Residential Infill Project – Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC)
Meeting #10 Summary Minutes APPROVED BY SAC
Date: Tuesday, April 5, 2016
Time: 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.
Location: 1900 SW 4th Avenue, Portland, 2nd Floor – Room 2500
SAC Members in Attendance: Linda Bauer, Sarah Cantine, Alan DeLaTorre, Jim Gorter, John
Hasenberg, Marshall Johnson, Douglas MacLeod, Mary Kyle McCurdy, Maggie McGann, Rod
Merrick, Rick Michaelson, Michael Molinaro, Danell Norby, Vic Remmers, Eli Spevak, Barbara
Strunk, David Sweet, Eric Thompson, Garlynn Woodsong, Tatiana Xenelis‐Mendoza
SAC Members NOT in Attendance: Emily Kemper, Mike Mitchoff, Douglas Reed,
Teresa St. Martin
Staff/Consultants in Attendance: Joe Zehnder (BPS), Morgan Tracy (BPS), Julia Gisler (BPS),
Todd Borkowitz (BPS), Mark Raggett (BPS), Tyler Bump (BPS), Pei Wang (BPS), Anne Pressentin
(EnviroIssues), Camille Trummer (Office of Mayor Hales), Kristin Cooper (BDS), Brandon
Spencer‐Hartle (BPS)
Others in Attendance: Jeff Hilber, Elaine McDonald, Doug Klotz, Terry Griffiths, Adam McSorley,
Jim Brown, Allan Owens, John Sandie
Meeting Objectives:



Shared understanding of BPS scenario for alternative housing development
Hear and discuss feedback related to allowed number, location, form and appropriate
zones for alternative housing.

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

WELCOME AND MEETING INTRODUCTION
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) thanked SAC members for their attendance,
identified the meeting objectives (see above) and highlighted the meeting agenda.
Review of Past SAC Summary Minutes:
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) indicates that in the interest of time, SAC members
should provide any comments on draft SAC Meeting #9 (March 15, 2016) Summary Minutes to
Morgan Tracy (BPS) – morgan.tracy@portlandoregon.gov – by 5:00pm on Friday, April 8th.
Link to SAC‐Approved Meeting #9 Summary Minutes:
www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/572570

MISSING MIDDLE – COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT
Chief Planner Joe Zehnder (BPS) highlighted that the SAC’s process was nearing completion.
SAC Meeting #10’s discussion will focus on alternative housing options in single‐dwelling zones.
It will serve as a foundation to conversations for SAC Meeting #11 (skinny lots) on Tuesday,
April 19th.
City Council hearings on amendments to the Recommended Comprehensive Plan Update will
take place on Thursday, April 14th and Wednesday, April 20th. While the Comprehensive Plan
identifies that there is ample capacity to accommodate projected population growth in mixed
use areas in centers and corridors and the Central City, Portland’s affordable housing crisis
suggests that planning for growth only in these zones is insufficient. In addition to supplying a
given quantity of housing units, the City must also catalyze the development of a variety of
housing types and sizes. Concepts for new alternative housing options introduce the potential
of smaller and more affordable housing options in “opportunity areas” of the city.
Link to Upcoming Portland City Council Meetings:
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/auditor/article/570730
Portland’s housing demand is increasing at a higher rate than new housing supply, resulting in
rising costs that disproportionately impact the city’s lowest income earners. Increasing
Portland’s housing supply is a critical step in addressing its housing crisis.
In the two hearings, Portland City Council will be considering a Comprehensive Plan
amendment on ‘missing middle’ housing to reintroduce a diversity of housing types once
common in older residential neighborhoods but stymied by later zoning approaches that
separated single‐ and multi‐family zones.
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Excerpt from Portland City Council proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment on ‘missing
middle’ housing:
“Enable and encourage development of middle housing. This includes multi‐unit or
clustered residential buildings that provide relatively smaller, less expensive units; more
units; and a scale transition between the core of the mixed use center and surrounding
single family areas… Apply zoning that would allow this within a quarter mile of
designated centers, where appropriate, and within the Inner Ring around the Central
City.”
Link to March 24th Portland Tribune Article on City Council Comprehensive Plan Amendments
on ‘Missing Middle’ Housing: http://portlandtribune.com/pt/9‐news/298829‐176015‐comp‐
plan‐add‐missing‐middle‐housing
While the proposed amendment focuses ‘missing middle’ housing around centers, this
approach is open for public discussion. Portland’s environmental and transit performance is
dependent on bringing back this type of diverse housing throughout the city. City Council is
seeking public feedback on ‘the what’ and ‘the where’ of ‘missing middle’ housing; ‘the how’,
while needed to ensure process transparency so that residents know what they can expect to
see in different neighborhoods, will be developed by City staff once the first two considerations
are determined.
Post‐Meeting Clarification: The value of public testimony – PARTICULARLY BY MEMBERS OF
THE SAC – cannot be underestimated. SAC members are encouraged to collaborate with their
stakeholders to inform City Council on the best approach to missing middle housing. What
types of ‘missing middle’ housing should be allowed in single‐dwelling zones? What should be
its form? How many units should each type include? Should types be limited to lot size, zone
designation, pattern area or proximity to centers or transit corridors? Please advocate your
position to City Council on April 14th and April 20th.
Q: Are Portland’s R1 and R2 multi‐dwelling residential zones not working? If not, are tweaks
needed to them?
R: Rezoning will be discussed more this evening. A solution may just be a redesign of the
R2 zone, but the SAC should consider other gradients to look at. If a structure fits the
context of a neighborhood, why worry about density and what happens inside? Rules
for multi‐dwelling developments will be developed in an upcoming project; ideas and
lessons from the Residential Infill Project can be applied there. Tonight, SAC members
should focus on identifying ‘the what’ and ‘the where’, and not on ‘the how’.
C/Q: The Residential Infill Project addresses projected needs in 2030, but what happens in
2050? How will the needs of Portlanders after 2030 be addressed? It makes sense to catalyze
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an abundance of housing opportunities today to minimize the likelihood of another housing
crisis in 20 years.
R: Agreed. It is important to not just focus on the quantity of units, but also the desired
alternative housing types.
C: In Oregon, it is standard practice to plan for the needs of 20 years of projected
growth. The SAC should maintain its current planning period timeframe.
R: Still, we should acknowledge that there is a type of housing that is
indeed missing.
R: The alternative housing options proposal, informed by SAC feedback
from the SAC Charrette (SAC Meeting #6 on 1/21/16), indicates the City’s
current direction on alternative housing in single‐dwelling zones. SAC
feedback is needed so that this concept can be refined.

ALTERNATIVE HOUSING OPTIONS
Charrette Takeaways
Project Manager Morgan Tracy (BPS) highlighted some key takeaways on alternative housing
options from the SAC Charrette (SAC Meeting #6 on 1/21/16). They include:






Develop transitions between single dwelling zones and more intense areas.
Prioritize form over density.
Address any impacts from any new parking requirements.
Be sensitive to constraints of infrastructure and other service capacity.
Keep the zoning code simple and easy to interpret.

To maximize planning transparency, SAC members discussed the pros and cons of allowing
more units in more zones versus ‘changing the zones but not the rules’. To increase public
benefits from housing, they also identified potential density bonuses for home builders
advancing the following:








Disabled/senior housing
Additional useable open space
Use of quality materials
Preserving existing or “historic” housing
Energy efficiency
Affordable housing
Smaller units
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In addition, SAC members highlighted concerns regarding lot coverage, density and accessory
dwelling units (ADUs) used for short term rentals. While many SAC members supported
alternative housing options if scale and aesthetics are sufficiently controlled, some also
opposed density increases and changes to neighborhood character.
Presentation of Missing Middle Concept Proposal
Project Manager Morgan Tracy (BPS) revisited some key allowances in Portland’s current code
and then introduced a concept proposal that identifies approaches to advance City Council’s
amendment on missing middle housing. The proposed scenario:





Adds more housing types – by right
Applies only within select R2.5 and R5 zones
Establishes a maximum of one to three units
Maintains a consistency of scale based on a single primary structure (e.g. house) and
detached accessory structures (e.g. garages, accessory dwelling units (ADUs), etc.). An
exception to this form (three small cottages), would require additional review.

The proposed scenario makes “a small foray into a broad range of ‘missing middle’ housing
types”, providing additional allowances for multiple accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and
duplexes on one single‐dwelling zone lot, some new allowances for triplexes and cottage
houses and incentives that aim to benefit land owners who choose to preserve existing housing
through remodel versus demolition/new construction. The scenario applies only to areas near
(within 1/4 mile of) designated centers and ‘inner ring’ neighborhoods in close proximity
downtown (which already have some context of ‘missing middle’ housing. Excluded from this
would be areas with environmental or infrastructure constraints, land hazards, water/sewer
services and school district capacity.

‘Missing middle’ diagram (tan buildings) with an extent addressed by the proposed scenario (yellow box).
Higher density ‘missing middle’ projects could be a focus of the City’s upcoming project on multi‐dwelling
zones.

Link to the presentation: https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/571931
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The project team is seeking SAC feedback on this proposed scenario, and whether it is in the
right direction, or otherwise goes too far or not far enough. City staff extended the original
meeting time from two to three hours to provide SAC members ample time for small and large
group discussion.
Q: What does BLI stand for?
R: Buildable land inventory.
Post‐Meeting Clarification: The buildable land inventory (BLI) was used in the proposed
scenario to identify constraints on residential infill development. Not all BLI constraints were
applied to the proposed scenario. The BLI is a state‐mandated “assessment of the City’s
capacity to accommodate projected changes in housing and employment, including a series of
maps. The maps [are] used to identify land areas as either having full, diminished, or no
capacity to accommodate additional housing units or additional jobs forecasted for the next 20
years. The maps represent possible constraints to achieving our forecasted increase in
households and jobs.” – City of Portland, Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
(https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/59296)
Q: What time of day or time of the year is shown on the three‐dimensional models?
R: The models are meant to just represent general building forms, not solar impacts
from building forms. The project team is still “dialing down” the building scale
parameters.
Q: Are the multi‐dwelling units intended to be owned separately through fee‐simple ownership
or condominium?
R: The lots would remain owned by one entity, but units could possibly be rented or
owned separately through a condo process.
Q: So lots could not be further divided?
R: No, they would still maintain their minimum lot size requirements.
Q: Can accessory dwelling units (ADUs) be sold separately?
C: Yes, you can sell an ADU as a condominium. It occurs regularly in Portland.
R: The State of Oregon regulates condominiums; Oregon cities like Portland are not
involved in the process.
Q: Are we still taking questions?
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R: The presentation is nearly complete.
Chief Planner Joe Zehnder (BPS) indicated that City Council’s proposed amendment on ‘missing
middle’ housing establishes a direction that they seek to advance. It charged the Bureau of
Planning and Sustainability, largely via the Residential Infill Project, to identify the specifics of
what it is, where it should be located and how it should be codified in code.
Q: Does the proposed scenario apply to only centers or to both centers and corridors?
R: The proposed scenario applies to only centers, but corridors, or other areas, should
be considered on the table for SAC discussion.
C: In addition, areas around MAX light rail stations should also be included.
C: Considering the identified constraints makes sense for sensitive natural resource areas, but
infrastructure constraints are being resolved through other City project and should not be
included in the proposed scenario. Also, constraints related to the David Douglas School District
capacity is not a land use issue, but rather a school funding issue, and should not be considered
to be part of the charge of the Residential Infill Project.
R: The City’s intent is to work to reduce these constraints whenever possible.
C: The City should not have a role in reducing the David Douglas School District
capacity constraint.
Post‐Meeting Clarification: The Recommended Comprehensive Plan Update includes schools as
a public facility service provider (specifically policy 8.108):
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/541600
R: Regarding transit, the ‘1/4 mile from defined centers’ map already encompasses many of the
high‐capacity transit station areas.
R: There’s a variety of opinions on where the scenario should be applied. SAC members
should consider a distance from designated centers, as well from high‐frequency and
high‐capacity transit corridors, stations and stops.
Q: Is the proposed overlay zone a zone change?
R: The proposed overlay zone, like other current overlays, floats over base zones and
deploys more development opportunities and restrictions.
Q: How do overlays relate to transparency?
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R: Limits of overlay zones, like those of base zones, are delineated on
zoning maps – transparency is maintained.
Q: Can SAC members recommend adjusting the base zones instead of creating a new overlay
zone?
R: SAC members should focus on ‘the where’ (near transit or parks), and not ‘the how.’
C: The SAC should discuss both ‘the what’ and ‘the where.’ The “ship is sinking.” The scenario
proposed does not go far enough. Triplexes do not go far enough. An alternative scenario
proposal for ‘missing middle’ housing (see below; copies were made by a SAC member and
handed out to SAC members and the project team) goes much further. It should be used as an
alternative starting point for the evening’s discussion. The alternative scenario includes four‐
plexes and garden apartments.

Alternative proposed scenario for ‘missing middle’ housing developed and submitted by SAC member.

Q: Should this alternative scenario proposal for ‘missing middle’ housing be accepted as the
new basepoint?
R: It could be up for consideration by the individual small groups.
Q: Can it be mentioned in the report outs to the larger SAC?
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R: Yes.
Q/C: What is the project team’s rationale for stopping at triplexes? Going to three units is a big
leap in the building code. Once this occurs, why not include four or five unit developments in
single dwelling zones? It’s most economical to do so, resulting in cost savings to home buyers.
R: The small groups can discuss this. If the ‘line between single‐ and multi‐dwelling’
remains blurred, where should it be drawn? What is the appropriate amount of units
and why?
R: The alternative scenario proposal for ‘missing middle’ housing mixes building form
and density. The project team’s scenario proposal makes this distinction clear.
R: The project team took a conservative approach when developing its alternative
scenario proposal for ‘missing middle’ housing. It is not based on technical viability. The
SAC’s comments on the building code are appreciated.
C: The SAC should accept the alternative scenario proposal for ‘missing middle’ housing as the
basis for discussion, then go from there. As indicated, going to at least four units makes a lot of
sense. The small groups can determine where going over four units should occur.
R: This is up to the individual groups to determine.
C: There is value in Portland having a “tenure‐neutral zoning code.” It’s a good model to keep.
As some developers do not currently want to develop condominiums, incentivizing them
through density bonuses could be very effective. The line defining ‘missing middle’ housing
should be well defined. Otherwise, the City should allow more ‘missing middle’ housing by right
citywide.
C: Add a historic district constraint. Consider allowing cottage houses in the R7 zone. Look for
opportunities within the existing code to compatibly allow multiple dwelling units on one lot.
R: The project team started its scenario for lots in the R2.5 and R5 zone. This could be
expanded to include the R7 zone.
R: The project team did consider incorporating a historic district constraint, but there
are many elements already in the current code to protect historic resources.
C: They would add expense to the development process.
C: Some areas zoned R7, such as Cully, are at risk of gentrifying if the code does not address this
zone.
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C: Some new development may be increasing overall housing units in the city but also risks
increasing overall land values in surrounding areas – thereby not solving the housing crisis.
C: The importance of increasing overall housing units is worth the risk.
C: The ¼ mile buffer in the proposed scenario leaves out a lot of great neighborhoods.
R: The project team welcomes SAC guidance on alternative way to define these areas.
C: The proposed buffer should either be larger or be done away with all together.
Otherwise, some areas of the city will become privileged over others.

SMALL GROUP EXERCISE
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) provided instructions in a small group exercise. SAC
members should form into small groups of four to five members that will be assigned a City
staff person to observe discussion and help keep conversation focused on their task. Groups
should answer the following and report back to the larger SAC afterwards:



What specific feedback do you have related to number of units, overlay location,
building form, lot size and applicable zoning?
What else should BPS consider?

C: Please extend the invite to observe SAC discussions to members of the public in attendance.
R: Yes. The public is welcome to observe all SAC discussions. The larger SAC will
reconvene at 7:10pm.

BREAK
SMALL GROUP EXERCISE (CONTINUED) AND REPORT OUT
SAC Responses to Small Group Exercise: Alternative Housing Options
The following notes are shown verbatim as written by assigned project staff:
Table A: Douglas MacLeod, Danell Norby, Barbara Strunk, Linda Bauer, (Kristin Cooper ‐
BDS)


Form
o What works in space – limits [average] scale, not nuclear units –
[indecipherable]
o [SAC member] proposal – 4 units fit as well as 3 [within] scale
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o 3 units in courtyard [okay] if size is right
o 5 units in R5 on 5,000 [square foot] lot or more
 4 rather than 3
o SF residential in residential zones
o Mass + scale
o Adding ADU [(accessory dwelling unit)] not guaranteeing more housing [with]
Airbnb
Compatibility
o Do it where it is already happening
o Make it clear what is allowed
o Allow everywhere (maybe larger lot sizes)
o Naturally people would develop around centers because of the market
o Shouldn’t treat neighborhoods differently
o Would create too much incentive for demolition
o Houses should be demolished because lot is underutilized
o Don’t need to exceed residential density – Com Plan includes enough capacity
o BPS created housing prices [and] scarcity by making it harder to develop
housing
o Smaller units or more units on one lot does not necessarily mean new units
are affordable
Number of units – lot size, scale zone
o Need to guarantee services – streets [and] sidewalks
o Start with areas on map
o Change is incremental – zone larger area

Table B: Jim Gorter, Vic Remmers, Garlynn Woodsong, Marshall Johnson, (Todd
Borkowitz ‐ BPS)


Units
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Option missing
Consider other proposals – not only [SAC member proposal]
R2/R1 – Not specifically designed for [single dwelling]
At least 4 [units] ‐ 3 [group members are okay with]; 1 [group member]
opposes
Why? – economics
2, 4 or 6 – all in a box
 Parking as a way to define the box
Corner duplex – compatible [if meeting height], setback, mass
Minimum unit size – 300 [square feet] cap on [the number] of units
 Ensures [each] unit has space for people
Up to 4 units is FHA [Federal Housing Administration)]‐financeable –
“bureaucratic cap”
Can currently do [6 units; 2 on each of three floors without] elevator
4 – [attached] rowhouse
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o Parking – adds cost
Where
o Everywhere
o 2‐plex anywhere
o Lower building height limits will result in more buildings built with flat roofs
o Support transition – ½ block or 1 block
o 3 areas
 [Centers and corridors]
 No numerical cap
 [Near frequent] transit
 Stop at 4 units
 Rest of city
Lot Size
o No parking [requirements]
o Private outdoor area for each unit
 All units
Above 3 [items] a concern; 4 [last items] not [allowed] everywhere
Impact on [demolitions?]
o More would [result]
o Interconnected
o Increase values to properties

Table C: Alan DeLaTorre, David Sweet, Tatiana Xenelis‐Mendoza, Michael Molinaro,
(Morgan Tracy ‐ BPS)




Where:
o ¼ mile is not right.
o Extend to major routes (i.e. collectors).
o Consider particular street classification. ¼ mile is good for accessibility, HCT
[(High‐Capacity transit)] could be farther away
o ½ mile would cover more.
o Upzone transition lots (those behind MUZ [mixed use zones]) to recapture
lost value from MU [(mixed use)] buildings. Tyler Bump noted that he had not
done a specific hedonic model but ventured that those lots have seen
dramatic increase in land value.
How:
o Overlay is a good approach to demonstrate, will spread to other areas later
(like Albina)
o Middle housing base zone would also be a good approach.
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o The universal design requirements don’t exist, they are guidelines. You should be referring to
Type A or Type B visitability requirements in the building code. (post meeting clarification:
Chapter 11 of the Oregon Structural Specialty Code addresses accessibility requirements. It
exempts :

o It also describes different levels of accessible or visitable units, identified as Type A or B
units.

o Oregon Structural Specialty Code (OSSC) Chapter 11:
http://ecodes.biz/ecodes_support/free_resources/Oregon/10_Structural/10_PDFs/Chapter
%2011_Accessibility%20Amendment.pdf





o Review – [Planned Development (PD)] is no good. Developers will steer clear
of discretionary process and things that add time. Use well written
community design standards.
Form:
o If we are fitting the defined scale, [the number] of units doesn’t matter.
o Parking? – demand varies by neighborhood
o [The] City should move to a [parking] permit system city (or center) wide.
o Concern if the resulting development is only creating tiny spaces. Need room
for different types of households, and needs.
Zone:
o Add R7 and R10.
o Deep lots in cully have more options, and what is typically happening now are
flag lots. Cottage clusters would be better.

Table D: Sarah Cantine, Mary Kyle McCurdy, Maggie McGann, Eric Thompson, (Mark
Raggett ‐ BPS)


[No staff notes available]

Table E: John Hasenberg, Rod Merrick, Rick Michaelson, Eli Spevak, (Julia Gisler ‐ BPS)



[Supports] only FAR [(floor area ratio)] (not units)
Needs neighborhood planning
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Ask neighborhoods what they want – all these ‘yellow ones’ [sic] are different.
One size doesn’t fit all.
Duplexes should be allowed everywhere [as] it would encourage remodeling.
o How to [incentivize] so it doesn’t encourage tear downs?
Why can’t all the areas get to do the alternative housing options? We are
discriminating against them.
The [alternative housing options] will destroy the neighborhood.
Didn’t agree on much – but [indecipherable] thought
o The ¼ mile from centers (not corridors) could be the logical place to add
density (if you wanted to).

Report Back to SAC
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) took notes on chartpack (see images below).
Table E: John Hasenberg, Merrick, Rick Michaelson, Eli Spevak
 No agreement reached
 All in context
 Conversions of existing structures versus demolitions
o Duplexes are good.
o Multi‐dwellings do not belong in the R5 zone.
 Increase density near centers.
 Discuss with neighborhoods what is appropriate.
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Table A: Douglas MacLeod, Danell Norby, Barbara Strunk, Linda Bauer
 Little consensus
 1 dwelling allowed everywhere; 4 allowed near centers
 ¼ mile buffer a good starting point
 Form ‐ more about scale than density
 Lot sizes matter more than zones in terms of what should be allowed.
 Consensus on increasing overall density, but little agreement on where it should
occur
 Just because something is allowed in area, does not mean it will be built that way.
 Density will naturally gravitate to centers.
 Should planning direct growth? What should the market decide?
Table C: Alan DeLaTorre, David Sweet, Tatiana Xenelis‐Mendoza, Michael Molinaro
 Reduce proposed minimum 25 year age requirement for duplex/triplex conversion
to five years.
 ¼ mile from centers is okay, but not enough. It should at least be ¼ mile from
corridors and collectors.
 While increasing density on single dwelling lots increases their costs, the costs are
relatively minimal. Costs have not increased the value in Portland’s higher‐density
zoned neighborhoods like Buckman.
 Allowed density should be dictated by form (floor area ratio and/or height/setback
limits), not zone designation.
 Include R7 and R10 zones in overlay.
 Add community design track option for cottage cluster developments initiating a
planned development (PD) process (there is acknowledgement that this adds a
significant labor cost to develop).
 Every Portland neighborhood should have access to the many benefits from missing
middle housing. It could be achieved either through overlays, redefined zones or
new zones (note that the ‘a’ overlay initialized ADU development).
 ‘Aging in community’ allows the preservation of an individual’s connections to
church, friends, etc.
o Use this term instead of ‘aging in place’.
 Do not limit the number of units or housing types.
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Unique lot sizes demand creative solutions, such as cottage clusters on large lots.

Table D: Sarah Cantine, Mary Kyle McCurdy, Maggie McGann, Eric Thompson
 Two units should be allowed everywhere.
 Tandem houses (two ‘medium’ scaled houses on one lot) should be allowed in
addition to one ‘large’ scaled primary house and one ‘small’ accessory dwelling unit
(ADU) so long as the floor area is consistent between the two scenarios.
 Allow two accessory dwelling units (ADUs) per lot.
 Duplex and triplex conversions should be allowed everywhere.
 Include the R7 zone in the overlay.
 All houses should conform to a type of scale (height, setback, etc.).
 Artificially building up a base grade should be addressed; work with existing grade.
 Allow increased density of up to six units if near transit.
 To disincent demolitions, allow increased density if keeping an existing building.
 Allow increased density for affordability. Require affordability provision in deed so
that affordability moves forward with the future sale of the property.
 Fitting a “common context” is important.
 Allow increased density for larger lots (greater than 5,000 square feet).
 Allow as much development as possible without initiating a planned development
(PD) process.
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Table B: Jim Gorter, Vic Remmers, Garlynn Woodsong, Marshall Johnson
 Four units are okay in the right context (walkable, amenity‐rich neighborhoods).
 Increase density in single‐dwelling neighborhoods near centers and corridors.
 Base zones should define minimum lot sizes and building heights, not density.
 Do not require parking anywhere in the city.
 Allow multiple external ADUs everywhere.
 Require distinct minimum outdoor areas for all single‐dwelling units.
 Mandate a minimum unit size, such as 320 square feet.
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SAC Reflection to Small Group Exercise
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) asked SAC members to collectively reflect on the
discussion on alternative housing options based on the small group report outs.
Q: Would developers in the room be interested in building alternative development like those
discussed in the SAC’s conversation on ‘missing middle’ housing?
C: Housing developers seek to amortize costs across many types of units versus just one.
There exists potential to make more money as a result of more units to sell.
Q: Would developers seek to work in only high‐value neighborhoods?
C: No, anywhere.
C: If a builder can build more, they will do so. Alternative housing options should be
allowed citywide.
C: Community housing builders need affordable housing bonuses to be competitive with
traditional housing developers.
C: There is a need for off‐street parking near centers, where less on‐street parking exists.
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Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) asked SAC members if there was a “right density” to
move forward with.
C: There may be a right density for some areas, but it needs to be ramped down.
Q: How many SAC members disagree that density should be reduced and believe that an
alternative, more ambitious baseline for alternative housing options be used? (A
majority of SAC members raised their hands).
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) indicated that is important to also acknowledge that
many views are not represented in the meeting.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Gary Miniszewski: Gary is a resident of Southwest Portland and planner with 40 years of
experience working in places with different densities, like Lake Oswego and Gresham. He has
experienced a lot of changes in Portland resulting from infill development, but has no opinion
on lot density. The biggest concern is regarding mass and height. Portland’s current code does
not adequately protect many homeowner investments. Investments on solar panels, which can
cost $15,000, are at risk from blocked solar access. A landscape designer friend recently lost 50
percent of his light in his backyard due to a recent infill development. Light is important for
housing now, as it was in tenements years ago. Understand impacts of building mass and
height. Access to light is important for solar panels and yard use, as well as a needed resource
for homes.
Doug Klotz: Doug lives near SE 35th and Harrison, in a neighborhood that functions very well
with incorporated ‘missing middle’ housing. The ‘missing middle’ scenario in inner ring
neighborhoods and ¼ mile from centers and frequent transit should be extended to SE/NE 52nd
Avenue. The City should regulate size, not number of units. Do not over‐regulate; the market
will regulate much on its own. Do not rely on neighborhoods for guidance. Neighborhood
associations are not representative, often lacking renters. The SAC has a duty to represent all
Portlanders; neighborhood associations are just a portion of the community.

WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS
Provided by Doug Klotz via Public Comment Form 4/5/16:
“Residential infill – locations for missing middle, number of units on R‐5 lots, lack of representativeness
of neighborhood associations – they only represent older homeowners, primarily.”

Provided by Gary Miniszewski via Public Comment Form 4/5/16:
“Infill dev stds”

APPROVED Meeting #10 Summary Minutes – April 5, 2016

Page 19 of 21

APPROVED Meeting #10 Summary Minutes – April 5, 2016

Page 20 of 21

END OF SUMMARY MINUTES
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