

To:    City of Portland Independent District Commission  

Via email:  DistrictCommission@Portlandoregon.gov  

  

Re:  Independent District Plan Recommendations  

  

Crestwood Neighborhood Association recommends that you adopt the “Alder” map.    

  

Crestwood Neighborhood Association is a small residential neighborhood in Southwest Portland that 

borders on Washington County, SW Taylors Ferry Road, SW Capitol Highway, and I-5.  The West Portland 

Town Center encompasses the northeastern portion of our neighborhood.  As you can see from our 

letterhead, we are passionate about our trees, watersheds and natural areas.  Many people are long-

time residents but many new residents are moving into the neighborhood.  The Portland Plan (2012) 

identified our neighborhood as one of the least complete neighborhoods in Portland, and that hasn’t 

changed much in the last 10 years.  We are collaborating with partners to support affordable housing 

and transportation improvements in the West Portland Town Center to make it a better place to live, 

work and travel to and through our neighborhood without relying on a car.    

  

We discussed your District Plan maps at our July 12 neighborhood  meeting.  We are pleased about your 

decision to keep the neighborhoods west of the Willamette River in one region, and reviewed the three 

proposed maps to consider where to connect with neighborhoods east of the Willamette River.    

  

As your District Plan Report notes, the Alder map is built around preserving established neighborhoods.  
Neighborhoods in lower southeast share a district with demographically and socioeconomically similar 
communities on the west side of the river and are connected by the Sellwood and Ross Island bridges.      
  

Please vote in support of the Alder map.    

  

  
  
Ju ly 1 21   2023   



Sincerely,  

  

/s/  

  

Marianne Fitzgerald  

President, Crestwood Neighborhood Association   

Crestwood Board <crestwood-board@swni.org>  

 

   

Northwest District Association    
  

  

July 17, 2023  

  

Portland Independent Districting Commission Board of Commissioners  

Via  electronic mail  
  

RE:  Districting Map Resolution   
  
  

Dear Commissioners:   
  
By Resolution: The NW District Association endorses the ‘Alder’ map proposed by the Commission.   
  

The map most closely represents record positions taken by the NWDA during the Charter Review 
process, advocating for preservation of the existing chartered Neighborhood  Association boundaries.  
  

Best Regards,  

Northwest District Association   
  

  
 Todd Zarnitz                 

President, NW District Association Board of Directors  

  
the Northwest District Association is a 501(3)c tax-exempt organization  
434 NW 6

th

 Ave.  202       Portland Oregon   97209          971  430 1001          northwestdistrictassociation.org  

 

  



 

 

 

July 21st, 2023 

Dear Independent District Commissioners, 

We, the Board Members of the Buckman Community Association write to express our support for the 

“ALDER” Map of the three Draft Maps presented by the Commission. 

If the Commission is committed to keeping the Westside as one undivided area, then of the three maps 

presented, we choose ALDER. 

As a member-based, public, representative, registered Neighborhood Association, bounded by the 

Willamette River on the west, E. Burnside Street to the north, SE Hawthorne Blvd. to the south and SE 

28th Avenue to the east, we have discussed this topic several times for many months, at our open and 

invited meetings as well as with neighbors at events and gatherings. 

On June 8th 2023, the Board took a formal vote and unanimously voted to support the Alder Map. 

We feel the Alder Map represents the best configuration overall and holds to the principal criteria of 

keeping communities of common interest together and respecting neighborhood boundaries. 

We have specific concerns to raise about the Maple and Cedar Maps. 

The Maple map appears to suffer from the promotion of inequity. Consolidating renters, as this plan 

advertises to do, in our opinion hurts our neighbors in Buckman and KERNS who rent, as it diminishes 

their power collectively in relation to other districts. This is especially serious considering that currently 

two sitting Council Members are now suggesting lowering the number of elected representatives per 

district. With such a small proportion of the population coming from the Eastside, as the Maple map 

designs, many of whom are demographically and socioeconomically out of step with the majority of the 

entire westside, the clear concern for equity is that this young, diverse and very progressive 

neighborhood will have a real challenging or near impossible job electing a representative, and that in 

Maple plan, the Willamette River will become the new 82nd Avenue barrier to lack of direct 

representations which Portland suffered from for so long. 

The Maple map also separates us from our close neighbors in SE Portland who we know, share deep 

common interests with and have historically planned events, coordinated projects and discussed 

planning and diversity issues with. 

The Cedar Map completely divides our neighborhood in two, as well as our fellow close neighbors in 

KERNS and HAND who we have historically met with and collaborated on events, progressive activities 

and organizing. Also the Cedar map takes important assets of the eastside, and adds them to the already 

asset rich and heavy west side. Notably, this plan purports to support the Central City yet does not 



include N/NE central city which really negates much of the expressed ideas of bringing the Central City 

together ….as it leaves out those key areas and assets. So the Cedar map divides and really only serves 

to strengthens economically with assets the westside. Our relationship with our business partners in the 

Central Eastside, which overlays the western half of the Buckman Neighborhood is historic, and we have 

participated in discussions and planning projects cooperatively for years.  

We chose the ALDER map for three key reasons. The areas of Sellwood, West/East Moreland and Reed 

are stable, high-end, high homeowner, socioeconomically neighborhoods with similar demographics, 

lifestyles and means to the westside. In our discussions and outreach, it was noted one of the main 

purposes of the plan was not only to provide direct representation to all of Portland, but also to end the 

historical dominance of those of wealth and means. Consolidating those of means in one district we 

believe will more meet that goal as it will diminish the clout of money as they relate to the three other 

districts. 

Additionally, the Alder Map allows the Central City to be overseen by representatives of three districts 

which will provide more positive oversight and coordinated care and planning of our city’s core which 

affects all of us.  

Finally, we see SW Portland and the areas in the ALDER Map as having a much closer and richer 

connection to the Willamette River, with house boats, parks and boating access. In Buckman and Kerns, 

river access is near impossible due to the I5 freeway which acts as a barrier to easy connections. 

Buckman has historically looks east from the River and freeway, not west for connections.  

We understand this is a huge lift for all of you on the Commission, and we thank you for your service 

and willingness to help get this process done. 

Recently we have seen some new maps, and would be open to continued discussions or a new model to 

review. However, of these three maps, we choose ALDER for all the reasons stated and reject both the 

Maple for serious equity concerns and the Cedar map as divisive, asset taking and not a real 

representation of the Central City. 

Thank you all for your care and service to our beautiful city, 

Signed, 

Susan Lindsay 

Co-Chair Buckman Community Association and writing for the full Board of the BCA 

 

The Buckman Community Association Board of Directors, 

Christina Mei Ngook Westbrook,  Jeffrey Yasskin,  Maren Boehmer,  Julie Hester  

Nick Olson,  Scotty Robinson,  Steve Fisher,  Susan Lindsay 

 

 

 

 



Christopher E. Cobey 

900 NW Lovejoy Street, No. 916 Portland, 

Oregon 97209 

July 22, 2023 

To the members of Portland’s Independent Redistricting Committee: 

I am a resident of the Pearl District. 

You all deserve congratulations for a great job under time pressure to master both the theoretical and 

the practical aspects of districting this year, and to demonstrate patience with a public sometimes 

confused or frustrated by the process which the voters approved in November 2022. 

You and the IDC staff did a state-of-the-art comprehensive outreach program, with your public hearings, 

other ways for the public to provide input, and by posting recordings of the public hearings on the IDC 

website. 

The only areas in which a future IDC could improve would be: 

1. The July postcard, presumably to everyPortland household with a registered voter, announcing 

the July 2023 public hearings on the three proposed draft sets of maps, did not explain the 

purpose of the “districts,” or that the districts on which input was being solicited were for the 

new City Council being elected in November 2024, and taking office in 2025. 

2. I repeatedly asked the IDC and the IDC staff this summer to provide data to the public on, and 

for the IDC to use as part of its final map selection process, one or more mathematical 

measurements of compactness used in other districting processes, e.g. Schwartzberg ratio, 

Polsby-Popper ratio, Reock, perimeter, length-width, population polygon, minimum convex 

polygon, population circle, or Ehrenburg. 

The most substantive response I received to all my requests was a July 21 reference by IDC staff 

to a commissioner’s public hearing statement that the Commission would essentially use a 

subjective visual appearance standard for assessing compactness: How compact do the districts 

appear to be? 

Seven district plan criteria are listed in Section 3-110. One of them is compactness. When 

districting and redistricting cases and professional literature have developed and used several 

objective scientific measures of compactness in the configuration of legislative districts, it 

seems completely illogical for the IDC to ignore using any of them, and instead rely on a 

subjective measurement (“eyeballing”). The public could profitably use such assessments in 

evaluating districts. I hope the IDC will do so on the plans considered for final adoption. 

I am very satisfied that all three sets of proposed draft plans keep Portland west of the 



Willamette River in one district. This comports with the “geography” criteria, as the River is the single 

most salient geographic feature in the City of Portland, and the population west of the River is about 

20,000 people short of making a equally-sized district. 

My preferences among the proposed maps: 

My Rank Map Positives Negatives 

1 Maple Incorporates the existing 

professionally based Central 

City 2035 plan 

May include a disproportionate 

number of civic assets; makes the 

included Eastside areas a small 

part of a Westside district, and 

separates them from other 

Eastside districts immediately 

contiguous 

2 Alder Sellwood-Westmoreland are 

residential districts 

demographically similar to some 

residential districts 

those in SW and NW 

Portland; preserves more of 

Neighborhood Associations 

Makes the included Eastside areas a 

small part of a 

Westside district, and separates them 

from other Eastside districts 

immediately contiguous 

3 Cedar 
May be the most compact 

districts; follows transportation 

lines; contains more bridges than 

any other plan 

Makes the included Eastside areas a 

small part of a 

Westside district, and separates them 

from other Eastside districts 

immediately contiguous 

I came to realize through this process that there is no single “perfect” map, and that all maps will have 

tradeoffs. I would personally be satisfied with any of the three maps, and appreciate the care the IDC 

took in enunciating their rationales for each of the three proposed draft maps. 

Lastly, please adopt a plan. Do not let the City Commissioners do so. They have clear conflicts of 

interest in doing so, and most of them opposed 2022’s Measure 26-228. Bluntly, there’s a good chance 

all your hard and good work, including all the public input and outreach, would go to waste if the 

Council were to do this job. 

Based on your experience on the IDC, the supporters of 2024’s IP 14 (People Not Politicians) would 

welcome your support for using an independent commission similar to the IDC for redistricting the state 

legislature. 

Thank you for your hard work. 

Sincerely, 

https://sos.oregon.gov/admin/Documents/irr/2024/014text.pdf
https://sos.oregon.gov/admin/Documents/irr/2024/014text.pdf
https://www.peoplenotpoliticiansoregon.com/
https://www.peoplenotpoliticiansoregon.com/
https://www.peoplenotpoliticiansoregon.com/


Chris Cobey (he/him) 

 

 

Kerns-Bucknan Neighborhood Association Clean-up RO- 
Box 13350 1 Portland, OR 97213-0679 

Enclcgures 

Letter, Y.. ketticord tc City off Fortlrnd Transition Term. 

Cure 13, 2023 

Kerns Neimhiorhood flyer, ca 1997 

Excerpt, Centreu  Industrial Survey Report, Dece'her  

Portlpnd F,nrbor Pnrtnerghip flyer. Jtnu2r.v 2012 

Excerpt, Status report, SE quadrant But-enu o r & 

Sustninoiility, July 

Letter, Laurel hurst NA to Ecrtlcnd hou•inr Bureau , 

dated June 19, 2 t 'cc 

Desit•n Advice Request, Anna Lewis XP-nn You-e Affordaile 
Housinp, dated Xerch 23, 2020 

 

June 13, 2023 

3035 NE Pacific Street 95 
Portlpnd, OR 97232 

Office of Manae.ement and Finance 
Independ ent District Co.missicn 
1120 SW 5th Avenue Room 

901 
Portland, OR 97200 

Dear City of Portland Transition Team: 

It is to the credit of many of the reg idents o c this city thnt an 

innovative form of •unicipal representation will be establiehed 

goon. The diliæent effort put forth fro. the com—issioners in 

drafting plans required to ac v i eve harr•onious reconciliation of 

the district plan criterin been vision2ry. 



I writin,r. in hope that I will additionally am e to co—plete 

your online survey to help identify rnd define the co-•— munity 

where I have rended for almost three dec%'es. Uhortly after 

relocntion from Weiöler to P;cific street, I gaved •riler fro. 

the Kerns Nei  Associrtion $ent to me ir 
1997, end wps privilezed to serve on its board froe 2012—2020. 

Durin,E this time, several surveys pertinent to the æeogt'phic 

structure of the city of Portlnnd east of the Willa—ette River 

were reviewed by the Kerns NA board. I have enclosed excerpts of 

the Central Eastside Industri?l District Survey Report 

2010) and a status report (July 2014) of the Southeast 

Qundrpnt Plen drafted by Portland's Bureau of Planning and 

Sustainability. 

From a perspective of hindsi',ht, I wish there had been time to 

participate in even a small traction of the creative initiatives 

open to the pul'lic in meeting the challenrec of the 21st century 

(for example the enclosed Portland Partnership flyer of January 

2012). During this decade our bonrd was pivitol in addressing 

zoning concerns Fuch building hei'hts , outdoor restaurant 

aerting, arboreal projects, and street ealring murals. We worked 

closely with our nei«hbors at 
Buckman Community Association to tangibly improve the safety of 

traffic on Burnside Street, a vital corridor link to etstern 

Multnomah County. Kerns also worked with Laurel hurst NA to help 

develop affordaYLe fanily housing (Anna Lewis Mann House, March 

2020). 

In  2018, Kerns NA amreed with Central Eagtside's 

propoppl to crette an enhnnced service die tri ct on the eastern 

of the Willa•ette River. I think that we have done our fair 

share in support of the central city core. Please consider that 

the repreeentative outlook of the residents of the Kerng and 

Buek•an are reflective of the values of East Portland in striving 

for affordable, accrgpible, and inclusive co—muni ties . 
 

 

 



Michael Petticord
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CEID BUSINESS SURVEY REPORT DEC 2010 2 

INTRODUCTION 

During the spring of 2010, staff representatives from Portland's Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 

(BPS), Portland Development Commission (PDC), and representatives of the non-profit orgranization, 

Central Eastside Industrial Council (CEIC), developed a business survey of Portland's Central Eastside 

Industrial District (CEID). The purpose of the survey is to better understand the character of business 

activity within the CEID and to obtain feedback from business owners regarding what they see as local 

obstacles and opportunities to their business health. Results of this survey may be incorporated into the 

Citrs Central City 2035 planning efforts now underway and/or used by the Central Eastside Industrial 

Council in structuring future outreach and 

advocacy activities. 

Approximately 1,335 hardcopy surveys were 

mailedout in early June 2010 to listed businesses 

within an area roughly located east of the 

Willamette River, south of 1-84 Freeway, west of 

12th Avenue and north of SE Powell Boulevard (see 

page 23). From this initial mailing, 237 surveys 

were returned as undeliverable by the US Post 

Office. From the remaining 1,098 active addresses, 

382 survey responses were recorded. This 

represents an approximate response rate of 34.8%. 

METHODOLOGY 

City staff developed a cover letter and survey with 

significant input from CEIC representatives (see 

page 20-22). This first survey was designed to keep 

questions basic and unobtrusive. Future business 

surveys may be conducted to allow more in-depth 

questions and to identify changes in business 

characteristics and concerns over time. 

The survey's cover letter included a link to access the survey online, utilizing a popular survey software 

called Survey Monkey. This method was chosen because the software compiles all responses into one 

Excel document which allows for easier data analysis. In addition to mailing paper copies of the survey, 

City staff canvassed the district handing out additional copies of the survey to businesses during three 



afternoons in an attempt to increase the survey response rate. Staff first canvassed businesses in sub-

areas 8-10 because these areas lie within Portland's employment overlay zone. Next, staff canvassed sub-

areas 2-6 because these areas had lower initial response rates. 

SURVEY RESULTS 

As of July 31, 2010, 382 survey responses were recorded. This represents an approximate response rate of 

34.8%. 

The results in this report are categorized in the following sections: 

 Business Profile (Page 4-13) 

 Employment Profile (Page 14-15) 

0 Central Eastiside Industrial District Profile (Page 16-18) 
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On the 

Waterfront 
education series 

 

A River of Stories 
Two historical perspectives of the Willamette River in Portland 

Free and open to the public 

 Jan. 31, 2012,  pm at Oregon Historical Society Pavilion 

1200 SW Park Ave. in downtown Portland, Oregon 
Presented by Portland Harbor Partnership 
Co-hosted by the Oregon Historical Society 

 
The Willamette River has long served as the setting, the means of 

transport and the inspiration for people living in Oregon. During this 

entertanlng evening, two noted Oregon histonans will provide some 

of their favorite tales and images of the Willamette River's role in the 

valley that bears its name. The audience will then be invited to 

participate in a discussion about the nver and its future. Additionally, 

everyone will bc invitod to share their own 'Inver stories" on video or 

in wnting at the event. Food and beverages will be available. 

Presenters: 

Carl Abbott (Professor of Urban Studies, Portland State University) 

Riverfront commerce and industry have been central to the Portland 

economy for 160 years. This overview will also pause to look at the 

Impacts of World War Il and the 20th 

century transformation of Swan 

Island. 

William L. Lang (Professor of 

History, Portland State University) 

Pollution In the Willamette River 

by the eady 20th century forced a 

restructuring of the waterfront. 

This presentation will put the 

building of the Portland seawall 

Into historical context. 



int Partnershi ina onversation about the future of 

P rtlan H r n th Will m ive 

www.PortlandHarborPartnership.com 
The Portland Harbor Partnership is a public-private partnership working in 

cooperation with Ponand State University and Oregon State University to 

supporl a broad community outreach efforc The purpose of this outreach is 

to raise awareness about the Portland Hattor Superfund Site on the 

Willamette River and to encourage everyone to have a voice in the future of 

the river. The Portland Harbor Partners include the Port of Portland, the 

Oregon Department of State Lands, Calbag Metals, Evraz Portland, 

Gunderson LLC, NW Natural, 

Schnitzer Steel, and Vigor Industrial 

PortJand 

Harbor 

Partnership 

January 19, 2012 

Central City 2035: 

Southeast Quadrant Plan 

CENT 35 C QUADRANT 

South 
Banfield 

Portal 

he Southeast Quadrant Plan will provide detailed 

planning for the Central Eastside area of the Central 

City. This planning effort will focus on ways to 

enhanceEastsideCentral and strengthen the area's role as a major 

employment center, building on its current job base and 

considering options for increased employment opportunities. As a result of 

this process, new policies, urban design concepts and potential zoning 

updates will emerge to guide new development and investment in the 

Central Eastside Industrial District. The SE Quadrant Plan is an element of the broader Central City 

2035 (CC2035) project to update the 1988 Central City Plan. 

What will the SE Quadrant Plan address? 
With more than 17,000 jobs, the Central Eastside is one of Portland's 
major employment centers. The district has a long history as a 
manufacturing and warehousing hub, and it continues to be 

Clinton 
Triangle 



dominated by traditional industrial businesses. However, the area is becoming increasingly popular among 

entrepreneurs and creative professionals. Defining the future character of the Central Eastside and developing 

strategies to balance the needs of traditional and new uses will be a major component of the SE Quadrant 

planning effort.  

Other topics to be addressed include: 
 Responding to transportation investments, such as streetcar and light rail alignments. 

 Transportation issues, such as freight access, pedestrian and bike safety, and parking. 

 Vitality of the Grand Avenue Historic 

District and other areas planned for 

mixed use development. 

 Access to the river as well as fish 

and wildlife habitat. 
 Transitions between industrial 

and employment uses and 

residential neighborhoods. 
RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS 

 

CENTRAL CITY 2035 PLANNING PROJECT 

The SE Quadrant Plan is part of the third phase of the CC2035 Planning Project. 

2014 2015 

SE Quadrant Ptan Process 
Thc SE Quzdront Ptan process  kick off in the fall of 2013 with the formation of a Stakeholder Advisory Committee 

(SAC), which Will advise staff and guide development of the plan. Opportunities for broader public input wili bc providcd at kcy 

milestones throughout the process, 

 

PORTLAND PLAN 
Strategic plan for a 

prosperous, equitable, 
educated and healthy city 

 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

Long-range plan to manage 
expected growth and 
future public investments 

 

 

CENTRAL CITY 2035 
PLANNING PROJECT 

  

   

CONCEPT 
PLAN 

Provides 
high level 
guidance for 
the 

Central City 

QUADRANT 
PLANS 

NW  NNE 

  
 

2013 2011 2012 2010 

Final  Central  City  2035  Plan 



Visit the project website for more information and to view 

upcoming cvcnts. Subscribe to our email list or RSS feed. 

PROJECT WEBSITE wwwportlandoregon.gov/bps/cc2035/sequadrant 

sequadrant@portlandoregon.gov 

 PHONE 503823 6042 

Bureau of 

Planning and 

Sustainability 

o Innovation. Collaboration, Practical Solutions. access to oo 
need special 

PLANNING  PHASE PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 



 

 July, 2014 DRAFT 

SE  Quadrant  Plan:  Summer  Status  Report 



SE Quadrant Plan: Surnmer Status Report 

Land use Concepts 

Dunng the charrette participants focused on limited and strategic changes to the land use direction 
in the district that could have significant impacts on increasing employment densities and 
protecting existing industrial businesses. Participants also discussed how to create vibrant station 
areas that could benefit the district and Central City as a whole while considering potential risks 
needing further analysis. 

o OMSI Station Area: The OMS' Station is generally viewed as a major opportunity site due to its proximity 

near regional attractors such as OMS', the Oregon Rail Heritage Museum, Portland Opera, Portland Spirit, 

and South Waterfront. Like the latter, the area is viewed as a great location for a vibrant waterfront district 

that contains a broad mix of higher-density uses. However, many participants cautioned against creating an 

eastside version of South Waterfront and instead suggest looking to place uses that complement the 

activities to the west while supporting the ro;e of the Central Eastside as a major employment district. Much 

debate continues as to if housing should be considered at the station due to its potential impact on local 

industrial/employment uses. 

o Southem Triangle: The industrially zoned lands between the OMS! and Clinton Station Areas are generally 

viewed as an area appropriate for higher density employment supporting ncw industrial businesses in the 

knowledge and design based sectors (such as softwace, research and develuptnenl, and induslr idi design). 

Participants suggested this area for major industrial officc dcvclopment with the possibility for incenting 

ground floor industrial space for manufacturing and industrial service businesses. 

o Clinton Triangie: The portions of the Clinton Triangle south of the rail alignment were suggested to be 

planned for a mix of residential, commercial, and retail uses, with the possibility of including a community 

center or other major public amenity that serves other inner Southeast?ortland neighborhoods. There is less 

agreement on a preferred direction for the portions of the triangle north of the rail alignment Tnese areas 

are zoned for employment uses; however, some have suggested these may be good areas for multifamily 

development, esoeciallv if the former pedestrian bridge connection the HAND neighborhood with the staticr: 

js replaced. 

o Employment Opportunity Subarca: Generally there is support for improving the existing regulations to allow 

full building rehabilitation and creating a standard floor area allowance for industrial office uses in the EOS. 

There is also support for expanding the EOS to cover all areas west of SE 3rd Avenue and expanding the EOS 

over blocks between Davis/Couch, Belmont/Yamhiil, and Main/Clay. Participants tend to be split on whether 

to extent the EOS to all areas north of Couch Street. 

o Connections to South Waterfront & West Quadrant: There is support for exploring the potential of sites at 

station areas and the Southern Triangle to support business development related to "spin off" industries or 

businesses that support economic development activities occurring in South Waterfront and on the OHSU 

and Zidell properties. 

 Corridors and Main Streets: Participants encourage maximizing the development potential for mixed-use 

development along major corridors, but caution that ways to address parking concerns and minimize impacts 

between mixed-use development, especially residential, and industrial uses are major issues that must be 



addressed. 
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NZIOHØORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

June 19, 2019 

To Portland Housing Bureau Bond Selection Committee 

Re: Innovative Housing Inc Proposal for the Mann House 

I am the President of the Laurelhurst Neighborhood Association (LNA) Board. The Board has been informed of the 

proposed purchase of the Anna Lems Mann Old People's Home (Mann House) by Innovative Housing Inc (IHI). 

The Mann House property was originally part of the Hazel Fern Farm, from which the Laurelhurst neighborhood 
was developed in 1909. Located at 1031 NE 33rd Ave, just across the street from Laurelhurst and within the 
Laurelhurst Plan District, the Mann House was built by a group of socially-minded Portlanders, led by Anna Lewis 
Mann, as a home for elderly Portlanders of modest means. The Mann House has always been a part of Laureihurst 
in history and spirit, and longtime Laurelhurst residents well remember when this historic building was our local 
"old folks home"  

The LNA Board has been advised that IHI intends to convert the Mann House to approximately 80 units of 
affordable family housing with resident services and IH"s own ofices on-site. We understand that the historic 

character of the original buildings will be preserved along with the mature tree canopy, landscaping, and onsite 

parking. IHI recently met with the Board to discuss its plans for the development and management of the property, 

future neighborhood involvement and outreach, and the proposed sources and uses of the project proceeds. It 

seems to the Board that IHl's project both restores the Mann House to its historical use of community-minded 

affordable housing and preserves the historic character of the neighborhood. 

Affordable family housing is a critical need in Portland, and the adaptive re-use of historic buildings is an important 

and cost-effective way to meet this need. The LNA Board was pleased to learn of this project and appreciative of 

IHl's outreach to our neighborhood. We believe IHI will continue to solicit the LNA's feedback as plans for the project 

progress and collaborate with the neighborhood to resolve any issues or concerns that may arise. 

On behalf of the LNA Board, I urge your favorable review of IHl's proposal and authorization of the necessary 

affordable housing funds. 

This letter has been sent upon a unanimous vote of the LNA Board. 

st 



Sincerely, 

• enti Laurelhurst Neighborhood Association 

 

REVIEW BY HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION CASE FIE 
EA 20-113559 DA 
(EA 19-265048 APPT) 

MEETING TYPE 
A Oesign Advice Request is a voluntary )View process that allows lie Commission to provide early 
feedback on a development proposa prior to the required land review. 

PROPOSAL 

Design Advice Request meeting foc a propsed conversbn of the Anra Lewis Mann, Old People's 

Home Historic Landmark from an existing 1 ,000 SF group tiving conlex into an affordable housing 

complex. 

• New 36,000 SF addition to achiev88 total units of affordable housing 
Future phase adding a 32 000 SFandalone building to achieve a total of 128 new 

affordable housing units 

• Addition of 37 arking spaces 

PROJECT INFO www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/h(cagert 

Pr  



SITE 
LOCATION 

1021 NE 33rd Ave 

ZONING/ 
DESIGNATION 

RM•! — Residential Muiti-Dweliing 1 withStoric Resource Protecton Overlays 
(This IS a new zoning designation that igective on March I , 2020) 

  Tåny&paglia, Planner 
(503) 823-49891  

EDS-CONTACT 
I Éureau of  

 

Suite 5000 Portland, OR  

 

Traduwon e interpretadön I Chuyén Ngühoäc Phiin Dich I ama Fasiraadda I I flMCbnenxwinnn YCT%b1i nepegoa I Traducere sau inlerpretare I ! I 
nncbtaoeni a60 YOMi nepegnaa 

 SIB-823-7300 0 wwwPortlandOregon.gov/bds/tnnsiated Relay Service: 711 

 

 

Comments Submitted to Independent District Commission      July 19, 2023  

  

Kudos and Thanks  
So far, the Independent District Commission (IDC) has done a commendable job in fulfilling its charge in 

our transition to the new government structure. Thanks go to all of the Commissioners and their staff.  

Proposed Maps Similar  
The proposed new geographic district maps, labeled Alder, Cedar, and Maple, are mostly identical and 

appear to satisfy the major criteria articulated by the Charter Commission as requirements for district 

maps1. Each proposed new district map is contiguous, compact, for the most part use existing 

geographic and/or political boundaries, are connected by transportation links, are of roughly equal 

population, and based on the demographic information provided, appear to account at least to some 

extent for diversity. There does not appear to be any evidence of gerrymandering, diluting voting 

strength of any language or ethnic minority group, though there doesn’t seem to be sufficient 

demographic data to adequately measure such effects.   

While keeping communities of common interest together was explicitly included among the Charter 

Commission’s criteria for defining the new district maps2, the Commission’s discussion focused on 

communities of color, minority ethnicity, and poorer economic circumstances, that have been 

historically under-represented. Keeping “neighborhoods” of common interest was not a criterion. In 

fact, in its final report, the Charter Commission specifically noted that living “in the same neighborhood 

as someone else does not mean you share the same politics or priorities, let alone have the same lived 

experience.”3   

None of the proposed maps appear to divide communities of common interest, as that term is 

contemplated by the Charter Commission. Judging by the public comments I have heard or seen, some 

objections have been raised regarding inclusion of some neighborhoods in a particular district, for 

example including some neighborhoods to the east of the Willamette with the proposed district in the 

southwest that mostly comprises residents west of the Willamette. The IDC has explained that this was 

done to equalize the populations between the West and South proposed districts.  



  

Common Interests of Neighborhoods vs Geographic and Political 
Boundaries  
In comparing the proposed maps, it is important to understand that migration, homelessness, and 

economic inequality due to socio-economic changes, especially in the turbulent economic conditions 

over the past few years, is probably resulting in changes of demographics, population distribution, and 

the “common interests” among neighborhoods or their residents. Also, it seems likely the change to the 

new government structure in Portland will result in further changes in these neighborhood attributes, 

because increased representation of many communities may, as is hoped and was forecast by 

proponents of the government structure change, prompt socioeconomic improvements for some 

communities that have been historically under-represented.  

Accordingly, notions of “common interests” among neighborhoods are difficult to determine, are 

subject to change, and are not specifically articulated by the Charter Commission as criteria for  

  
1 Portland Charter Commission Final Progress Report, p.55 (Appendix C,

 p.13)  
2 Portland Charter Commission Final Progress Report, p.55 (Appendix C,

 p. 13)  
3 Portland Charter Commission Final Progress Report, p.54 (Appendix C,

 p. 12)  
defining the new independent district maps. On the other hand, geographic and political boundaries 

have not been changing much, and are more objective ways of defining the new districts. Where a 

conflict arises between the criteria for defining these maps and some expressed neighborhood interests, 

it is reasonable to prioritize criteria that are unlikely to change much, such as geographic and political 

boundaries, transportation links, and related infrastructure, as long as communities that have been 

historically under-represented are not divided.   

The conclusion is that maps that are simpler with cleaner looking boundary lines based on geography, 

existing political subdivisions, and transportation lines, are better. The Cedar map is preferable from this 

point of view.  

Differences Among Proposed Maps  
The substantive differences among the proposed maps are the border between North  

(beige/yellow color) and South (teal color), and the border between West (blue color) and South (teal 

color).  

The Alder map is described as being built around established neighborhood boundaries, keeping 

neighborhoods in lower southeast together because they have similar demographic and socio-economic 

attributes. But, as the Charter Commission has stated, neighborhoods do not necessarily share common 

political or policy priority interests. Using some demographic and socio-economic attributes as proxies 

for common interests is risky as this would be based assumptions that may be invalid.  

  



The Maple map is described as being built around keeping much of the central city together. This map 

consolidates densely populated urbanized and renter-heavy neighborhoods, impliedly to keep 

neighborhoods of common interest together. But again, the “common interest” appears to be based on 

assumptions about renters and residents of densely populated areas that may be invalid.  

This point is also illustrated by my personal situation in these proposed maps: My family and my 

neighbors are in a different district in Alder (it looks like we’re in the South district, teal color) than in 

Cedar and Maple (we’re in North, beige/yellow color). (Note that I’m not sure exactly where we are in 

the Alder map, because there is insufficient detail about the boundaries. For example, is 68th Avenue 

and Beech Street in the teal color or in the beige/yellow color?) If the difference in district for our 

neighborhood is due to some assessment of “common interests” that my family and neighbors have 

with a particular district, it is nowhere articulated. In fact, no one has ever contacted me or anyone I 

know in an effort to determine “common interests”. (The public meetings seem to be opportunities to 

express such “common interests”, but it is after the proposed maps were drawn by the IDC.) The 

conclusion can only be that the demographic group to which my family and many of my neighbors 

belong has been used as a proxy for “common interests” based on some assumptions. Those 

assumptions may be invalid and they should not be the basis for determining which district we will be 

part of.  

Nor should anyone feel comfortable with the new independent district maps being determined based on 

complaints or input from a small minority of vocal participants in the IDC’s public meetings. A change 

made for one such group, with adjustments to equalize populations, is likely to affect and upset another 

group. This provides another reason, where a conflict arises between criteria for these maps and 

purported “common interests” of neighborhoods, that the maps should be defined by prioritizing 

criteria that are unlikely to change much, such as geographic and political boundaries, transportation 

links, and related infrastructure. Which district my family and my neighbors wind up in is a bit of a crap-

shoot. It is preferable for us for the decision on which district we’re in, to be based on criteria that are 

not likely to change than on the complaints of a vocal minority in a neighborhood far away from our 

neighborhood.  

Frankly, which district we wind up in is unlikely to be critical in terms of political representation, because 

based on our neighborhood’s population, we will have about the same chance of electing a district 

representative we want in either district. For example, assuming the districts have approximately equal 

population, if our neighborhood accounts for 5% of a district’s population, then we have an estimated 5 

percentage points influence as voters in either district.  

Cedar Map  
Accordingly, the Cedar map seems the best, because its borders are more straight forward using 

geographic and political boundaries, transit links, and related infrastructure to divide districts.  

Not all neighborhoods will be satisfied, because to some extent the key criteria of contiguousness, 

compactness, and equal populations may be in conflict with some neighborhood residents’ interests. In 

the event of such conflict, as explained above, it is reasonable to prioritize those key criteria over 

neighborhoods’ hard to determine “common interests”.  

  



Impact of New Voting System  
There are 3 important points to remember that are relevant:  

First, this is a political process - not in the pejorative sense, but in the sense of elections and 

representative government. If anything, “common interests” of neighborhoods per se, to the extent 

they can be determined, should be subordinate to achieving a balanced distribution of political power 

through the new independent districts.  

Second, the independent districts being defined each will have no more than 25% of the vote on the city 

council in the new government structure. No district in our city will dominate our politics.  

Third, our new city council will be elected by means of a proportional voting method. As a result, every 

neighborhood has a better chance of being represented on the new city council than in our current 

citywide elections, no matter which district the neighborhood is in. Every neighborhood’s political 

influence will be determined roughly by its population in proportion to that of the new independent 

district it’s in. Those are much better odds than under our current government structure of having a 

voice in the city council.  

Aside Regarding Two Commissioners’ Objections  
Commissioners Rene Gonzalez and Dan Ryan’s criticism of the voting method adopted by Portland 

voters in November 2022, and their proposed changes, viewed in the best light are, respectfully, 

uninformed by history and at odds with extensive analysis by experts in elections and voting systems.   

Gonzalez and Ryan are reported to object to the new voting method and to the expense of transitioning 

to our new government structure. Their claim is reported to be that the new voting system is too 

complicated and “experimental”. They want to give the mayor veto power in the new government 

structure.  

Simply doing an online search on “proportional representation by single transferable vote” results in a 

wealth of material on the voting method Portland voters adopted last November. Examples are entries 

from Encyclopedia Britannica (https://www.britannica.com/topic/singletransferable-vote ), FairVote.org 

(https://fairvote.org/archives/proportional-representation-votingsystems/ and https://fairvote.org/our-

reforms/proportional-ranked-choice-voting/ ), Wikipedia  

(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Proportional_representation and 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Single_transferable_vote#:~:text=The%20key%20to%20STV's%20 
approximation,the%20results%20to%20approach%20proportionality.), and the House of  
Commons Canada  

(https://www.ourcommons.ca/content/Committee/421/ERRE/Brief/BR8552217/brexternal/TsukalasAth
anasios(Thomas)-e.pdf).   
  

It is explained in many of these search results that the single transferable vote (STV) proportional voting 

method is well-suited to elections in multi-member districts, like our four new council districts being 

defined by the IDC. This STV system was developed in Europe in the 19th century, has been in use for 

decades in many jurisdictions around the world, including in Australia, Ireland, Malta, New Zealand, 

Canada, United Kingdom, and the US. The system has been extensively analyzed by social scientists, and 



many such analyses have cited benefits of the system in achieving more fairness of representation over 

other systems (such as the voting system Portland is replacing). References are too numerous to include 

here, but are readily available in the online search results noted above.  

To state that this STV system “contained multiple flaws and was too untested and experimental” as 

Commissioner Gonzalez and Ryan have reportedly stated, is just plain ignoring the facts. Clearly, it is 

their proposed changes that are untested and experimental, as well as contrary to the expressed views 

of about 58% of Portland voters.  

Giving the mayor veto power in the new government structure is also contrary to the meaning and spirit 

of the new system that voters adopted. The principal purpose of the new government  

system is to distribute political power in our city from the officials elected citywide to representatives 

elected and accountable to their independent districts. Under the new system, the mayor has a tie-

breaking role and can use her or his citywide mandate to persuade council members. A veto power for 

the mayor would merely take away or reduce the political power voters clearly envisioned for the new 

city council, effectively overriding the votes of a majority of duly elected council members from multiple 

districts. This would shift power back to a citywide elected official, which is opposite to the direction 

voters want our city politics to move toward.  

As for the high costs of transitioning to a new government structure, such costs are to be expected to 

some extent and the benefits are for the long-term including future generations of voters. Those costs 

are better spread over time rather than being artificially capped by a shortterm budgeting process. 

These transition costs are ideally suited for a bond issue whereby the costs of the long-term benefits are 

amortized over a sufficiently long period so that current and future residents share in the financial 

burden.  

  

Submitted by Nord Winnan, Portland voter residing in the Roseway neighborhood for 5-1/2 years, zip 

code 97213. Nord is an economist, former attorney, and is originally from Iceland.  

  

 

 

June 20, 2023  

  

Mayor Ted Wheeler  

Commissioner Dan Ryan  

Commissioner Rene Gonzalez  

Commissioner Marcus Mapps  

Commissioner Carmen Rubio  

  

Subject: Ordinance No. 191244 - Amend City Elections Code to implement ranked choice voting 

approved by voters in Portland Measure 26-288 replace Code Chapter 2.08 ordinance   

  

Mayor Wheeler and Commissioners:  



On April 12, 2003, the Portland City Council conducted a public hearing (CC No 293) on an ordinance to 

amend the city election code to implement ranked choice voting.  One week later, the Council 

unanimously adopted the ordinance.  In the weeks since, I have conducted research into past voting 

practices, prompted by the issues raised during the public hearing.  This memo presents some of my 

findings.  

The public hearing raised more questions than were answered, and failed to provide a simple 

description of the vote-tallying mechanics in terms that could be understood by the Council much less 

the electorate.  I was left with two takeaways: (1) trust in computers and software to ensure the 

accurately and fidelity of the vote; and (2) invest in early, robust, and continuous education to build 

voter competency and trust in the new system.    

With these takeaways in mind, I have spent the past two months researching Portland’s original 

experiment with preferential voting (1913 to 1932), and more contemporary voting patterns from 2000 

through 2022.  This memorandum provides some historic insights, context and suggestions for the 

important work that lies ahead.  And a high-level comparison of the Portland preferential and primary 

systems accompanies this memorandum.   

Portland’s First Attempt at Preferential Voting – 1913 to 1932  
It’s somewhat coincidental (and ironic) that the 1913 charter change, like that of 2022, replaced a 

discredited government structure with a radically new one, and included provisions for preferential 

voting.  The 1913 system was significantly simpler than the ranked choice system under development. 

Here are some highlights:  

• Commissioners ran citywide in a pool similar to the district pools being set up under the 2022 

charter.  All four commissioner positions were elected in the 1913 contest.  All subsequent 

elections elected 2 commissioners sequentially in four-year cycles.      

• Voters were given up to 3 rather than 6 choices to rank candidates.  The number of choices 

depended on the number of candidates and number of positions on the ballot.  

• The system did not attempt to accommodate and correct under-voting or gaps in voting.  

• Over-votes were remedied by retaining the highest ranked choice and discarding all other 

repeat votes.    

• There was no attempt to achieve proportional representation or ensure the maximal use of 

every vote.  The system did not require algorithms to apply “single transferrable voting” with 

“surplus fractions” and “transfer values”.    

• The tallying of votes could be accomplished and replicated by anyone with enough time and 

paper… and an adding machine.    

  

The first use of the system in 1913 provided a severe test for voters and election officials alike.  75 

candidates competed for 4 commissioner positions.  The top four candidates were elected based on a 

plurality of first, second and third choice votes.  The leading candidate was elected with less than 8% of 

first-choice votes and 5% of total votes cast.  One candidate would have been elected if the election was 



limited to first-choice votes, but he didn’t receive sufficient second- and thirdchoice votes to edge out 

the fourth-place candidate.   

The final general election under the preferential voting system occurred in 1932.  By then, Portland had 

conducted 10 general elections, with mixed results with regard to the number of participating voters 

and candidates, and the use of all three available preferential votes.  Concerned with the lackluster 

history, the Oregonian and Oregon Journal newspapers made a concerted effort to education the public 

on the mechanics of the election and the importance of casting all three votes allowed for each of the 

two commissioner positions to be filled.  The Oregonian repeatedly endorsed a short list of preferred 

candidates from the 26 names on the ballot.  Despite these efforts, less than a third of voters cast 

second choice votes and less than a quarter cast third choice votes.   

In the same 1932 general election, Commissioner Ralph C Clyde sponsored a charter change to replace 

preferential voting with a primary-general election system.  The measure garnered an indifferent 

response from the Oregonian, stating that the newspaper “is not worked into excitement either for or 

against the amendment…”  And City Club issued a report on the measure that concluded without a 

recommendation either in support or opposed.  November 9, 1932, the measure was approved by votes 

by an overwhelming 81% of votes cast.       

Primary Election Voting Trends – 2000 to 2022  
While significantly different than the 1913 system, Portland’s current primary-general election system 

has experienced its own uneven performance over its 90 years of use.  Eliminating preferential choice in 

favor of head-to-head competition between leading candidates did not significantly increase voter 

turnout or eliminate errors in voting.  The performance of commissioner primary elections from 2000 to 

2022 show that voter participation rarely exceeds 50% of registered voters.  The incidence of under-

voting is significantly less than the wasting of second- and third-choice votes, but still accounts for nearly 

20% of wasted votes in commissioner races.  The good news is that under-voting has steadily declined 

since 2018 and over-voting is nearly non-existent.  

Concluding Thoughts  
Whether it be 1920 or 2020, the history of voting in Portland could be characterized by an ebb and flow 

of voter activism, coupled with the cyclical influences of state and national elections, the random 

occurrence of deaths and early vacancies in office, and the influences of media and money in campaigns.  

These factors have significant impacts on the strength of voter participation and the extent to which 

voters make full use of their ballots.  It does not appear to be the case that the system of preferential 

voting has much to do with either of these two measures of voter performance.    

Preferential voting in 1913 did not guarantee that voters would use all of their choices in every election.  

And the current primary system has not ensured that more registered voters would be motivated by 

head-to-head contests to participate in elections and use every opportunity to vote on every contest on 

their ballot.  In both cases, it appears that voters are generally willing to rely on who or what they know 

when casting a ballot, and are not particularly interested in investing the time and effort to prepare for 

voting on all contests afforded to them.  No amount of investment in election systems and education 

program will solve the challenges we face in voter participation and the full use of the public franchise.  



Voters seem to engage, more fully, when their life circumstances, self-interests, and community issues 

stimulate their involvement in voting.    

This is not to say that the municipality and civically active groups should not work to increase voter 

education and participation.  These activities are critical to the health of our democracy, and should be 

undertaken robustly, starting early in the lives of our citizens and continuing throughout their lifetimes.  

But equally important is the development of community leaders and communitybased organizations 

that excel in advocacy and collective action, that have the skills to engage their publics and work across 

the political breadth of the city to build a governing consensus about Portland’s future.  Building social 

capital and civic infrastructure will have more lasting and meaningful impacts on the life of the city than 

any investment in voting algorithms and computing systems.    

Unfortunately, the train has all but left the station with regard to the current approach to ranked choice 

voting.  The voters have set the train in motion and laid down the track.  You have followed by voted 

unanimously for a course of action and destination that I fear will lead to voter confusion and 

disillusionment, despite the heroic efforts of your implementation team to succeed.  My fondest hope is 

that you consider the following ideas as your train builds steam in the coming year:  

1. Prepare yourselves, communities leaders and the public for a long journey that is only just 

beginning, a journey that will involve future adjustment, refinements and reforms of the voting 

system as it evolves over time.  This was the case with the 1913 charter and it will be so with 

this new charter.  

2. Expand investments in the building of social capital and civic infrastructure that both empowers 

the advocacy of all of Portland’s communities, and strengthens the skills of community leaders 

and the public to communicate, collaborate, compromise and construct a governing consensus 

for a just, caring, resilient, prosperous, tolerant and welcoming city.  

3. Achieve the goals of proportional representation through processes and structures that fully 

engage the activism you create through your investments in civil society.  Voting systems are a 

blunt and brittle tool for achieving this important goal.  It will be far more meaningful and 

lasting to creating opportunities for shared planning and decision-making, co-production of 

community goods and services, and confronting conflicts and community issues.  

4. Consider negotiating public approval for near term reforms of the new election code that 

focuses early adoption on a simplified system of preferential voting.  Defer action on the 

elements of the new system that address proportionality until you’ve built trust in the basics of 

voter choice.  And in the meantime, begin to explore non-voter approaches to achieve 

proportionality in the city’s decision-making structures and processes.    

5. Acknowledge that voting systems should be simple, transparent, secure, auditable, and easy to 

explain to the least experienced voter.  Eliminate the aspects of the new voting system that 

provides for the auto-correction of individual ballots.  Adhere to a principle of personal 

responsibility, and back that up with robust voter education campaigns to help voters navigate 

their ballot.  Then step back and acknowledge that not all voters want to use every opportunity 

afforded on their ballot, and voter error is unavoidable.  The current error rates are insignificant 

compared to the time, effort and money that will be spent building auto-correct features that 

make any voting system impossible to comprehend.  



Thank you for your kind consideration of the information and ideas contained in this memorandum.  

This work is motivated by a 44-year love affair with this city.  Throughout that time, I have marveled at 

the achievements of citizens working together to address issues and pursue opportunities.  Despite 

recent history, Portlanders share an attachment to this special place, and an affection for each other.  I 

have faith that if sincerely and meaningfully engaged, they will join in partnership to shape the new 

municipal government that is about to arise.  That includes reforms to the voting system that are right-

sized, common-sensed, and respectful of the fact that so much more goes into active citizenship and 

the public franchise. Sincerely,  

Dan Vizzini  

Applied Civics  

Lake Oswego, Oregon appliedcivics@gmail.com  

971-207-7552  

  

CC: Simone Rede, City Auditor  

  Keelan McClymont, Council Clerk  

  

Attachment:  Comparative Voting Trends – 1913 to 1932 and 2000-2022   

  

Comparative Voting Trends – 1913 to 1932 and 2000-2022   
  

  
1913-1932  2000-2022  

Number of elections  11 general elections were held to fill 
commissioner positions. Each 

election included all commissioner 
positions to be filled. 4 positions 

were combined in 1913 and 2 were 
combined in each election from 1915 

to 1932.  
An additional 3 special elections 

were held to fill commissioner 

vacancies in 1918, 1930 and 1932.  

12 primary elections were held to fill 
commissioner positions. Each 

election consisted of 2 separate 

commissioner races.  
An additional 3 special elections to 

fill commissioner vacancies.    

Election Cycles  2 alternating cycles corresponding to races for mayor and auditor.  Each 

cycle included races to fill 2 commissioner positions.  

Competing  Candidates  In 1913, 75 candidates competed 
for 4 commissioner positions. 

Subsequent general elections 

attracted as few as 4 candidates 

and as many and 26 candidates.   6 

of the 10 general elections from 

1915 to 1932 involved 10 or more 

candidates.  
Elections occurring with a mayor's 

race tended to attract more 

candidates (average of 13 vs 9).  

The number of competing candidates 
ranged from 2 in 2000 to 18 in 2020.  

The overall average was 7 

candidates across 27 contests.  Ten 

or more candidates competed  
in 5 contests.  Five or less 

candidates competed in 11 contests.  



Individuals running  for 

Commissioner  
85 individuals ran for commissioner 

in the 10 general elections from 1915 

to 1932.  
69 candidates ran once, 16 ran 2 or 

more times, and 10 succeeded in 

being elected.  

126 individuals ran for positions in 

the 24 regular races held in 12 

regular primary elections.    
109 candidates ran once, 17 ran 2 or 

more times, and 15 succeeded in 

being elected.  

Power of Incumbency  All of the 10 general elections 
between 1915 and 1932 involved 

incumbent commissioners.  There 
were no open races.  
15 incumbents ran for re-election 

and all but 4 succeeded.  

Of the 24 individual commissioner 

races, 6 were open and 18 involved 

incumbents commissioners.  All but 3 

of these 18 races were won by 

incumbents.  All 3 upsets were 

achieved in runoffs where the 

insurgent came from behind to win in 

the general election... in 2016, 2020 

and 2022.      

  

  
1913-1932  2000-2022  

Majority vs Plurality  
Of the 24 commissioner positions 

filled by general election between 

1913 and 1932, all but one was filled 

by plurality based on the sum of all 

votes cast.  Only one candidate 

succeeded in attracting a majority of 

first choice votes in 1920 when only 

4 candidates competed for 2 

commissioner seats.  

Of the 24 individual commissioner 

races, 17 races were won by a 

majority vote.  7 races required 

runoff elections.    

Strength of Leading 

Candidates  
Between 1915 and 1932, leading 

candidates managed to attract an 

average of 30% of first choice votes, 

and 24% of total votes cast. In nearly 

all elections for commissioner, the 

top two first choice candidates were 

eventually elected based on a 
plurality of total votes cast.    
In 4 instances, candidates that 

received a leading share of first 

choice votes failed to get elected for 

lack of sufficient second and third 

choice votes.  

The average share of primary votes 

by elected commissioners averaged 

59% from 2000 to 2014.  The 

average since 2016 fell to 46% 

reflecting increased competition 

among candidates.  



Participation  Not Available  Voter participation in primary 

elections averaged 45% between 

2000 and 2022, ranging from 32% to 

68% of registered voters.  Only 9 of 

24 commissioner primaries attracted 

50% or more participation.  

Under-Votes  Between 1915 and 1932, less than 

30% of voters cast a second-choice 

vote for commissioner, and less than 

20% submitted a third-choice vote 

for commissioner.    
There appears to have been little 

relationship between the number of 

candidates or number of 

commissioner positions, and the use 

of second-choice and thirdchoice 

votes.  

On average since 2000, nearly 20% 

of ballots cast did not include votes 

for commissioner candidates (under 

votes), and a fraction of one percent 

included more votes than allowed 

(over votes).  

  

  

  

To: Portland Independent District Commission (?) 

RE: Portland district boundary options 

I have been a resident of Portland for about 46 years and have lived in NW Portland, Ladd’s, Irvington, 

and West Slope. I have been a resident of Sellwood-Moreland for the last 3 ½ years. I am retired now 

but worked as an urban designer-planner and landscape architect for those 46 years (the last 36 years at 

ZGF Architects LLP). In my career, I worked on many public projects involving transportation 

infrastructure, redevelopment planning, open space, and public realm. I am currently Chair of the 

Portland Design Commission and in my second 4-year term.  

After listening to a briefing at SMILE last month and thinking over the district options as described, I find 

myself drawn strongly to the Maple Option for reasons I’ll describe below: 

General Characteristics – East Side Neighborhoods 

Portland’s east side developed early from forest to farmland and later to urban neighborhoods because 

of large, relatively flatter topography, access to river commerce and natural transportation corridors. 

The grid street and block pattern were a straightforward way to offer predictable neighborhood 

development patterns and formed the bones of what is now our current comp plan of centers and 

corridors. The list of issues facing the East side are intensification and infill, more pressure on existing 

parks, space for commerce and industry, and the evolution of our transportation corridors for 

sustainable modes like walking, biking, high-capacity transit, electric vehicles, etc. Outreach, planning, 

design, funding, and implementation of public improvements like Portland-Milwaukie Light Rail, 

Springwater Corridor, Powell-Division BRT, etc., support livability that Sellwood-Moreland shares with 

our nearby eastside neighborhoods. We also share goals for affordable housing, equity, diversity, and 

sustainability more closely with our eastside neighbors than West side. Sellwood-Moreland belongs in 



the district with adjacent eastside neighborhoods like Brooklyn, Woodstock, Creston-Kenilworth, 

Richmond, Hosford-Abernethy, etc., and not in a district with the West side. In Portland’s expanded new 

council, we need representation that is focused on Portland’s eastside neighborhoods. 

General Characteristics – West Side Neighborhoods 

As mapped, Portland’s West Side is a vast area that includes the largest urban forest reserve in the 

metro area, some of the heaviest industrial/railroad lands, and, outside of Central City and parts of 

South Portland around John’s Landing/Macadam area, is a large area of neighborhoods mostly 

developed after WWII. Because of significant topography, transportation corridors like Barbur, 

Beaverton-Hillsdale, Canyon, and Scholls are dramatically influenced by steeper topography of canyons, 

hills, occasional wetlands and some geotechnically unstable soils. Local streets are also influenced by 

topography and exhibit considerably less connectivity than the gridded east side. Many neighborhoods 

lack any pedestrian or bike facilities because those weren’t important when streets were planned and 

right-of-way acquisition was and remains difficult due to topography and existing owned land parcels. 

With exceptions at Multnomah Village and John’s Landing/Macadam, West Side is much less developed 

for walkable mixed use on neighborhood corridors. Compare Barbur or Beaverton-Hillsdale to 

Hawthorne or Woodstock. It’s a stark difference. West side’s pattern encourages residents to drive for 

most trips. It’s also an area of the city with very little in the way of storm water infrastructure – most 

runoff goes from streets directly into streams and into the Willamette River. Solutions to this will be 

quite different from East side to West side. In looking at growth issues for the 21st century, outside of 

Central City, West Side is significantly underserved by high-capacity transit (Southwest Corridor is now 

on indefinite hold). What it will take to transform West side into pockets of communities with walkable 

infrastructure from home to neighborhood shops, schools, restaurants, and parks, will be a very 

different approach to the East side neighborhoods (including Sellwood-Moreland).  

Conclusion 

Keep Sellwood-Moreland in with the inner city, East side neighborhoods (turquoise color) as shown in 

the MAPLE map option. The three representatives from that district will be able to focus efforts on 

common issues relevant to these similar neighborhoods. 

 

Brian and Claudia McCarter 

1907 SE Spokane Street 

Portland, OR 97202 

 
 
Dear Members of the Redistricting Commission, 
 
I know you have a very difficult assignment, I know you’ve worked hard on it, and I appreciate 

all you have done. However, I am unable to support any of the three maps before us, all of 

which carve up the Inner Eastside. Therefore, I’m here today to add one more voice to the 

chorus of concerns regarding the potential impacts of the 3 proposals on Inner Eastside 



neighborhoods. I’ve lived in Portland in the Hosford Abernethy Neighborhood District (HAND) 

for nearly 25 years.  For most of those years I served as an officer and board member of HAND 

as well as serving in similar roles for the Southeast Uplift Neighborhood Coalition.  

 

As I testified on July 16th, the bottom line for me is simply this. Inner Southeast is being forced 

to play a pivotal role in our city’s future. It has already experienced significant growth & change 

in recent decades with much more on the horizon and it needs to have robust opportunities for 

engagement in the decisions affecting its future. I will outline two of my key concerns and then 

describe the conditions that make it so important to keep this area in one district. 

 

The Cedar & Maple proposals seem especially likely to weaken, rather than strengthen, the 

inner Eastside for these reasons: 

1) Drawing district boundaries along SE 12th Avenue ignores the fact that the boundaries of the 

HAND, Kerns & Buckman neighborhoods extend all the way to the Willamette. Having worked 

together for many years as able partners with the Central Eastside Industrial Council, it was 

possible to engage on transportation, parking, community safety, land use, etc., thus  sharing in 

the evolution of that district over time. What began as more of a forced collaboration has 

evolved into a strong partnership, most recently giving rise to a committee seeking solutions to 

railroad issues.  

 

2) Separating Buckman and Kerns from their near Eastside neighbors will significantly diminish 

opportunities to partner on solutions to problems of common concern. Importantly, separating 

the renters in Buckman and Kerns from the partnerships they’ve enjoyed with other 

organizations for many years will only serve to weaken their voices and diminish their role in this 

new governance system. Grouping renters together within a larger district seems like the age 

old formula often used in other places to dilute the influence of a vulnerable group. 

 

City district boundaries matter to most of us much more than those of the County. It is the City 

that manages the “brick & mortar” aspects from large mega infrastructure projects to the small 

physical details of our lives, by tradition & formal agreement, leaving other human service needs 

to the County, services that affect the entire county or all of Portland, etc. rather than smaller 

geographic neighborhoods. Inner Southeast has freeways and busy arterials along with 

unimproved streets, & freight trains that park across our intersections, sometimes for hours at a 

time. For example, In my neighborhood we are split approximately 50/50 renters to owners, 



have apartments and single family homes, large and small, new and old, and ever scarcer 

naturally occurring affordable housing (always under threat), bioswales and heat islands, large 

scale homeless camps (TASS) and tiny home villages.  

 

The existing people connections — the “human infrastructure”, already in place, some of it 

dating back to the proposed Mt. Hood Freeway — may be invisible to you. Yet it is every bit as 

valuable and important to the city’s functioning as the sewer pipes beneath us and the 

transportation corridors that crisscross the area. Inner Southeast has a rich history of problem 

solving and collaboration, at times messy & dysfunctional as democracy can sometimes be, but 

much of it resulting in innovative solutions, and productive partnerships with community 

volunteers and city staff that have often extended limited City resources.  

 

Because many view our area as already “chopped up”, a part of the city that’s full of barriers, 

boundaries, bridges, a rich mix of uses, it doesn’t seem to harm the fabric of the area to carve it 

up still further to form City districts. Yet that network of uses — commercial, industrial, 

residential, along with the many nonprofits and other community organizations all have a role to 

play in making our city work. The new district alignments must help areas be able to work 

together even more effectively, build on existing systems of connectivity while deepening & 

expanding them, and create new opportunities that are lacking for constructive collaboration. 

Residents and businesses, owners and renters, nonprofits and & other community organizations 

must all have a meaningful voice in the changes to come and in our case, not be lost amidst the 

focus on downtown and much “bigger players”. 

 

I don’t have an alternative proposal, but this is an area of the city where significant growth & 

change are predicted and have already occurred.  Having those most directly affected by the 

challenges and opportunities facing their immediate area together at the same tables, knowing 

where problems are being defined and solutions generated is more likely to produce the means 

for diverse voices to be heard as we work to arrive at better outcomes for all. 

 

Thank you again for your hard work and for considering my concerns, 

 

Sincerely, 

Linda Nettekoven 

 



  

 
  

  

Dear Independent District Commission,  

  

Thank you for sending four Commissioners to the Sellwood-Moreland Improvement League (SMILE) 

Board meeting this week.  The presentation was thoughtful and very helpful.  The SMILE Board came 

away from the meeting with an appreciation for the difficult, complex job that the Commission has been 

asked to do and a deep respect for your selfless dedication to Portland and its residents.  Thank you.  

Many of the concerns expressed in this and other recent neighborhood meetings come from a fear of 

losing the strong community identity shared by inner-SE neighbors.  This relationship has in large part 

been fueled by our long history of neighborhood collaboration on environmental, transportation, 

educational, and cultural issues.  We urge you to recognize inner-SE’s unique identity as you continue to 

deliberate on district boundaries.  

We believe a key way to encourage unique community identities, regardless of which City district 

boundaries are ultimately adopted, is to maintain the existing neighborhood association and district 

coalition structure (to the extent neighborhoods wish to do so).  This could go a long way toward 

achieving community acceptance and demonstrating goodwill in inner-SE Portland.  SMILE is an active 

member of Southeast Uplift, along with our SE Portland neighbors. Southeast Uplift brings people 

together to share ideas and resources and advocate for policies that affect SE Portland neighborhoods. 

One recent example of the importance of the district coalition to neighborhoods like ours is the issue 

around removal of lights in SE parks, including Sellwood Park.  Southeast Uplift was able to bring all 

affected neighborhoods together for a common purpose to advocate for an outcome that affects all of 

our contiguous communities of common interest.  We recognize that ensuring the continuation of 

existing district coalition boundaries falls outside the IDC’s original scope of work, but nonetheless we 

urge the IDC to take a strong position supporting this as a critical policy.  

 On July 19, 2023, the SMILE Board voted unanimously that neighborhood association and district 

coalition boundaries should remain intact under our new, much anticipated form of government.  In 

recognition of the need to balance east/west populations, and the challenges of achieving that goal, the 

SMILE Board decided against taking a formal position on the proposed maps.  

Thank you for engaging with us and considering our thoughts.  

  

  

Sincerely,  



David Dugan  

SMILE President.   

Sellwood-Moreland Improvement League  |  8210 SE 13th Ave.  |  Portland, OR 97202  

 

 

Terry J. Harris  
5047 SW 18th Pl.  

Portland, OR 97239 terryjharris@gmail.com  
July 22, 2023 

To: Portland Independent District Commission  

Re:  District map proposals 189935, 190461, 186537 and multimember district mapping  Via: email 

submission  

  

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comment on your efforts to draw Portland’s 

multimember district maps. And again, I write urging you to reconsider the maps you’ve submitted 

for public comment, and to instead adopt a map that takes advantage of the multimember nature 

of the districts.    

  

As you know, early on, I submitted a sample map that contained a central district and two eastern 

districts that would have provided the opportunity for east Portland to elect four multimember district 

representatives. After you released your three maps, I provided you with map 186537, which preserved 

your decisions regarding east Portland, but solved the “stranded neighborhoods” problems that 

generated much of the public comment you received during this comment period.   

  

Since then, I’ve seen several other submitted maps (189935 and 190461, for example) that take 

advantage of multimember districts and solve the stranded neighborhoods problems by splitting the 

west side. In these particular maps, the districts are well-balanced geographically when multimember 

districts are considered and the unnecessary overconstraint of a single west side is removed.   

  

  
  
  

https://districtr.org/plan/186537?event=portland2023
https://districtr.org/plan/186537?event=portland2023
https://districtr.org/plan/189935?event=portland2023
https://districtr.org/plan/189935?event=portland2023
https://districtr.org/plan/190461?event=portland2023
https://districtr.org/plan/190461?event=portland2023


  
  

I understand your critical time-pressure in your final decision-making, but I’d urge you to not spend 

your remaining time defending your tree maps but rather reconsider your approach to include the 

unique multimember characteristics of the four districts.   

  

Terry J. Harris  

5047 SW 18th PL, Portland, OR 97239 terryjharris@gmail.com  



 



 


