Residential Infill Project – Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC)
Meeting #2a Summary Minutes APPROVED BY SAC
Date: Tuesday, October 20, 2015
Time: 6:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.
Location: 1900 SW 4th Avenue, Portland, 7th Floor – Room 7A
SAC Members in Attendance: Linda Bauer, Sarah Cantine, Alan DeLaTorre, Jim Gorter, John
Hasenberg, Marshall Johnson, Mary Kyle McCurdy, Douglas MacLeod, Maggie McGann, Rod
Merrick, Rick Michaelson, Mike Mitchoff, Michael Molinaro, Danell Norby, Douglas Reed,
Brandon Spencer-Hartle, Teresa St. Martin, David Sweet, Eric Thompson, Garlynn Woodsong,
Tatiana Xenelis-Mendoza
SAC Members NOT in Attendance: Emily Kemper, Vic Remmers, Eli Spevak, Barbara Strunk,
Young Sun Song
Staff/Consultants in Attendance: Joe Zender (BPS), Sandra Wood (BPS), Morgan Tracy (BPS),
Julia Gisler (BPS), Todd Borkowitz (BPS), Tyler Bump (BPS), Pei Wang (BPS), Anne Pressentin
(EnviroIssues), David Hyman (Deca Architecture)
Others in Attendance: Jeff Cole, Margaret Davis, Robin Harman
Meeting Objectives: Complete the agenda from Meeting #2 (October 6,, 2015); increase SAC
member understanding of the positive aspects and concerns related to the scale of infill
housing construction, and identify ideas to address them; communicate logistics for upcoming
SAC neighborhood walks
Abbreviations: Q = Question; C = Comment; R = Response (staff)

WELCOME AND MEETING INTRODUCTION
Facilitator Anne Pressentin thanked SAC members for their attendance, identified the meeting
objectives (see above) and communicated basic logistics.
Tables were grouped to accommodate groups of five to six people; each had images of
residential infill housing from Portland, sample lot maps with three common layouts and legos.
A BPS staff (Julia Gisler, Todd Borkowitz, Tyler Bump and Morgan Tracy) was at each table to act
as facilitator; Sandra Wood (BPS), Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues), and David Hyman (Deca
Architecture) observed and provided facilitation support.
OVERVIEW OF SCALE OF HOUSES EXERCISE
Project Manager Morgan Tracy reviewed key points from his Scale of Houses presentation from
Meeting #2, specifically the final slide discussing the tradeoffs from pursuing different actions.
For the exercise, SAC members were asked to reconvene in small groups with other SAC
members who they had not interacted much with, then review and discuss various examples of
residential scale and building form and share ideas to help City staff effectively articulate key
issues.
SCALE OF HOUSES EXERCISE - STAFF-OBSERVED ITEMS OF SAC DISCUSSION
Table 1:
Mary Kyle McCurdy (reporter), Maggie McGann, Mike Mitchoff, Dannell Norby, Julia Gisler (BPS
staff/facilitator)
Positive Aspects
• The houses will be more energy efficient and can be easier to maintain.
• New house may be healthier, safer, and/or more attractive (or some combination).
• Can result in more “eyes on the street” and a safer neighborhood
• New construction can be a sign of a healthy economy.
• House could be part of a revitalizing neighborhood?
• If house is replaced more than 1 to 1, it could be increasing density and reducing urban
sprawl.
• New house is a potential new home for a client (if realtor).
• New house means the upheaval of construction is over for the neighborhood.
• New people will move into the neighborhood and often new residents are active in their
new community.
Areas of Concern
• Often the new construction is less affordable than what it replaced- pricing out many
from the neighborhood who could of afforded the original house.
• Households with children can be priced out of market.
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Takes away green space
Loss of light
The scale and character may not fit into the surrounding neighborhood.
May have replace sound housing- and/or housing with historic character and roots in
the neighborhood
When demolition materials go into the landfill that is very wasteful.
Lack of diversity of housing- doesn’t match the myriad of household types in Portland.
Increased pressure on on-street parking- particularly if new house creates new curb cut.
Increased impervious surfaces
Reduce tree canopy.
Reduce privacy of neighborhood properties and people walking down the street if the
house is big and close to the street setbacks; it looms over the sidewalk.
CHANGE IS HARD - after the initial shock of losing a neighborhood house or trees,
people adapt.

Issue to address: Building setbacks
• Building setbacks from the street are important. Maybe there should be a setback
approach that requires taller buildings to be farther back from the street than smaller
ones.
Issue to address: Elements that can deal with scale of building relative to a neighborhood
• Garage placement
• Impervious surfaces
• Architectural elements to break up the façade
• Height of main entrance/front porch
• Amount of windows on street facing facades
• Setbacks (ALL)
• Landscaping/Trees
Table 2:
Douglas Macleod, Jim Gorter, Brandon Spencer-Hartle, John Hasenberg, Marshall Johnson
(reporter), Todd Borkowitz (BPS staff/facilitator)
Positive Aspects
• Portland’s old neighborhood scale can inspire and inform future infill development.
• Fewer infill restrictions can enable greater flexibility to meet diverse housing demands.
• Similar roof forms along a block can create a positive rhythm and continuity.
• Large housing forms (existing and new infill) can accommodate a multitude of units and
a spectrum of housing options.
• New infill is an effective approach for meeting Portland’s planning goals (such as
density).
• New infill has potential to increase property values.
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Larger houses allow for lower marginal ‘per square foot’ costs, creating a positive
relationship between house scale and value.

Areas of Concern
• Oversized houses with large footprints are not in sync with neighborhoods.
• Large houses skew economies and drive up costs - impacting housing affordability.
• Large houses can block solar access and views of nearby neighbors.
• Not measuring heights from street grades create overly-tall houses.
• New houses often fail to include dwelling space in attics or basements.
• New infill housing is often of poor quality.
• New infill housing often creates disruptive anomalies in the architectural style of a
block.
• Residential zoning does not stay true to a prescribed size.
• New infill housing setbacks are often disruptive anomalies in a block’s rhythm.
• Garages in new infill housing often fail to maintain neighborhood aesthetic and cause a
house’s main floor to be higher than needed – particularly in neighborhoods that lack
garages.
• Residents must understand that living in a single detached house is often not an
affordable housing option.
• Portland’s development code is neither clear nor objective; it is overly complicated.
• Letting neighborhoods dictate zoning will diminish interest in infill development.
Issue to address: Tuck under garages
• Tuck under garages should not be allowed for narrow lots (such as ones under 60 feet).
• Car orientation interrupts neighborhood rhythm.
• Required on-site parking results in curb cuts and aprons that typically take up more than
one space.
Issue to address: Code flexibility
• Code flexibility makes development more lucrative, creating more overall housing.
• Do not make changes to building scale.
• Allow for more dwelling units within one lot.
• People should be able to sell property for as much as possible.
Issue to address: Correcting small nuances in development code
• Detailed nuances can have great impacts on perceived housing scale.
• Allowing a larger setback encroachment for eaves (such as 40%) can help minimize
perceived scale.
Issue to address: Current economic conditions
• ‘Knee-jerk’ reactions to current (and presumably changing) economic conditions should
not demand code changes that could pose significant hurdles to future infill
development.
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Current low interest rates are driving home demolitions.

Issue to address: Property line confirmations
• Development standards should trump underlying property lines.
Issue to address: Setback and height proportionality
• Allowable setbacks and heights should be in proportion (such as 130% maximum
variation) with existing houses so as to be more responsive in creating a relationship
with surrounding character.
Table 3:
Linda Bauer, Sarah Cantine (reporter), Alan DeLaTorre, Michael Molinaro, Douglas Reed,
Garlynn Woodsong, Tyler Bump (BPS staff/facilitator)
Positive Aspects
• Brand new
• Less repair/restore
• Less maintenance
• Boosts property value
• New taxes
• Size and amenities desired
• Better utilization of available land
• Energy efficiency
• Health and safety
Areas of Concern
• Loss of open land
• Small setbacks
• Solar access
• Small areas of vegetation in side yard
• Boosts property value
• Overwhelming infrastructure system (emergency, community, public works)
• CHANGE
• Design repetition
• Not local context sensitive
• Tired of Craftsman
• Quality of materials – [indecipherable] and vinyl
• Removal of trees
• Privacy
• Lack of human scale
• Box design to max zoning
• Too small
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Too skinny

Issue to address: Outdoor space for people
• Variety of setback requirements (rear, side, front) for variation
• Lot size too small
• Building mass sensitive to lot size
• Courtyard type easement for shared outdoor space
• Shared community space as an asset
• Cluster housing
• Increased height for bigger setback
• Mitigates solar access impact
• Pattern area approach
Issue to address: Consistency/variety
• Variety in scale and respect context
• Break down massing.
• Variety of roof forms to respond to neighborhood context
• Make massing respond to the direct neighborhood scale,
• Incentivize preservation of existing stock where current space is on half of a 5,000 s.f. lot
with historic lot lines.
Table 4:
Rod Merrick (reporter), Rick Michaelson, Teresa St. Martin, David Sweet, Eric Thompson,
Tatianna Xenelis-Mendoza, Morgan Tracy (BPS staff/facilitator)
Positive Aspects
• Well-designed infill can:
• Respect privacy
• Maintain sunlight
• Include porches
• Keep in relative scale with homes around
• Minimize presence of garage (tuck under or in backyard)
• Can replace a not so nice house
• Higher architectural quality
• Maintain front and side yard setbacks
•

Infill in general:
• Add housing choice
• Better utilization of residential land
• Larger house can accommodate larger family/more people
• Less toxic material (e.g. asbestos/lead)
• Built to higher standard for wind shear and earthquake resistance
• Materials/Longer life cycle
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Areas of Concern
• Shading/loss of solar access
• Removing sound housing
• Loss of moderate cost homes
• Gentrification
• Scale: i.e. relationship of lot size/width to building square footage, height, setbacks
• Garage impacts: Tuck under -> wider and taller house, detached in rear ->greater
separation between homes but more impervious area
• Distance between living spaces, i.e. impacts on privacy
• Inconsistent setback pattern (front and side)
• Home not reflective of others in the neighborhood (architectural style)
• Rules could be more flexible for larger lots, more prescriptive for smaller lots
Issue to address: Housing Choice
• There is a need to provide a range of housing, including small and larger homes.
• Observing a lot of repetitive styles being built in various parts of the city that don’t
relate to the neighborhood
• Not a lot of new houses being built in the 1,600 to 2,000 s.f. range. (~2,400 s.f. avg. in
2013)
• There is a demand for smaller homes; household size is declining.
• Building a smaller house is less expensive than a larger house (materials) but land prices
still force these small homes to be sold for higher prices, difficult to compete against
larger homes (price/s.f.).
• What if the allowed square footage was allocated differently? - i.e. a cluster of small
(1,000 – 1,500 s.f.) homes around a common area
• Condo financing vs cost of land division – Condos didn’t become popular until very near
the end of the last housing bubble. Sense was condo financing was getting easier to
obtain lately. [Staff note: we will want our econ consultant to explore this further]
• Predictability in the single dwelling zone? Cottage clusters are multi-dwelling
development.
• May be appropriate to centers – but the zoning should reflect that
Issue to address: Scale
• What if the existing structure established the allowed entitlements? - i.e. an 1,800 s.f.
house could only be replaced by an 1,800 s.f. house, or a one story house could only be
replaced by a one story house.
• The market demand will continue to drive these homes to the same/higher cost.
• Could lead to disinvestment
• What if it presented from the street as the same size (but allowed for expansion
behind)?
• Issue is very contextual to the neighborhood.
• Some neighborhoods have a high degree of uniformity, while others have a higher
degree of variability.
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Differentiate the setback standards based on lot width (i.e. 50, 40, 30, 25…).
Setbacks of 3’ is not adequate (6’ between buildings leaves no useable space).
Allow for zero lot line houses to provide for more useable side yards [Staff note: this is
already allowed by the code].
Differentiate the development standards based on lot dimensions (size/width/depth).
Height reduced on narrower lot [Staff note: the code currently limits height on lots less
than 36 feet to 1.5 times the width of the structure. E.g. a 15’ wide house can only be
22.5 tall]
The pattern areas (West, Inner, East) are not fine grained enough to respond to the
differences in geography/topography within each.

Issue to address: Garages
• Garages have a tremendous impact on scale.
• Tuck under garages, allow more back yard area, but elevate house. Should encourage
main entry to be close to grade (e.g. 4’) or align with entry levels on adjacent lots.
• Detached garages – more traditional for inner Portland – driveway creates greater
separation between houses (9’-10’ side yard versus 5’).
• How about increasing setbacks to allow for driveway, but flexibility to better center a
house between two existing homes (i.e. combined 15’ setback -> 10’+5’ or 8’+7’)?
• Differentiate the setback standards based on lot width (i.e. 50, 40, 30, 25…).
Issue to address: Parking
• Do not require off street parking [Staff note: code does not require off street parking for
pre-platted lots less than 36 feet wide, and parking is also not required for sites within
500 feet of frequent transit lines or 1500 feet of max platform].
• Buyers generally demand it (but it may not always need to be a garage, it could be an off
street pad).
SCALE OF HOUSES EXERCISE – SAC QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS
C: How are old and new houses different? Often times they look similar in form and scale.
C: Who cares what happens inside the walls of a house.
NEIGHBORHOOD WALKS
BPS staff and project consultants will be leading the first two of four SAC neighborhood walks
on Saturday, October 24th. The morning walk – Inner (Southeast) – will start at 10:00am at
Richmond Elementary School (2276 SE 41st). The afternoon walk – Western (Southwest) - will
start at 1:30pm at the corner of SW 7th/Carson. Each walk will last about one hour and include
time for discussion. No rain is forecasted. Julia asked all SAC members to RSVP so that BPS Staff
could plan accordingly.
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PUBLIC COMMENTS
Jeff Cole: Jeff chairs the Land Use and Transportation Committee for the Sunnyside
Neighborhood Association. Neighborhoods change (and fast); homes with single owners were
later divided into multiple units, then later converted again to single family occupancy. There is
a need for adaptability. Zoning should be flexible and eco-friendly in the long-term.
Margaret Davis: Why does the City not measure building height from the sidewalk to the top of
a roof? New buildings should only be allowed to be built relative to the average of footprints,
heights and setbacks of surrounding homes. They should be built to allow people to age in
place in a community; front porches are one architectural tool to build community.
SAC QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS
Q: What is the result of the SAC’s concerns regarding City Staff’s decision to determine that
land division rules (#7 in the Draft Project Parameters) are out of the scope of the Residential
Infill Project?
R: BPS staff will host a special information session on November 17th to review land
divisions and lot confirmations and to have a conversation with concerned SAC
members.
Q: When will the SAC have an opportunity to discuss specific solutions to code problems?
R: The January 2016 charrette (tentatively Friday 1/22 or Saturday 1/23) will be this
opportunity.
C: Final solutions will need several iterations for the SAC to effectively discuss,
not just one day.
C: There will hopefully be a greater range of options for the charrette date.
MATERIALS PROVIDED TO SAC MEMBERS BY NEIGHBORHOOD RESIDENTS
(See end of document).
END OF SUMMARY MINUTES
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Provided by Robin Harman

APPROVED Meeting #2a Summary – October 20, 2015

Page 10 of 11

Provided by Robin Harman

APPROVED Meeting #2a Summary – October 20, 2015

Page 11 of 11

