Residential Infill Project
Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC)
Meeting #7 – DRAFT
February 2, 2016 | 6:00 PM – 8:30 PM
1900 SW 4th Avenue | Room 2500 (2nd Floor)
Meeting objectives:
o Discuss and refine concepts for alternative housing types, and their form
o Continue previous SAC discussion about where and when alternative housing options
should be allowed
o Reflect upon and refine the guiding principles for the Residential Infill Project

Agenda
Time
6:00 pm

Topic
Welcome and meeting intro (Anne Pressentin, Facilitator)
 Announcements
 Review meeting summary from Jan. 5

6:10 pm

Alternative Housing Options
 Introduction and background (Morgan Tracy)
 Approaches and Considerations (DECA Architects)
 SAC Discussion and Report out

7:15 pm

Reflection on the Residential Infill Project Guiding Principles
 SAC Discussion
SAC members will review draft principles and discuss potential modifications.

8:15 pm

Public comment

8:25

Wrap up/Adjourn (Anne Pressentin)

Residential Infill Project – Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC)
Meeting #5 Summary Minutes DRAFT
Date: Tuesday, January 5, 2016
Time: 6:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.
Location: 1900 SW 4th Avenue, Portland, 2nd Floor – Room 2500
SAC Members in Attendance: Linda Bauer, Sarah Cantine, Jim Gorter, John Hasenberg,
Marshall Johnson, Emily Kemper, Douglas MacLeod, Mary Kyle McCurdy, Maggie McGann, Rod
Merrick, Rick Michaelson, Mike Mitchoff, Michael Molinaro, Douglas Reed, Vic Remmers,
Brandon Spencer-Hartle, Teresa St. Martin, Barbara Strunk, David Sweet, Eric Thompson,
Garlynn Woodsong, Tatiana Xenelis-Mendoza
SAC Members NOT in Attendance: Alan DeLaTorre, Danell Norby, Eli Spevak, Young Sun Song
Staff/Consultants in Attendance: Joe Zehnder (BPS), Sandra Wood (BPS), Morgan Tracy (BPS),
Julia Gisler (BPS), Todd Borkowitz (BPS), Mark Raggett (BPS), Tyler Bump (BPS), Pei Wang (BPS),
Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues), Peter Winch (Dyett and Bhatia), David Hyman (Deca
Architecture), Shem Harding (Deca Architecture)
Others in Attendance: Allan Owens, Terry Parker, Warren Brown, Robin Harman, Kimarie Wolf,
Michael Andrews, Karen Andrews, Manfred Grabski, Jack Bookwalter, Margaret Davis, Al Ellis,
Kurt Nordback, Rick Canham, Miriam Erb, Renate Powell, Kimberly Wilcox, Sharron Fuchs, Steve
Elder
Meeting Objectives:


Prepare for the charrette by:
o Increasing understanding of the economic picture that affects infill development
and property owner choices
o Identifying and refining the guiding principles for the Residential Infill Project
o Increasing understanding of how other cities address infill development

Abbreviations: Q = Question; C = Comment; R = Response (staff/consultants)
Post-Meeting Clarifications or Links

WELCOME, MEETING INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL UPDATES
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) thanked SAC members for their attendance,
identified the meeting objectives (see above) and highlighted the meeting agenda. Public
comment will now be at the beginning of SAC meetings (following announcements). Public
Involvement Lead Julia Gisler (BPS) will accept all public comment forms.
Announcements:







Residential Infill Survey: To date, the City has received approximately 5,000 responses –
primarily from residents of inner Eastside neighborhoods. SAC members should
continue getting word out about the survey, specifically to communities of color,
Spanish language speakers, low-income individuals, renters and residents east of I-205.
Website Update: Julia will continue to make updates to the Residential Infill Project
website: https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/67728
SAC Charrette: The all-day SAC Charrette is scheduled for Thursday, January 21, 2016 in
Room C of the Portland Building (1120 SW 5th Ave, Portland, OR 97204), times to be
determined. Project Manager Morgan Tracy (BPS) will email an agenda to SAC members
on Tuesday, January 12, 2016. To date, 22 SAC members have RSVP’s ‘yes’ to attending;
four members have not yet responded. SAC members who have not yet responded or
need to change their response should contact Morgan Tracy (BPS) at 503-823-6879 /
Morgan.Tracy@portlandoregon.gov.
SAC Facebook Page: The SAC Facebook Group Page continues as a forum for SAC
discussion: https://www.facebook.com/groups/SAC.PortlandResidentialInfillProject/.
Questions regarding the page should be directed to Associate Planner Todd Borkowitz
(BPS) at 503-823-5042 / Todd.Borkowitz@portlandoregon.gov.

Post-Meeting Clarification: The SAC Charrette will begin promptly at 8:30am. Breakfast snacks
will be available for SAC members starting at 8:00am.
Post-Meeting Clarification: The SAC Charrette agenda will be emailed on January 14, 2016.
Approval of Summary Minutes from SAC Meeting #4b (December 1, 2015):
C: On Page 9, last sentence under the photo, please change ‘repeal’ to ‘appeal’.
C: On Page 1, please change ‘affordable’ housing options to ‘alternative’.
C: Images of housing examples lacked context (i.e. homes on each side).
R: Locating housing examples with greater context was difficult. In addition, the focus of
many of the photos was on the form of individual building themselves, not their greater
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context. Morgan Tracy (BPS) will find other, more contextual examples to share with
SAC members.
Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) indicated that suggested edits will be made. Amended minutes
will be promptly posted on the Residential Infill Project webpage.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) indicated that eight people were signed up to share
comments. As only ten minutes was allocated for public comment, the SAC may consider
extending the time allotted.
C: The time should be extended out of fairness
C: Is it possible to not repeat multiple comments with identical themes?
R: Currently, BPS Project Staff only requests names of commenters, making this
determination not possible.
Post-Meeting Clarification: While public comment forms ask for a commenter’s name and
include ample space for commentary, few responders add comments to his or her form.
Terry Parker: Terry lives in the Rose City Park neighborhood, which he indicated that
neighborhood founders envisioned as a ‘village in a park’. In this neighborhood, there is an infill
project on NE 60th Avenue where two new homes replaced two former cottage-style homes.
The new constructions, or ‘cookie cutter twins’, have tuck-under garages with architecture,
massing and heights that stand out from existing development. Residential infill developers
need to be required to limit new homes to nearby existing block faces.
Robin Harman (PowerPoint Presentation with Kimarie Wolf): Both Robin and Kimarie are
South Burlingame neighborhood residents. The presentation highlighted three topics: 1) the
SAC’s agreed-upon mission; 2) features of the South Burlingame neighborhood; and 3) a look at
new residential infill in South Burlingame and how it does not align with the mission of the SAC.
Key Takeways:
 Some SAC member comments in past meeting minutes are concerning. They lose sight
of project objectives. The general public should have a greater stake in the Residential
Infill Project process.
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 South Burlingame residents have been conducting their own neighborhood survey of
residential infill. Results will be brought to the SAC at a later time. Many neighborhood
residents are outraged.
Robin Harman’s Presentation: (included at the end of these summary minutes)
Warren Brown: Warren represents “concerned citizens of NE 33rd” who have similar concerns
of some South Burlingame residents. The neighborhood is unique in that there is an increasing
amount of out-of-town homeowners. Four neighbors recently sought to buy one neighborhood
property that since sold for much more than any of the neighbors could afford. The existing
1,300 square foot home on a 4,000 square foot lot was replaced with a much larger 3,400
square foot home. Such examples of neighbors being outbid do not increase housing
affordability.
Margaret Davis: Margaret is grateful for participants – SAC members and staff – of the
Residential Infill Project. She gave BPS staff a letter of support from United Neighborhoods for
Reform signed by 43 Portland neighborhood associations. She also supports concerns shared by
some South Burlingame residents. There were also many concerns about the residential infill
survey, particularly one statement that indicates that new homes bring vibrancy to
neighborhoods. The City of Portland must take on more “fiscal prudence”. Margaret noted
earlier in the meeting that a public comment was missing from the Meeting #4b Summary
Minutes.
Margaret Davis’s Letter: (included at the end of these summary minutes)
Post Meeting Clarification: Margaret’s comment referred to survey question 3, “What
potential benefits of residential infill development are of most interest to you?” One of the
seven potential benefits was “New homes bring new families and vibrancy to neighborhoods.”
Post-Meeting Clarification: Per meeting comments from Margaret Davis and her follow up
phone conversation with BPS staff on 1/8/16, the amended #4b meeting minutes reflect that
she was the individual from the Beaumont-Wilshire neighborhood who concurred with
concerns being shared by South Burlingame residents. Margaret recalled that a resident from
the Richmond Neighborhood Association also concurred, and indicated that 43 other Portland
neighborhood associations have also “signed on” with similar concerns. During this phone
conversation, Margaret also indicated concern that a project consultant from the San
Francisco Bay Area was guiding the conversation towards too broad of a scope, and that the
goal of the SAC should not be to respond to the City's residential density projections as these
forecasts can change.
Jack Bookwalter: Jack is distressed about the amount of tear-downs occurring in Portland. As a
former planner in California, he experienced first-hand many similar issues. New homes do not
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respect setbacks of existing homes, add little to improving housing affordability and do not
accommodate neighborhood needs. Mandating 20-foot height limits and setback averaging
worked well there and generated little controversy.
Al Ellis: Al is with United Neighborhoods for Reform and the Beaumont-Wilshire Neighborhood
Association. This neighborhood recently had a home demolished on NE 35th Place and replaced
with two, much larger, $1 million homes. United Neighborhoods for Reform drafted a
resolution similar to the SAC’s draft guiding principles that is supported by half of all Portland
neighborhoods. The SAC has a potential to meaningfully address concerns about residential
infill such as compatibility and demolition of viable homes. SAC members should pursue
prudence in doing so.
Allan Owens: Allan agrees that it is easy to get “drowned in a sea of words”. The SAC should
emphasize alternative housing options and materials.
Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) thanked everyone who provided comments and noted that
public comments help strengthen the Residential Infill Project’s process.

ECONOMICS OF PORTLAND’S RESIDENTIAL INFILL HOUSING MARKET
Senior Economic Planner Tyler Bump (BPS) presented a synopsis of Portland’s economic
conditions related to residential infill housing. While many tools are available to promote
affordable housing (generally referring to government-subsidized housing for households with
low incomes), fewer City-led options exist for maintaining and improving housing affordability.
Tyler asked the SAC how many members have bought or sold a home in the last few years.
Several SAC members raised their hands.
Growth projections provide a baseline – the City has confidence that forecasts are realistic.
Migration to Oregon is creating housing demand that has been continuing to increase since
2008, after many years of underbuilding during the recession (while some neighborhoods did
overbuild, the center of Portland generally did not).
Link to Tyler Bump’s Economics of Portland’s Residential Infill Housing Market Presentation:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/559227
Q: Is this population trend analysis (2000-2035) only for the City of Portland?
R: Yes.
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C: It would be helpful to have a regional perspective of economics related to
residential infill housing.
R: Washington County has experienced significant population growth. Joe
Cortright, in a recent article, indicated that the problem with the Portland
region is that there is not sufficient amount of ‘great’ places
(neighborhoods with good schools, walkability, etc…) to meet demand.
Link to Metro’s latest capacity analysis, the 2014 Urban Growth Report:
http://www.oregonmetro.gov/public-projects/growth-management-decision/2014-urbangrowth-report
Joe Cortright’s reference to limited housing supply in an Oregonian article ‘Is Portland the
next San Francisco? 4 takeaways from Metro's discussion’ (September 21, 2015):
http://www.oregonlive.com/frontporch/index.ssf/2015/09/is_portland_the_next_san_franc.html
Q: On the Neighborhood Area Affordability slide (see below), how were neighborhood
groupings (cyan, purple and orange) determined?

R: These were defined in the Portland Plan.
Post-Meeting Clarification (Neighborhood Geographies): The Analysis Areas are defined as
the following in the State of Housing in Portland report (page 7 and 8): “The decision about
how to define the neighborhood geographies was driven by two factors: first, the ability to
maximize the quality of the data while minimizing margins of error and, second, alignment
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with the Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability. To that end, the 24 neighborhood
areas in this report align closely with those in the Portland Plan, with some adjustments along
census tract boundaries.”
Post-Meeting Clarification (Affordability Groupings): According to the State of Housing in
Portland report (page 43), “On average, a Portland household could afford to purchase a home
without becoming cost burdened and spending more than 30% of their monthly income on
housing, not including taxes, insurance, or utilities...” Based on this, orange represents
households (homeowners and renters) at or below $55,571, or the median income; purple
represents households (homeowners and renters) more than $55,571 but less than $79,622,
or the median income for homeowners; cyan represents households (homeowners and
renters) more than $79,622, or the median income for homeowners.
Link to the State of Housing in Portland (October 2015) report:
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/phb/article/546056
Q: The slide showing costs of new single-family for small and large homes was confusing. Would
you please confirm the average prices per square foot for each size home?
R: The information on the slide is an error. BPS staff will correct the presentation posted
online.
Post-Meeting Clarification: Tyler Bump’s ‘Economics of Portland’s Residential Infill Housing
Market’ presentation has been updated and posted on the BPS project website.
Q: Will you please define ‘small’ and ‘large’ lots on the ‘New Construction Sale Price Levels by
Neighborhood’ slide??
R: Yes. Small lots are 3,000 square feet or less. Large lots are over 3,000 square feet.
Q: Are skinny lots primarily in the R5 zone?
R: Correct.
Q: Is developer overhead included in soft costs?
R: Yes. This will be indicated in a later slide.
Q: How do the numbers in the ‘Pro Forma Example’ slide compare to local economic conditions
from four or five years ago?
R: It’s obviously different as the timing in an economic cycle continually “makes or
breaks” a project. This will influence a developer’s business model and portfolio.
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C: Land costs, system development charges and building material costs have all
increased over the past four or five years.
Q: How does development demanding the demolition of an existing home pencil out if it triples
the cost of development? Developers are not selling homes bought for $300,000 for $900,000.
R: This analysis was not conducted to evaluate the development economics of
demolitions.
C: Teardowns are what people are most concerned about.
Q: Are you comparing the costs of new houses versus preserving existing houses, or new
construction resulting from demolitions versus new construction on vacant lots?
R: Not all new construction results from teardowns.
Tyler Bump (BPS) indicated that schools are the biggest influence to housing costs. Who is
buying newly constructed, single-family houses? Some households, particularly ones with
children, do not want the often-burdensome costs and time commitments associated with
maintaining old homes. ‘Dual income/no kids’ households have higher incomes and are also
driving demand. So too are retirees.
Chief Planner Joe Zehnder (BPS) added that Baby Boomers are increasingly downsizing, creating
a new shift in housing trends in the coming years that will impact housing affordability and
availability.
Q: At the macro level, what kind of revenue gain does the City receive from current housing
trends? Is this being looked at?
R: This is hard to track. The City only gathers data on new construction.
Q: As supply is related to demand, where are we seeing the gains that support demand?
R: Density gains are not significantly increasing in Portland’s single-dwelling
neighborhoods.
C: Market listing times on RMLS [Regional Multiple Listing Service] are the lowest that they’ve
been in 15 years.
R (Joe Zehnder): The projected household population growth rate in the next 25 years is
different for higher income and lower income households. 80 percent will be in multidwelling areas; the rest in single dwelling areas.
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C: This [Tyler Bump’s ‘Economics of Portland’s Residential Infill Housing Market’] presentation
should go online.
Q: Can the SAC obtain a PDF of it?
R: Yes.
Post-Meeting Clarification: Tyler Bump’s updated ‘Economics of Portland’s Residential Infill
Housing Market’ presentation has been posted online.
Post-Meeting Clarification: The majority of new ADU construction is for rental properties.
There have been some ADU condo type developments that are ownership models, but most
are rentals.
Q: Are SDCs [system development charges] standard regardless of where a new home
construction is located? How will new home construction be impacted by SDCs?
C: [indecipherable]
Q: How strong is the push for new home construction?
C: If residents want to downsize, they have limited options given the overabundance of
large homes in single-dwelling areas.
C: There is a recent study done by Metro and Portland State University that surveys the housing
preferences of new homeowners. It concluded that people prefer living in single-dwelling
homes. There is a disparity as most of the population growth is not occurring in single-dwelling
areas.
R (Joe Zehnder): These results are not tied to where a house is located, and assumes
that all people could afford to purchase a home in any neighborhood. The
neighborhoods that people want to live in are supply-constrained, driving housing
demand and costs in those areas.
C: The price premium is nine percent higher in a Portland neighborhood, as opposed to
suburbs, reversed from previous times.
Post-Meeting Clarification: Houses in the City of Portland “are now worth on average about 6
percent more than they were at the peak of the housing bubble. Meanwhile, the average
suburban home is still about 7 percent below its peak price. The verdict of this shift in housing
markets is unequivocal: housing in the city is now more valuable, and has appreciated faster
than suburban housing. In less than a decade, the city has reversed geographic polarity of the
regional housing market: the average city house sold at a nine percent discount to the average
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suburban house in 2005; today the average city house commands a seven percent premium.” Joe Cortright, ‘Our Shortage of Cities: Portland Housing Market Edition’.
Link to Joe Cortright’s reference to price premiums in ‘Our Shortage of Cities: Portland
Housing Market Edition’ posted on the City Observatory blog (November 11, 2014):
http://cityobservatory.org/shortage-of-cities/
C: There should be a break down by individual income and household income.
C: A household size projection that quantifies trends in square foot units would be
helpful too.
R: The City looked at different household sizes and found that the projection will
change from the current average of 2.3 people/household to 2.1 people/
household in the future – meaning that Portland’s average family size is
shrinking. City staff also evaluated multiple housing types for single-dwelling
residential neighborhoods as part of the supply and demand analysis for the
Portland Growth Scenarios Report [Table 13, Page 48].
Q: Can this be broken down by square foot?
Link to the Portland Growth Scenarios Report:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/531170
Post Meeting Clarification: “The average size of new homes has been rising locally and
nationally for decades, but the recession and housing crisis that came with it brought that to a
skidding halt…In the Portland area, the [house size] average peaked in the winter of 2007 at
2,672 square feet. It had fallen to about 2,286 square feet by the second quarter of [2011]” –
The Oregonian, ‘New homes shrank in recession, but square footage could rebound’

Based on new single family house permit records,
BPS staff found that the average new house size
in Portland in 2013 was 2,443 s.f.
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C: It was just reported that Oregon is the number one state that people are moving too; not per
capita, but overall. With so many people migrating here, how is Portland doing in its planning
for this significant population increase?
Post-Meeting Clarification: “During the past year, United Van Lines of St. Louis tracked
customers’ migration patterns state-to-state. The study found that Oregon is the top moving
destination of 2014, with 66 percent of moves to and from the state being inbound — nearly 5
percent increase of inbound moves compared to 2013.” – Pamplin Media Group, ‘Oregon No. 1
destination for people on the move’.
Link to ‘Our Shortage of Cities: Portland Housing Market Edition’ posted in the Portland
Tribune (January 2, 2016): http://portlandtribune.com/pt/9-news/245770-113589-oregon-no1-destination-for-people-on-the-move
R: We do better at some times than at other times.
Q: Is Portland effectively meeting this housing demand in single-dwelling areas?
C: The SAC is not tasked with accommodating this housing demand.
C: Through the Residential Infill Project, City staff is tasked with
effectively accommodating demands from projected growth, and the SAC
is tasked with informing staff decision making.
Q: Is informing staff decision making for effectively accommodating demands
from projected growth the role of the SAC?
C: The SAC’s role is to help best set a design framework for the Portland,
not to achieve projected numbers.
C: So the SAC should just ignore these projections?
C: The SAC must find a way to best balance livability with projected
population growth. The goal is to improve the quality of life for
Portlanders, not just increase housing quantity.
Post-Meeting Clarification: BPS staff is confirming its response to this key question and will
provide SAC members with clarification as soon as possible.
Q: Is the average cost of a skinny house per square foot more than a non-skinny house? How
much per square foot is an average ADU [accessory dwelling unit]?
C: There is a standard about the size of an ADU.
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C: Some of the higher costs are fixed, regardless of house size. The bathroom,
the kitchen, utilities.
Post-Meeting Clarification: Per Title 33, Planning and Zoning, Accessory Dwelling Units,
Chapter 33.205.040.C.4: “Maximum size. The size of the accessory dwelling unit may be no
more than 75 percent of the living area of the primary dwelling unit or 800 square feet of
living area, whichever is less. The measurements are based on what the square footage of the
primary dwelling unit and accessory dwelling unit will be after the accessory dwelling unit is
created.”
From the most recent AccesoryDwellings.org ADU tour on November 7th, of the 11 ADU’s the
average cost was $232/s.f and the range was between $190 and $300 per square foot.
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) asked that SAC members write down specific
questions and provide to City staff, specifically ones requesting additional data that will aid the
SAC in its decision making.

RESIDENTIAL INFILL PROJECT GUIDING PRINCIPLES
Policy Framework:
Associate Planner Todd Borkowitz (BPS) highlighted that draft guiding principles were
developed based on SAC feedback, as well as from state, regional and local policies that guide
City of Portland projects like the Residential Infill Project. They include:
State of Oregon’s Statewide Planning goals: Since 1973, Oregon has maintained a
strong statewide program for land use planning. The foundation of that program is a set
of 19 Statewide Planning Goals. Local comprehensive plans must be consistent with the
Statewide Planning Goals.
Goal 2: Land Use Planning - Mandates that plans and actions related to land use
shall be consistent with the adopted comprehensive plans of cities, counties and
region.
Goal 10: Housing - Plans “shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers
of needed planning units at price ranges and rent levels which are
commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow for
flexibility of housing location, type and density.”
Metro: Regional Framework Plan: “Metro manages the boundary that separates urban
land from rural land in the Portland region and works with communities to plan for
future population growth and meet needs for housing, employment, transportation and
recreation.”
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On Nov. 12, the Metro Council decided not to expand the Portland region's urban
growth boundary this year. Instead of expanding onto more farm and forest lands,
the Council will work with local partners to create more housing and job choices
inside the existing growth boundary, including areas added in the past.
The council will next consider an urban growth boundary expansion in 2018.
The Urban Growth Management Functional Plan implements regional goals by
requiring and recommending policy changes to city comprehensive plans and
implementing ordinances.
The Regional Framework Plan includes 16 categories of land use policies, including:
Policy 1.1: Compact Urban Form
 “1.1.2: Adopt and Implement a strategy of investments and incentives to use
land within the UGB more efficiently and to create a compact urban form.”
 “1.1.3: Facilitate infill and re-development”… “to use land and urban services
efficiently, to support public transit, to promote successful, walkable
communities and to create equitable and vibrant communities.”
 “1.1.4: Incent and encourage elimination of unnecessary barriers”…
 “1.1.5: Promote the distinctiveness of the region’s cities and the stability of
its neighborhoods.”
Policy 1.2: Centers, Corridors, Station Communities and Main Streets
 “1.2.1: Recognize that the success of the 2040 Growth Concept depends
upon the success of the region’s Centers, Corridors, Station Communities and
Main Streets as the principal centers of urban life in the region.”
Policy 1.3: Housing Choices and Opportunities
 “1.3.1: Provide housing choices in the region, including single family, multifamily, ownership and rental housing, and housing offered by the private,
public and nonprofit sectors, paying special attention to those households
with fewest housing choices.”
 “1.3.2: As part of the effort to provide housing choices, encourage local
governments to ensure that their land use regulations: Allow a diverse range
of housing types; Make housing choices available to households of all income
levels”…
 “1.3.5: Encourage local governments to consider the following tools and
strategies to achieve the affordable housing production goals:
a. Density bonuses for affordable housing;
b. A no-net-loss affordable housing policy to be applied to quasi-judicial
amendments to the comprehensive plan;
c. A voluntary inclusionary zoning policy;
d. A transferable development credits program for affordable housing;
e. Policies to accommodate the housing needs of the elderly and disabled;
f. Removal of regulatory constraints on the provision of affordable housing;
and
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g. Policies to ensure that parking requirements do not discourage the
provision of affordable housing.”
 “1.3.12: Help ensure opportunities for low-income housing types throughout
the region so that families of modest means are not obliged to live
concentrated in a few neighborhoods, because concentrating poverty is not
desirable for the residents or the region.”
Policy 1.8: Developed Urban Land
 “1.8.1: Identify and actively address opportunities for and obstacles to the
continued development and redevelopment of existing urban land”…
 “1.8.3: Assess redevelopment and infill potential in the region”…
Policy 1.10: Urban Design
 “1.10.1: Support the identity and functioning of communities in the region
through”…
o “b. Developing public policies that encourage diversity and excellence
in the design and development of settlement patterns, landscapes
and structures.”
o “c. Ensuring that incentives and regulations guiding the development
and redevelopment of the urban area promote a settlement pattern
that:
 vi) Is responsive to needs for privacy, community, sense of
place and personal safety in an urban setting.
 vii) Facilitates the development and preservation of affordable
mixed-income neighborhoods.
Policy 1.16: Residential Neighborhoods
 “1.16.3 Not require local governments to increase the density of existing
single-family neighborhoods identified solely as Inner or Outer
Neighborhoods.”
City of Portland Comprehensive Plan: Originally adopted in 1980, the plan is long-range
plan that sets the framework for the physical development of the city. As mandated by
the State of Oregon and from a need to update a 2008 economic conditions assessment,
the Comprehensive Plan update will help to implement the Portland Plan (2012), the
City’s strategic plan for a prosperous, educated, healthy, equitable and resilient city.





The Draft Comprehensive Plan – slated to be adopted by City Council in the coming
months - has five Guiding Principles: Economic Prosperity, Human Health,
Environmental Health, Equity and Resilience. It includes 10 categories of goals and
an extensive list of policies.
One noted change in the two plans is a focus from citywide approach to an approach
focused on accommodating future growth in centers and corridors that are wellserved by transit and other public infrastructure.
Portland’s comprehensive planning update is supported by nearly 50 neighborhood
and area plans that convey the community’s aspirations. These plans are used to
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guide documents like the Infill Design Toolkit and inform city-wide planning projects
like the Climate Action Plan, the Mixed-Use Zones Project and the Residential Infill
Project.
Introduction of the Residential Infill Project’s Guiding Principles
Urban Design Consultant Peter Winch (Dyett and Bhatia) introduced seven Draft Guiding
Principles as a starting point for the SAC. Once finalized, the draft Guiding Principles will serve
as a ‘measuring stick” for evaluating the types and locations of different building forms.
The seven draft Guiding Principles include:
1. Fit Neighborhood Context
2. Provide Diverse Housing Opportunities that are Adaptable over Time
3. Maintain Privacy, Sunlight, Open Space and Natural Features
4. Be Resource-Efficient
5. Support Housing Affordability
6. Be Economically Feasible
7. Provide Clear Rules for Development
Link to Peter Winch’s Guiding Principles presentation:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/559226
Q: What is the SAC supposed to do with this information?
R: This will be answered in the presentation. Peter Winch (Dyett and Bhatia) read each
draft Guiding Principle so SAC members could hear the words and contemplate their
meaning. The included matrix illustrates that some principles may conflict with one
another. SAC members should consider ways that zoning can effectively address each
Guiding Principle when they break into small groups to discuss more.
Q: How did the project team develop the draft Guiding Principles and associated text?
R: They were developed from SAC meeting discussions, as well the policy framework for
City projects (illustrated above).
Q: What is the appropriate type of feedback for SAC members to provide?
R: Develop and/or hone the Draft Guiding Principles within the context of singledwelling infill.
C: Please keep the matrix slide up during the SAC’s small group discussion.
R: BPS staff tasked Dyett and Bhatia with being responsive to SAC member feedback on
the extensive list of framework policies.
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Q: Draft Guiding Principle #4 mentions ‘excess capacity’. In East Portland, there is no excess
capacity. It should be revised to state that this is only in areas where there is excess capacity.
Post-Meeting Clarification: The third bullet under draft Guiding Principle #4 – Be Resource
Efficient reads, “Would it better utilize surplus capacity in existing public infrastructure?”
C: The City should indicate where in Portland additional investments should be made.
C: The draft Guiding Principles contain too many assumptions. “Loaded words” should be
removed.
Q: Could members of the public observe the SAC’s small group discussion of the draft Guiding
Principles?
R: Yes, that’s okay, so long as the balance of space and volume are preserved.
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) asked SAC members to spend the next twenty
minutes (until 8:00pm) in their assigned groups (3-4 people) answering the following three
questions. SAC members should identify if any key principles are missing or should be omitted.
1. Do the draft Principles generally match your sense of the issues and priorities?
2. Think about the project goal, to “adapt the single-dwelling development standards to meet
the needs of current and future generations.” Would the draft Principles be a good basis for
evaluating the success of development standards in reaching that goal?
3. Are there any additional principles or changes that should be made?
SAC Member Feedback on the Draft Guiding Principles to the Entire Group:
C: These principles are wonderful for the City’s housing policy, but not specifically for the
Residential Infill Project. Some do not apply to all areas of the city. Others must take
neighborhood context into consideration.
C: There is some SAC disagreement on this conclusion. While a lot of rewording is
needed, these strategies should be maintained.
R: Rewording is too much to get into at the moment. SAC members should focus
on responses to the three questions.
C: The list of draft Guiding Principles includes too much text for the SAC to effectively
respond to. The presentation format makes them much more digestible for SAC
members.
R: Specific strategies will be worked out by the SAC later in the project.
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C: Members of the SAC were recruited through different channels, complicating the charge of
the SAC.
R: This is a good moment to remind everyone of the SAC Charter. Facilitator Anne
Pressentin (EnviroIssues) read the charter aloud.
C: The seven topics are overwhelming. SAC members will gravitate to the areas of their specific
expertise.
C: Draft Guiding Principle #7 directly relates to how the final product of the Residential Infill
Project ends up looking and how SAC decisions will effectively move the project process
forward for meaningful change that guides City staff and architects.
C: And property owners too.
C: Much of the terminology and many specific words in the draft Guiding Principles are
problematic. Words like ‘desired’ are too subjective. Instead, real goals should be explicitly
defined.
C: Nothing in the draft Guiding Principles specifically addresses house demolitions – just the
homes that replace them.
Post-Meeting Clarification: The second bullet under draft Guiding Principle #6 – Be
Economically Feasible reads, “Would it catalyze desired development while minimizing
undesired development and demolition of existing sound housing?”

C: Draft Guiding Principle #6 is good but should have a clear statement about increasing
density.
C: Increasing density is not part of the SAC’s charge.
C: Increasing density is part of the SAC’s charge.
C: Increasing density is outside of the scope of the Residential Infill Project. Portland
already has two times as much land it needs for housing.
C: This statement does not imply that density does not need to be increased.
C: Increasing density is not part of the SAC’s charge.
C: The SAC’s charge is to assist City staff in creating outcomes. The Residential Infill Project is
dealing with accommodating more people (the projected 20 percent) in single-dwelling areas.
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R: The 80/20 percent split [80 percent projected population will reside in multi-dwelling
zones, 20 percent will reside in single-dwelling zones] is a City projection, not a goal. Of
this 20 percent, one-half will reside in new urban areas and one-half will be
accommodated in infill development.
R: In the narrow lot discussion, City staff will again review the specific numbers. SAC
discussion should focus not on where development will occur, but what development
will look like.
Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) asked SAC members if any guiding principles should be removed
or added.
C: Many will not be able to be executed within Portland’s zoning code. Draft Guiding Principle
#6 (Be Economically Feasible), for example, should not consider a return on investment.
Q: Being economically feasible should not be a consideration?
C: Developers will accommodate themselves to the regulations that are put in place.
Q: What about affordability?
C: The SAC must consider economic impacts, but not whether development is
economically feasible.
C: In the past, the City failed to consider economic feasibility, which later resulted in bad
code.
C: Maybe Principle #6 could just be reworded.
C: Principle #6 should be omitted.
C: Principle #6 is important.
C: We must determine whether Principle #6 is inside or outside of the SAC’s scope.
Regarding Principle #7, the SAC is definitely charged with providing clear rules for
development. There is a distinction between principles and criteria.
Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) asked City staff how these principles will be used.
R: City staff will help define what is inside and outside of the SAC’s scope. The preservation of
trees, for example, could be part of the SAC’s work even if revising the City’s tree code is not.
The SAC needs to test the Guiding Principles on what it values. As the SAC begins to get more
into specifics, it will need guiding principles to inform its decision making. The SAC will need a
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tool to effectively weigh the pros and cons of different options. As some alternatives may be in
conflict, the SAC will need to be able to prioritize which is better based on a set of guiding
principles based on prioritized SAC values.
R: Tradeoffs will need to be part of SAC discussion.
C: The SAC will need to see the specific alternatives first.
Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) indicated that we could go into the charrette with the proposed
draft Guiding Principles and then revise and hone them once different alternatives are shown.
Q: Would City staff please discuss desired charrette outcomes?
R: SAC should review the draft Guiding Principles, then discuss scale (after a brief
introductory presentation, SAC members will work at facilitated tables) then develop a
preferred package of tools based on a variety of options provided by the project team.
The morning will focus more on the ‘what’; the afternoon will focus more on the
‘where’.
Q/C: Will the SAC be performing work within small groups? Working in large groups is more
valuable as it encompasses a wider diversity of perspectives.
C: Agreed. Large groups are much more beneficial than small groups.
R: The charrette will be programmed similarly to SAC meetings, where small group
discussion creates ideas for broader discussion.
R: The charrette will result in a product.
Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) indicated that the SAC needed to agree on a path forward as the
meeting was reaching its end.
C: The seven draft Guiding Principles should not be numbered as doing so implies a ranking.
Whether they are numbered or bulleted, ‘housing affordability’ should still be at the top of the
list.
C: Not every SAC member agrees that ‘housing affordability’ should be on top of the list.
R: It would presumably be valuable for SAC members to have the draft Guiding Principles
available for reference during the charrette.
C: Good idea.

DRAFT Meeting #5 Summary – January 5, 2016

Page 19 of 33

Q: What can realistically be done through zoning to make housing in Portland’s single-dwelling
zones more affordable?
C: Single-family housing and affordability are not synonymous.
Q/C: What is affordability? Affordable to families? Citywide? The SAC will need a more
specific definition on what defines affordability in regards to housing.
C: Some SAC members have little desire to revisit this discussion at the charrette. The SAC
should agree to acknowledge the draft Guiding Principles as imperfect and in need of revision,
but move ahead with them ‘as is’ in the interim as a foundation for charrette discussion.
C: We should use the charrette to test the draft Guiding Principles.
C: The presentation on regulatory approaches used elsewhere would still be extremely
valuable to hear at the start of the charrette.
Q: Instead, could there just be an additional ‘5b’ SAC meeting prior to the
charrette?
Q: Or could the SAC meet in February?
Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) suggested,
unless any SAC disagreement exists, of
acknowledging the draft Guiding Principles
as imperfect and in need of revision, but
moving ahead with them ‘as is’ in the
interim as a foundation for charrette
discussion. No SAC member dissent was
witnessed by City staff. This scheduled
‘Regulatory Approaches Used in Portland
and Elsewhere’ presentation, due to time
constraints, will be given at the beginning
of the charrette. Anne thanked SAC
members for their continued involvement
and asked them to get home safe!

Notes taken by BPS staff during SAC feedback on
the draft Guiding Principles
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS
Provided by Manfred Grabski via email to Mayor Hales, BPS staff and others on 12/30/15:
“Dear Mayor Hales, I’m writing to make you aware about changes in the South Burlingame
neighborhood which affect not only me but also our community.
When I moved to South Burlingame, the neighborhood was characterized by single story homes of
modest size--between one thousand and two thousand square feet. The homes are surrounded by plenty
of green/garden space, in front and behind the residence. (I was born in Berlin, E. Germany, and the
street views remind me of Garden Cities in Europe.) Most homes were erected in the early forties and
fifties and are a strong representation of the architecture and social fabric of the time. The homes were
designed in consideration of the properties, topography and views. Most corner lots were developed to
have two street fronts and also to be an entry to the block. A city grid with side-walks encouraging walks
to the near grocery store and chat with neighbors is a seminal component.
Recovering from the last recession, the neighborhood is changing in an undesirable direction. Developers
are rushing in and buying up any property for sale or encouraging transfer by aggressive advertising.
Homes are demolished and replaced by two homes with twice the square footage in a fake reproduction
of homes not consistent with the neighborhood. These reproductions are without character, are out of
scale, and have no connection to the surroundings. So called traditional homes, they tower over the
“native” homes at two and a half stories with steep roof pitches, depriving neighboring homes of sun
exposure, views and privacy, basically what was so appealing in the first place.
Understanding that Portland needs growth boundaries to preserve agriculture and to be more efficient in
transportation, this development is a contradiction. The City is working closely with developers, but lacks
of the third component: the people who are living in these neighborhoods and face the threat of being
forced out by increases in property taxes and changes in the character of the place they called home.
My plea is not to stop making cities more functional with increases in density. My plea is to be sensitive
to characteristics which make neighborhoods unique and worthy of preservation, like scale, design
elements, correspondence between home and street and so on.
The current development is totally profit-driven without any regard to the surroundings. The new
construction is not meant to provide more housing for Portland’s citizens who need more affordable
housing and better living conditions. These homes are meant for people who can afford inflated property
values-----$500,000 to $1,000,000---and unsustainable property taxes--people coming perhaps from out
of state, and driven by the same development in their own states.
Please stop this reckless development by profit-driven developers with no vision of a livable city, who are
asked to contribute nothing to the communities they plunder. Include the citizens of the neighborhoods
and get architects and city planners involved to make our City even a better place to live in.
With best wishes for you and our City for the coming year, Manfred Grabski, Architect”
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Provided by Terry Parker on 1/5/16:
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Provided/Presented by Robin Harman and Kimarie Wolf on 1/5/16:
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Provided by Margaret Davis on 1/5/16:
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Provided by Jack Bookwalter on 1/5/16:
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Provided by Allan Owens via public comment form on 1/5/16:
“Hope for code ideas specific to alternative housing. Plastic, aluminum or another material. Tiny
Houses, ADUs.”

END OF SUMMARY MINUTES
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Alternative Housing Options

Summary of SAC Worksheet Responses
Residential Infill Project
Stakeholder Advisory Committee

February 2016

OVERVIEW
 19 SAC members responded.
 Not all worksheet responses were complete.
 Questions asked about SAC preferences for
alternative housing options:
 At citywide level
 By block level.
 Both objective and subjective questions
were asked.
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THREE QUESTIONS ASKED
1. Where in the city should alternative housing be allowed within
single-dwelling zones?

2. In areas where alternative housing is allowed, where on an

individual block should the placement of alternative housing
types be prioritized?

3. If you indicated certain limitations for Questions 1 and/or 2,

what sorts of limits or requirements would be appropriate
(examples: age of the house/structure; design controls of the
house/structure; site size or lot configuration; range of
additional units; type of review process required)?
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All Alternative Housing Options:
Allowed Citywide?
No Answer
16%
With Limits
17%
No
18%

Yes
49%

Allowed Anywhere on a Block?

No Answer
32%

With Limits
16%

Yes
43%

No
9%

Nearly 50% of SAC respondents believe that alternative housing
options should be allowed citywide and in any location on a block
(in those areas where alternative housing options are allowed).
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All Alternative Housing Options:
Allowed Citywide?
No Answer
16%
With Limits
17%
No
18%

Yes
49%

Specifically…
By Pattern Area?
By Neighborhood?
Near Centers?
Near Parks?
Near Transit?
In Areas at High Risk of Gentrification?
In Areas Away From High Risk of
Gentrification?
Other?

Only 18% believe that alternative housing options
should not be allowed citywide. 16% did not answer.
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More fine grained preferences
Allow…

Multiple
ADUs

Cottage
Clusters

Rowhouses

Internal
Stacked
Conversions Flats

By pattern area
By neighborhood
Near centers
Near parks
Near transit
In higher risk
gentrification
In lower risk of
Gentrification

= received highest percentage of “yes” and “with limits”

Residential Infill Project| 7

Summary of Responses – Citywide
 Only 18% believe that alternative housing options should not be
allowed citywide.
 Internal conversions and cottage clusters are preferred citywide
more than other options.
 Only about 15-30% prefer to not limit options by pattern area.
 Even less, about 10-15%, prefer to not limit options by
neighborhood.
 About 50% believe that all options should be allowed (with or
without limits) near centers, parks and transit.
 Only 10% believe most options should not be allowed in areas at
high risk of gentrification. Yet, there is little difference in areas
away from high risk of gentrification.
 Multiple ADUs were consistently not favored in any scenario at
the Citywide scale (11-32%)
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All Alternative Housing Options:
Allowed Anywhere on a Block?

No Answer
32%

With Limits
16%

Yes
43%

Specifically…
At Corners?
Next To Commercial Zones?
Close to Schools?
Other?

No
9%

Only 9% believe that alternative housing options should not be allowed in any location on a
block (in areas where alternative housing options should be allowed). 32% did not answer.
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More fine grained preferences
Allow…

Multiple
ADUs

Cottage
Clusters

Rowhouses

Internal
Stacked
Conversions Flats

Anywhere on the
block
Corners only
Next to
commercial zones
Close to schools

= received highest percentage of “yes” and “with limits”
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Summary of Responses – By Block
 Only 9% believe that housing options should not be allowed in

any location on a block.
 About 50% believe options should be allowed without limits
anywhere on a block (60-70% with limits).
 Few respondents (5-15% on corners, less than 5% next to
commercial zones, less than 8% close to schools and none in
other areas) believe that options should not be allowed on
blocks. Yet, only about 50% responded to these three
questions.
 Multiple ADUs were consistently not favored in any scenario at
the Block level (16-21%).
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Alternative Housing Option Types
(all responses)

Option
Y, N, L or NA
Allowed Location (Citywide Level)

Y

Multiple ADUs
N
L

NA

Y

Internal Conversions
N
L
NA

Y

Cottage Clusters
N
L
NA

Y

Stacked Flats
N
L

NA

Y

Rowhouses
N
L

NA

Y

N

Other
L

NA

53
21
21
42
32
37
32
31

32
32
16
21
26
26
26
32

5
10
31
11
5
5
5
0

10
37
32
26
37
32
37
37

74
42
47
47
42
47
42
42

10
16
10
10
10
10
10
10

11
10
11
11
11
11
11
11

5
32
32
32
37
32
37
37

42
31
37
37
32
32
37
32

16
16
11
16
10
10
10
10

37
16
26
21
21
26
16
21

5
37
26
26
37
32
37
37

58
37
37
42
32
39
34
34

26
26
11
10
10
11
11
16

5
11
26
16
21
18
13
18

11
26
26
32
37
32
42
32

47
26
26
42
26
41
26
26

16
17
11
10
11
10
11
11

26
26
26
16
16
11
21
21

11
32
37
32
47
37
42
42

18
13
8
13
8
18
8
13

11
11
5
5
5
5
5
5

18
13
19
24
24
24
19
24

53
63
68
58
63
53
68
58

Away From Areas At High Risk Of Gentrification
Other (Citywide)
Allowed Location (Block Level)

26

11

5

58

21

5

11

63

21

5

11

63

21

11

5

63

10

16

11

63

13

5

3

79

0-20
21-40
41-60
61-80
81-100

45
29
24
24
16

21
16
16
21
16

13
8
13
8
0

21
47
47
47
68

58
32
31
26
16

5
5
0
21
0

16
16
16
21
16

21
47
53
53
68

48
32
26
31
16

5
5
0
0
0

26
16
21
16
16

21
47
53
53
68

53
26
26
26
16

10
11
5
5
0

16
16
16
16
16

21
47
53
53
68

45
29
34
24
16

11
11
5
5
0

18
13
13
18
16

26
47
48
53
68

13
8
8
8
2

0
0
0
0
0

8
13
13
13
3

79
79
79
79
95

0-20
21-40
41-60
61-80
81-100

Citywide
By Pattern Area
By Neighborhood
Near Centers
Near Parks
Near Transit
Areas At High Risk Of Gentrification

Anywhere
At Corners
Next To Commercial Zones
Close To Schools
Other

The darker the shade, the higher the percentage.
Y = Yes, N = No, L = With Limitations, NA = No Answer
Yellow = Citywide, Orange = By Block
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Summary of housing types currently allowed in single dwelling residential zones

House
(including manufactured
homes/floating homes)

Duplex

Attached House

Attached Duplex

Triplex

Multi-Dwelling Structure

Multi-Dwelling
Development

A detached dwelling unit
located on its own lot

Two units located on one lot
attached by common walls or
floor/ceiling

A dwelling unit located on its
own lot attached by common
walls to one or more dwelling
units

A duplex (2 units) located on
its own lot, attached by
common walls to one or more
dwelling units

A subtype of multi-dwelling
structure that contains 3 units
on one lot attached by
common walls or floor/ceiling

A structure that contains 3 or
more units on one lot,
attached by common walls or
floor/ceiling

Grouping of more than one
unit on one lot that may or
may not be attached in some
form

Summary of alternative housing types and lot arrangements currently allowed in single dwelling zones

Summary of initial concept alternative housing options

