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Rose City Park Neighborhood Association 
Land Use & Transportation Committee (LUTC) 

 
Community Garden Subcommittee 

Draft Meeting Notes:  
Nov. 30th, 2009 

 
Albina Early Head Start @ Normandale: Regular Meeting – 4th Tues. of month 
 
Present: Tamara DeRidder-RCPNA Board & LUTC Co-Chair, Leslie Pohl-Kosbau- Portland 
Community Gardens, Doe Risko, Andy Weinstein, Kris Smock, Lora Price, Marsha Stoner, 
Peggy Kmiec, Carl Iiams, and Ed Gorman-LU&TC Co-Chair. 
 
7:00 pm.Welcome & Introductions: 

 Tamara DeRidder opened the meeting with self introductions.  
 Tamara then stated that she had sent out copies of the minutes for the Sept. 22nd and 

October 29th meetings and brought copies for review.   
 
I. Approval of Minutes: Both sets of minutes for Sept. 22nd (draft 2) and Oct. 29th 

(draft 1) were approved without further edit. 
 
II. Site Plan: Recommend Site Plan Approval with itemized follow-up 

considerations. 
Tamara stated that she is requesting the reaffirmation of the committee approval of the 
Community Garden Site Plan that occurred at our Sept. 22nd meeting with the discussion led 
by Portland Parks Manager Sue Glen.  Based on these approved minutes the following had 
been included in the Site Plan approval, as illustrated by Park’s Kathleen Wadden (version 
102009) that contains a 10,000 sq. ft. area: 
09/22/09 Agreement- Approved Site Plan with Additional Alterations:  
 The paved pathway around both sides of the garden would remain until such time that 

funds and a design were in place to replace the western paved path area (making it 
acceptable to both children and OLDA users). 

 Add a 4’ high black/green powder coated fence along perimeter of garden; 
 Social area to be located in NW corner of the paved area (outside the fenced area) with 

gated access into the garden; 
 5-10’ wide rain garden in the SW corner of the pavement and a 10 x 10’ rain garden 

for the southerly area drain site; Add a buffer/barrier along the northerly edge of the 
rain garden next to bike path circuit to minimize conflicts. 

 
More information needed? Decision?: The additional ½ plots were dropped due to lack 
of specific measurements. 

 
Tamara requested that the list of Elements for Consideration, developed by our committee at 
the October 29th meeting, be appended to this Site Plan approval.  This list identifies minority 
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concerns that may impact the Garden installation, implementation program, and/or adjacency 
use impacts and warrant further discussion, as follows:  
1. Smaller than 10,000 Sq. ft. as minimum size? (Possibly 8,000 sq. ft?) 
2. Adjacency of uses & causes of conflict: 

a. Paved pathway along (abutting) OLDA; 
b. Families having picnics next to OLDA in proposed Community Area 
c. Lack of cultural understanding/signage needed for different speaking people 

3. Possibly more plots available by splitting the proposed 20 x 20’ plots. 
4. Possible gray water reuse for irrigating the garden at the site 
5. Possible planter area outside the fenced area for community perennial shrubs, such 

as blueberries, etc. 
 

Other concerns: 
1. Soil Test. The site has not yet been tested for contamination. Discussion was raised 

that such a test should be a first step in a site selection process while others agreed 
that it is important to first find the site and then conduct the test, due to limited 
funds. 

2. Families having picnics INSIDE Off Leash Dog Area  
3. Lack of cultural understanding/signage needed for different speaking people to 

reduce conflicts in OLDA – such as “no child play or running” 
 
Tamara compiled this list together with other committee member comments in the attached 
Nov. 7th, 2009 “Frazer Park Community Garden –Elements for Consideration” that has been 
forwarded to Oregon Solutions for consideration with their process. 
 
Doe Risko stated that she thought that we had not yet come to an agreement on the size of the 
proposed garden.  Tamara shared that the August and September meetings were all about the 
size and parameters of the proposed garden.  She further shared that these discussions started 
with a 20,000 sq. foot garden design that was then refined down to 10,350 at the Sept. 
meeting. 
 
Concern was stated on how much the garden would be made exclusive rather than opened up 
to the general public.  Doe stated that for her size was the issue – She would like the garden 
to be reduced to 8,000 sq.ft. Further discussion ensued. 
 
Tamara stated that Rose City Park Neighborhood Association would not support a garden 
smaller than 10,000 square feet as that is the minimum size by which Portland Parks will 
agree to its management.  We, as an Association, are not equipped to take on the long-term 
management of a community garden. 
 
Lora Price asked Doe if she wanted the community garden. Doe responded that others in her 
neighborhood did.  Ed Gorman shared that Frazer was one of 3 parks, the others being 
Normandale Park and Rose City Park, that are available to serve the entire neighborhood.  
All three parks are located at the south end of the neighborhood. This population includes 
residents all the way from I-84 to NE Freemont.  People like him have to cross Sandy Blvd., 
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and do, just to access the park.  He stated he thought 10,000 square feet barely enough to get 
by for a community garden where there is so much need. 
 
Leslie Pohl-Kosbau reaffirmed that 10,000 sq. ft. was actually smaller in proportion to this 
park size than others in the area, such as the one at NE 82nd and Prescott.  At that location the 
garden is 20,000 square feet and takes up 1/3 of the overall park area. Questions were raised 
about how the site and park were developed.  In Frazer Park the other recreational park uses 
had been developed first. 
 
Tamara reiterated that actually the committee had already approved the Site Plan for 10,000 
sq.ft. and we’re here to reaffirm that decision and add on the list of considerations. Concern 
was raised that the number of residents present was not representative.  Tamara shared that 
this recommendation is to go on to the RCPNA Board and then to the General Membership at 
their next meeting.  Further discussion and impacts on votes can take place then if you are 
not satisfied with the action taken tonight. 
 
Action: Recommend approval of the Frazer Community Garden Site Plan, as stated in 
Sept. 22nd 2009 meeting, based on the following: 
 
1. The proposed garden is the smallest size acceptable by the City of Portland 

Community Garden’s program, approximately 10,000 square feet, and illustrated 
by Portland Planner Kathleen Wadden’s October 20, 2009 site plan, attached. 

2. If, by chance, a smaller garden size is adopted into the Portland Community Garden 
program through Oregon Solutions process or other means prior to breaking 
ground in April 2010 the Frazer Community Garden may be reduced to as small as 
8,000 square feet, subject to Portland Community Garden and RCPNA Land Use & 
Transportation Committee approval. 

3. The Frazer Park Community Garden Subcommittee will continue to work at 
resolving all the Elements for Consideration as recommended by this Committee on 
October 29, 2009, attached.  These items have also been forwarded for consideration 
and assistance by the Oregon Solutions team.  

 
Motion APPROVED by majority. Both Andy Weinstein and Lora Price, who does not 
reside within RCPNA, abstained. 
 
Tamara stated that this recommendation is being brought to the RCPNA Board on Dec 1st , 
2009 and then to the General Membership meeting on January 26th, 2010 for approval.  
These meetings are open to the public and anyone who wishes is welcomed to attend. 
 
Peggy Kmeic suggested that there should be a list of community building elements that folks 
agree upon drawn up to be part of the Community Garden Implementation program.  Tamara 
agreed that this would be helpful. Peggy suggested including Harvest Events and others such 
as that which could involve the neighbors.  Tamara shared that there actually was a very 
large initial list in the earlier minutes that she would love help from others to compile for 
future use in developing the Garden Program. 
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III. Plot Assignment Methodology. 
 
Kris Smock introduced the second draft of the proposed Plot Assignment Methodology.  Ed 
Gorman suggested that one half of the plots should go to residents of the Rose City Park 
neighborhood and the other half be divided amongst the other eligible applicants since Rose 
City Park Neighborhood Association are sponsoring the development of the garden.  
 
The proposed time limit for assigned plot used was discussed.  
Action: The group agreed to delete footnote 3, which referred to an exceptions process, 
because it would be too complicated.  
Carl Iiams suggested a 3-5 year time limit.  Tamara recommended that whatever period is 
used should be staggered so that the entire group would not turn over at one time.  Leslie 
P.K. shared that she had polled the Community Garden Managers here in the Portland area to 
get their thoughts on the time limit suggestion and they thought it would undermine the intent 
of creating a sense of community in the garden and as a social extension of users of the park. 
 
Leslie continued there would be little incentive to build up the soil and enhance the garden 
program for an area if you knew you were not able to continue sharing use of the site.  
Placing an arbitrary time limit on the garden plots would undermine the success of this as a 
volunteer based program.  In addition, she saw it as being counter-productive to the issues 
raised by the committee in asking for MORE community involvement and interaction 
between the Park users and the Gardeners. 
 
Tamara stated that she was concerned that the additional legwork required by some of the 
components of the sub-committee’s proposed Plot Assignment Methodology cannot be 
supported by the neighborhood association.  She stated that, as it currently is written, it 
would be the responsibility of all of the members of this Committee, including all the 
participants in developing this document, to come up with the funds and/or the time to 
implement this program over the next 2 years.  She stated that she was not willing to support 
this type of program. 
 
Tamara stated that it appears that additional funding and resources would be needed to help 
support a different methodology than the Portland Community Gardens supports and no price 
estimate has been was provided. 
 
Kris Smock explained that the wording of the proposal tries to make it clear that the 
Community Gardens staff would not be expected to commit more time and resources than are 
currently committed using the existing methodology. She emphasized that any components 
of the proposal that would require additional time or resources beyond that would only be 
implemented if adequate volunteer resources were available.   
 
Leslie stated that the Portland Community Gardens program already has many of the 
elements proposed in the Plot Assignment Methodology implemented in garden programs 
throughout the city.  This includes: 
 Split plots: dividing 20 x 20’ plots into 10’ x 20’ plots, doubling the number of families 

using the garden site. 
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 Partnering with non-profits. For example, Community Gardens currently coordinates 
with  NW Impact arranging for plots to be made available for residents in affordable 
housing.  The Parks program depends on other agencies who are already established in 
managing affordable housing populations to take responsibility for activating their 
linkage to the garden site.  Steps are taken by the Garden Managers if these or other plot 
users are not maintaining their lots. 

 
Kris Smock noted that another model that is currently in use elsewhere in the city is the use 
of Americorps staff, who coordinate the Children’s Garden in Woodlawn. She noted that 
Emily Hicks had expressed interest in trying to expand the use of Americorps volunteers in 
community gardens in the future given the success of the program at Woodlawn.  
 
Action: The group acknowledged that this (use of Americorp to implement Plot 
Methodology) is probably something that could not happen in the short term at Frazer 
Park, given the need for additional resources and an agency to sponsor and manage the 
Americorps’ work.  
 
Further discussion ensued about the pros and cons in using a lottery system for plot 
assignments. 
 
Outstanding questions remained about the term of plot and lottery methodology. Kris asked 
committee members to send her additional feedback by e-mail so that she could incorporate it 
into a revised draft. She also asked Leslie PK to forward the input from garden managers so 
that it could be incorporated into the revisions. The group agreed to continue its work at the 
next meeting to revise the plot assignment methodology to address everyone’s concerns.  
 
IV. Next Steps.  
Tamara stated that there would be no meeting in December due to the holidays.  She 
suggested that the next meeting occur prior to the RCPNA General Meeting that is falling on 
the 4th Tues, Jan. 26th.  Doe Risko stated that Jan. 17th would not work for her because of 
class.  Andy W. stated that he could not attend the Tuesday option, Jan 15th. 
 
Tamara stated that we would try for Jan. 19th with hopes to come up with a better date that 
would work for Doe. 

 
8:45 pm Meeting adjourned. 
 
 


