Residential Infill Project – Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC)
Meeting #11 Summary Minutes APPROVED BY SAC
Date: Tuesday, April 19, 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, Jim Gorter, John Hasenberg, Emily
Kemper, Douglas MacLeod, Mary Kyle McCurdy, Maggie McGann, Rod Merrick, Rick
Michaelson, Michael Molinaro, Danell Norby, Vic Remmers, Eli Spevak, Teresa St. Martin,
Barbara Strunk, David Sweet, Eric Thompson, Garlynn Woodsong, Tatiana Xenelis‐Mendoza
SAC Members NOT in Attendance: Alan DeLaTorre, Marshall Johnson, Mike Mitchoff, Douglas
Reed
Staff/Consultants in Attendance: Joe Zehnder (BPS), Sandra Wood (BPS), Morgan Tracy (BPS),
Julia Gisler (BPS), Todd Borkowitz (BPS), Pei Wang (BPS), Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues), Kristin
Cooper (BDS), Brandon Spencer‐Hartle (BPS)
Others in Attendance: KOIN 6, Elaine McDonald, Robin Harman, Kurt Nordback, V. Degan, Terry
Griffiths, Terry Parker, Chris Dawkins, Sam Noble, John Sandie

Meeting Objectives:





Understand updated project schedule and public outreach schedule
Hear about input received from SAC member networks on the Residential Infill Project
Gain a shared understanding of BPS draft/revised proposals for alternative housing and
skinny lot development
Advise staff on developing a range of scenarios for public review

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. The project
team will be presenting draft scenarios informed by SAC feedback on alternative housing
options and skinny lots. SAC members will be splitting into groups to discuss and develop
alternative concepts that are more restrictive or flexible.
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 #10 (April 5, 2016) Summary Minutes to
Morgan Tracy (BPS) – morgan.tracy@portlandoregon.gov – by 5:00pm on Friday, April 22nd.
Link to SAC‐Approved Meeting #10 Summary Minutes:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/575341
Anne asked if any SAC members had questions. None indicated they did.

PUBLIC INPUT APPROACH AND PROJECT SCHEDULE
Planning Manager Sandra Wood (BPS) heighted to SAC members that the project team
reviewed SAC feedback on narrow and skinny lots and will be sharing its revised proposal.
These lots are a subset of alternative housing options.
SAC members will develop more restrictive or flexible scenarios that will be part of the package
presented to the general public. BPS staff expects to hear many of the same concerns from the
public that have been shared by SAC members. The SAC’s alternative scenarios will serve as
“book ends” to the spectrum of residential infill ideas and help communicate the range of
issues it has been addressing. They will also aid in the crafting of a ’30‐second elevator’ pitch of
the project.
C: Most of the skinny house feedback on from neighbors is related to scale.
R: The SAC already reviewed the project team’s first proposal on scale in Meeting #9
(March 15, 2016) and can share the draft revised scenario on scale later in the meeting.
BPS staff created a revised project schedule. It includes a May 3rd SAC Meeting #12 (review of
the draft revised scenario on scale), a June 7th SAC Meeting #13 (review of full proposal) and a
public engagement period from June 13th to July 22nd (SAC members will receive handouts
communicating the proposed scenario and spectrum of more restrictive and flexible options).
Q: The last SAC meeting will be on June 7th, 2016?
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R: Yes.
Q: Will the public comment period be only six weeks?
R: Yes.
R: This six weeks will just be to review scenarios included in term sheets. There will be a
second round of public engagement in 2017 once code is developed.
R: The project term sheets need to get to City Council in December. To meet this deadline, BPS
staff proposes to not have the originally‐proposed public hearings at the Planning and
Sustainability Commission.
Q: Why is getting to City Council in December a goal?
R: It is important for the Mayor to give concrete direction to advance this project
by the time he leaves office.
C: While the term sheets are not code per se, they do set a policy foundation. There is no
precedent for not going for Planning and Sustainability Commission public hearings. Many SAC
members are not comfortable with this decision.
C: Agreed.
C: Some SAC members are not comfortable with this decision and do not fully
understand the lines of authority dictating this project.
Q: What is the penalty in involving the Planning and Sustainability Commission? Why is there a
change in direction?
R: BPS staff originally planned to go to the Planning and Sustainability Commission in
August. The SAC indicated that there was not enough of a feedback loop, which did not
allow sufficient time for public outreach to begin this May. As a result, it’s not possible
for the project to go to the Planning and Sustainability Commission on August 6th. The
project team needed to determine how best to respond to these demands.
Q: This results in a three month penalty?
C: 2‐1/2 months. It doesn’t work to push to September and get to City
Council by year’s end.
R: Correct. Sufficient time is needed to get to City Council.
C: Originally, the SAC’s plan was not necessarily to get to City Council be December 2016.
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R: Getting to City Council by December 2016 was always the plan.
C: The SAC is in a crunch.
R: Chief Planner Joe Zehnder (BPS) is at this meeting and is hearing the SACs
concerns on this.
Post meeting clarification: As a result of the SACs concerns, the project staff have extended the
outreach period by two weeks to August 8th for a total of 8 weeks.
Q: What happens after July 22nd?
R: The scenario development will pause for three weeks for BPS staff to take the
Residential Infill Project to the general public.
R: After the public involvement period, the project team will be reviewing public
comments. In September, the project team will be altering the proposed scenario in
response.
Q: Are there only five weeks for the general public to weigh in on the scenario(s)?
C: This is not much time for public comment.
R: There are six weeks for the general public to weigh in. Is this not sufficient?
C: Most neighborhood associations are not meeting during this period in
the summer.
Q: Do ‘coalition’ meetings mean quadrant meetings?
R: Coalition offices will determine the specifics of the forums in their districts. Meetings
will be attended by BPS staff from the project team and will discuss the staff proposed
scenario and SAC concerns of it going too far and not far enough. The project team may
also develop focus groups to gain better insight on the spectrum of perspectives on
residential infill in single‐dwelling zones.
R: Public involvement will include general open houses and direct meetings. Staff
capacity limits the amount of outreach that can be performed.
R: There will also be an online open house for the general public to learn more about
the project and share concerns.
Q/C: Will there also be public involvement around the draft code in 2017? Originally the project
was going to City Council only once; now it will do so twice.
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R: Yes. Before, the project was going to go before City Council only once. Under the
current schedule, there will be two rounds of public outreach.
Q: How will the SAC be involved in the second round?
R: The SAC will reconvene before the project’s draft term sheets go
before City Council. There is no intent on “dragging along” the SAC for
another year.
Post meeting clarification: From the SAC Charter, “D. SAC Member Commitments. The SAC is expected
to meet as a committee at least 11‐13 times over the 18‐month project duration.”

C: The real benefit to this solution is that the project will go before City Council
twice. Getting City Council’s buyoff both times will really be useful.
Q: Did the schedule change because the Mayor wanted his imprint on the Residential Infill
project?
Q: Will the term sheets be approved via City Council resolution?
R: Yes.
C: This change of schedule is based on the Mayor wanting a legacy of success for
this project.
R: The project was already on a path for this to happen.
C: It’s difficult to imagine having created code for approval by the end of 2016.
R: The SAC specified that it could only be held together if the project was done as a full
package, not in segments as once proposed by the Mayor, so BPS staff went in this
direction. As indicated, the project will now go before City Council twice.
C: Six weeks of 2016 public outreach is still too short. Everyone is on vacation at that time.
R: If preferred by the SAC, public outreach can be extended into August for a total of
eight weeks, although August is still a common vacation time for many people.
C: As there exists a SAC understanding that the public will have ample time to provide
meaningful feedback, the project team should “prime the pump” in advance as early as
possible.
R: Agreed.
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C/Q: Already, the proposed schedule is very aggressive. Still, can the project team meet the
demands of going before City Council while also extending the public review process? Public
review is generally very slow and will be even slower in summer.
R: The project team will again assess the project schedule to see what is possible. Time
is needed for BPS staff to review and decipher the public feedback. Thanks for all the
SAC perspectives on this topic.

FEEDBACK LOOP: INFORMATION FROM SAC MEMBER NETWORKS
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) asked SAC members about who they have been
talking to. What are they hearing? Feedback could relate to any part of the project, not just
tonight’s topics. The project team wants to know what is being discussed in neighborhoods. Is
the project moving to aggressively? Not aggressive enough? At preferred levels?
C: People want to know specifics of what changes will mean for neighborhoods. In a recent
Southeast Uplift (SEUL) meeting, residents shared concerns that lot of development is
happening and nothing is slowing its pace.
C: The City is moving too slowly as demolitions and unaffordability rise. Nothing is addressing
people with lower incomes.
C: There is significant anger and frustration with the City and developers resulting from a
perceived lack of respect of long‐term residents, many who believe that “one size does not fit
all”; sunlight and solar access are critical; the scale of new houses is too big; and that density is
being prescribed with little attention to sufficient infrastructure capacity.
C: Within the North Portland Land Use Group (NPLUG), there has been significant ‘buzz’ about
‘missing middle’ housing on 25‐foot by 100‐foot lots. A “waking up” is occurring here; not
definitively negative, but rather a general curiosity about potential impacts from infill.
C: Attitudes within the Central Northeast Neighborhood (CNN) Coalition differs depending on
the resident. In Beaumont‐Wilshire, residents are often concerned primarily about demolitions
– particularly that new residential infill project policies will result in an increase of demolitions.
Other neighborhoods seem generally most concerned about housing affordability.
C: In the affordable housing community (organizations such as Proud Ground, Habitat for
Humanity, the Portland Housing Center, etc…), there is concern and frustration that affordable
housing developers being priced out of neighborhoods as few properties are available in both
inner and outer Portland.
C: Many advocates for alternative housing communities, such as Living Cully, believe that
housing prices (purchases and rentals) are the primary issue. People under 35 often seek to
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invest long‐term in Portland but are unable to do so given unaffordability. Their ability to even
compete for housing in the current market is disproportionately hampered due to common
time constraints associated with young children and jobs.
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) asked SAC members to reflect on what is most
surprising from the things they’ve heard.
C: People’s curiosity about ‘missing middle’ housing – what it is and where it is proposed – is
very surprising. A ‘smart‐growth’ approach prescribes it primarily in neighborhoods well‐served
by transit, while an ‘everywhere’ approach addresses an equity issue that all neighborhoods
share the costs and burdens associated with ‘missing middle’ housing. The City Club of Portland
recently voted to support the latter approach. In the Concordia neighborhood, changing code
to result in more palatable skinny houses is a big interest. There is a “chorus of voices” calling
for removing parking requirements and incentivizing smaller scale development like accessory
dwelling units (ADUs).
C: Groups focused on energy efficiency and sustainability have indicated a general lack of
understanding of the City’s residential infill processes. People want to be involved but are
unsure where and when to do so. Affordability is a key concern. Infrastructure should be able to
sufficiently accommodate new development. Southwest Portland should be more accessible
and bikeable.
C: People are concerned about ‘missing middle’ housing and wonder whether it should be
tailored by neighborhood or allowed and/or incentivized everywhere.
C: Anti‐Displacement PDX generally believes that it’s hard for people to engage on the specifics
of infill housing and feel passion for potential solutions. Communicate what options actually
mean for people and better answer, “How does this apply to me beyond the specific code?”
Q: Would a link to the project’s guiding principles be beneficial?
C: Yes, but summarizing more effectively is also needed.
C: Housing and land use advocates – community development corporations (CDCs) and related
non‐profit organizations – generally like ‘missing middle’ housing much more than the
extensive tear downs that they’re witnessing. They also seek better solutions for addressing
building scale. Other issues of concern include how parking requirements drives housing
decisions on skinny lots (many agree that parking on skinny lots should not be required), and
also incentivizing more housing overall and throughout the region.
C: Infill builders, developers, building trade professionals and home buyers are frustrated in the
ability for builders to meet a spectrum of housing market demand, resulting in insufficient
housing opportunity. Realtors are desperate for new houses for clients, many of whom seek
more modern styles and square footage to meet their needs. Buyers are struggling just to get a
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house as the home buying process has become a traumatic and burdensome process. Much of
the SAC seems to recognize that more allowed density is needed to create an increased housing
supply.
C: There exists substantial community concern that the City will not listen to current residents.
Public outreach needs to illustrate a willingness of BPS staff to listen to these concerns.
Demolitions replaced with homes of excessive scale and height remains a primary concern. The
City should not waste the value inherent in older homes.
C: The Woodstock/Sellwood/Moreland neighbors have indicated concern for out‐of‐scale
houses, and also that ‘¼ mile from centers’ in single‐dwelling zones is excessive for the
proposed alternative housing types. The City should be better at shaping what happens in
different neighborhoods; the Residential Infill Project team has yet to take seriously how the
proposed range of housing alternatives will benefit different neighborhood types. The City
should also collaborate only with neighborhoods that explicitly want ‘missing middle’ housing.
C: Portland’s inner‐city neighborhoods like Boise‐Elliot are experiencing an incredible rate of
displacement. The City should be cautious not to target individual neighborhoods for ‘missing
middle’ housing and potentially repeating disastrous past planning efforts in inner‐city
neighborhoods, such as the expansion of Emanual Hospital. Be really careful when targeting
neighborhoods! Recognize that some neighborhoods are better educated on City planning
processes than others, but that every neighborhood has the right to equally accrue the benefits
of the City’s housing decisions.
Link to a brief history of the Portland development Commission’s urban renewal in the Albina
neighborhood through the expansion of Emanual Hospital and other planning efforts:
http://oregonhistoryproject.org/articles/historical‐records/albina‐residents‐picket‐emanuel‐
hospital/#.Vx‐fo032aUk
C: Many home buyers are demanding houses less than 1,000 square feet. Some prefer small
bungalow styles with yards, gardens and access to natural light. Still, it’s difficult for many
people (about 50 percent) to find even smaller homes for less than $350,000.
Q: Are many of the people with these preferences actively looking for homes?
C: Yes.

PRESENTATION: ALTERNATIVE HOUSING OPTIONS AND SKINNY LOTS UPDATES
Project Manager Morgan Tracy (BPS) reviewed revised scenarios for alternative housing and
skinny lot development in preparation for upcoming small group SAC discussions.
Link to Morgan’s Presentation on Alternative Housing Options and Skinny Lots:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/571931
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Key Take Aways: Alternative Housing Proposal
The project team’s draft preferred scenario for alternative housing, consistent with directions
of the draft Comprehensive Plan, focuses growth around centers to catalyze a diversity of
housing types that support a spectrum of household income levels while offering greater
service provisions to individuals with greater needs.
The original (Version 1) draft preferred scenario for alternative housing proposed to focus in
R2.5‐ and R5‐zoned areas ¼ mile from centers, covering about 1/3 of Portland’s single‐dwelling
zoned lots. The project team received non‐unanimous SAC direction that the proposal was not
going far enough and needed to include more area.

DRAFT

Original (Version 1) Draft Preferred Scenario for Alternative Housing (Since Revised)

The revised (Version 2) draft preferred scenario for alternative housing proposed to focus in R7‐
, R2.5‐ and R5‐zoned areas ¼ mile from centers and major corridors and ½ mile from designated
high‐capacity transit stations, and ‘inner ring’ areas closest to Portland’s central city. The draft
Version 2 proposal now covers about 2/3 of Portland’s single‐dwelling zoned lots, but starts to
highlight some “illogical pockets” of areas that would now be excluded.
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The draft preferred scenarios for alternative housing do not necessarily imply that designated
areas will be built out with alternative housing types. Duplexes on corners, for example, have
been long‐allowed on corner lots in single‐dwelling zones, yet most corners do not have
duplexes on them.
Identical to the earlier version, the revised (Version 2) draft preferred scenario for alternative
housing would allow the following:






House + two accessory dwelling units (ADUs)
Duplex and duplex conversions
Duplex + one accessory dwelling unit (ADU) per unit
Triplexes and triplex conversions (on corners only)
Cottages (amount allowed dictated by lot size)

DRAFT

Revised (Version 2) Draft Preferred Scenario for Alternative Housing

The SAC is asked to consider whether bonuses for additional units should be allowed in some
areas for the inclusion of units that are affordable or accessible, or for conversion of houses on
the City’s Historic Resource Inventory (HRI).
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Q: Why is so little transit shown in North and Northeast Portland?
R: The Revised (Version 2) Draft Preferred Scenario for Alternative Housing proposed a
½ mile area beyond designated high‐capacity transit (HCT) stations, not all bus transit
stops. Some areas in Portland transit is not considered ‘high‐capacity’.
Q: Does ‘high‐capacity’ include anything besides MAX?
R: It could apply in the future to bus rapid transit (BRT) but in Portland it
currently only applies to MAX stations.
C: Corridors are where people most often go to shop and eat – they’re a logical place to locate
‘missing middle’ housing near.
R: Many corridors designated in the draft Comprehensive Plan are actually ‘linear’
centers, including the more active portions of corridors.
R: On the SW Barber project, the City was advised to concentrate development on
nodes within the corridor, not along the entire 13‐mile corridor itself.
Link to the Barber Concept Plan (April 2013), illustrating the development focus on nodes
within a corridor: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/441477
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Q: Where can the SAC view the draft Comprehensive Plan corridors?
R: They are shown in the plan’s Urban Design Framework.
Post Meeting Clarification: The Urban Design Framework identifies the general locations of
proposed centers, but does not include the outline of the centers themselves. The outlines can
be found on the Recommended Plan Map of Portland’s draft Comprehensive Plan:
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/541130
C: If the project aims to encourage conversions to discourage demolitions, the area for
flexibility in the proposed scenario seems somewhat limited.
R: In the scenario, houses in and near centers and HCT would be allowed to be
converted to duplexes mid‐block.
Q/C: Then why not allow triplex conversions? The scenario is still too
conservative.
C: Please do not allow much more than already shown.
C: Some triplexes could easily accommodate five units.
R: When discussing the proposed scenario in the upcoming small group exercise,
SAC members can make these points.
C: It’s difficult for the SAC to evaluate the proposed scenario without resolution on scale by
pattern areas. A house with 0.5 FAR may fit well in some single‐dwelling neighborhoods but not
others.
R: The revised scenario for scale is still a work in progress but will be presented at SAC
Meeting #12 on May 3, 2016.
Q: How is the current scenario different from the one sent out to the SAC the previous
Thursday (April 14th)? Is the ‘inner ring’ included in both?
R: It’s the same scenario. Yes the inner ring (areas close to the central city) is included.
C: When the City was doing station area planning for the Orange Line, some stations, such as
those at Bybee Blvd. and Tacoma St., were never intended to have intensive development. All
high‐capacity transit (HCT) stations should not be treated equally.
R: The proposed scenario is “casting a net” of all areas, which will be later “dialed in”
based on specific conditions.
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Key Take Aways: Skinny Lots Proposal
The project team’s draft preferred scenario for skinny lots, consistent with directions of the
draft Comprehensive Plan and similar in location approach to the alternative housing scenario,
prescribes more flexibility around centers and less flexibility away from centers regardless of
whether a lot has been vacant for five years (a current stipulation for lots in the R5 zone). BPS
staff noted that there are approximately 14,500 skinny lots in Portland zoned R5, but does not
know how many of them are vacant.

DRAFT

Revised (Version 2) Draft Preferred Scenario for Skinny Lots

The revised (Version 2) draft preferred scenario for skinny lots proposed to focus in R2.5‐ and
R5‐zoned areas ¼ mile from centers and ½ mile from designated high‐capacity transit stations.
Outside of these areas, skinny lots would not be allowed.
Q: Do maps include only lots with built homes?
R: They show lots regardless of whether they have houses or are vacant.
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In addition, the revised (Version 2) draft preferred scenario for skinny lots proposes to reduce
minimum lot width for new lots from 36 feet to 25 feet everywhere in the R2.5 zone.

DRAFT

Draft Comprehensive Plan Designations – R2.5, R5 and R7 Zones

C/Q: The project team is not discussing lot remnants, something that was promised to the SAC
in a previous meeting. Why is this? A discussion of lot remnants was supposed to be on the
meeting agenda. Who is making the decision to not include it? What will BPS staff do to ensure
that the topic of lot remnants is sufficiently discussed?
R: Lot remnants are not allowed by current code.
Planning Manager Sandra Wood (BPS) began drawing on a large notepad visible to meeting
attendees to describe why lot remnants were not proposed for discussion in SAC Meeting #11.
Q: Are lot remnants included in any of the proposed scenarios? If not, then why?
C: Lot remnants should be incorporated into the proposed scenarios.
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Diagram of Lot Remnants Drawn at SAC Meeting #11 by BPS Staff

Post Meeting Clarification: Lot remnants are portions of lots that are 50% or less fo the original
lot. Origins for lot remnants vary widely and are not easily distinguishable from property
boundary adjustments made after 1979. To determine whether there are remnants on a
particular block, or whether a specific parcel is comprised of lot remnants, a chain of title
search is required to validate the pieces of these lots.
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Q: What is the project team’s reasoning for not allowing ‘missing middle’ housing development
on all single‐dwelling zoned lots? Why are some areas of the city proposed as not needing to
accommodate ‘missing middle’ housing?
R: The scenarios presented today reflect the draft Comprehensive Plan’s growth
scenarios, a process that did evaluate and model three other growth options. The
‘centers‐focused’ scenario performed best, so the draft Comprehensive Plan takes an
approach to focus development around centers.
R: In addition, the City’s transportation investments can support the additional growth
near centers. The City’s investment strategies are all based on a centers‐focused
approach.
Q: Do the scenarios propose allowing any citywide approaches for ‘missing middle’ housing?
R: The proposed scenario for alternative housing would allow citywide bonuses for
additional units for existing houses listed on the City’s Historic Resource Inventory (HRI).
C: If the City determines that ‘missing middle’ housing is not needing to be
accommodated citywide, then it should also not limit house scale outside of centers.
Q: Are bonus units for affordable housing not proposed citywide?
R: The proposed scenario for alternative housing prescribes bonuses for
additional units in only some areas if affordable or accessible units are
included.
R: BPS staff will still need to have larger conversations with the Portland
Housing Bureau and community development corporations before
advancing any unit bonuses for inclusion of affordable housing.
C: It seems like their housing aims are parallel to those of the
Residential Infill Project. Affordable housing needs motivation and
having flexibility in developing solutions citywide would be most
beneficial to them.
C: There is no way that people will build affordable forms of ‘missing
middle’ housing near centers as the land there is too expensive. It would
be helpful for the SAC to better understand how much more single‐
dwelling‐zoned residential lots near centers are currently going for;
presumably much more than most affordable housing builders could
afford.
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Planning Manager Sandra Wood (BPS) explained to the SAC a drawing that aims to
communicate why lot remnants were not proposed for discussion in SAC Meeting #11.
Q: Does BPS staff believe that lot remnants have been fully covered?
C: No.
C: City Council was once amenable to allowing accessory dwelling units despite their illegality at
the time. The same could be said for lot remnants now.
Q: Is it correct that until only a few years ago, developers could build housing on lot remnants?
R: No. That’s not true.
Post meeting clarification: Prior to 2010, lot remnants were not defined, but were considered
“lots of record” (as opposed to full “lots”). Lots of record that met minimum size and width
requirements at that time were able to be confirmed. The City revised the code to more clearly
distinguish these two types of properties (that were not “lots”) and no longer allowed 25 foot
wide remnants to be built on in the R5 zone..
Q: Could lot remnants be allowed if they met a minimum lot size that was logical and consistent
with other allowable lot sizes in the same zone?
Q: Why not just rezone areas with lot remnants to R2.5 to simplify the process.
C: Agreed.
C: The SAC should definitely explore allowing lot remnants to be used for housing. It’s an
opportunity to build on vacant parcels when more housing is needed to improve housing
affordability. Builders indicate that there are not many lot remnants in Portland.
Neighborhoods will not change “overnight” if lot remnants are allowed. The city will be opening
up more lots for potential development.
C: [In response to an earlier question about the cost of lots near centers versus away from
centers]: Lots away from centers are far less expensive than lots near centers.
C: There are simply not enough houses to meet demand. Many people who want to live in
Portland cannot do so.

INTRODUCTION TO SMALL GROUP SAC DISCUSSIONS
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) asked SAC members to divide into two groups based
on whether they believe the project team’s proposed scenario on affordable housing should be
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more flexible or less flexible. Afterwards, the groups will report out so that the greater SAC can
understand the spectrum of alternatives. After the small group SAC discussion on alternative
housing options, a similar format will continue for small group SAC discussion on skinny lots. As
an alternative, the SAC was offered the opportunity to instead continue the current
conversation [there were no indications that the current conversation should continue].
Chief Planner Joe Zehnder (BPS) indicates that the SAC should consider whether allowing
minimum 25‐foot lots citywide is okay or not okay. This assessment will be useful for the
project team. Remnants have state law complications but could still be rezoned if the SAC
decides to further explore. Changing Oregon State law applying to lot remnants is another
option that could be recommended by the SAC.
Q: How many lot remnants are 25‐foot by 100‐foot?
R: Many.
R: BPS staff does not have this information.
R: One can tell whether something is a lot remnant or not by reviewing an original plat.
R: Looking at www.portlandmaps.com would be helpful in identifying lot remnants.
Post Meeting Clarification: The presence of historically platted lots can be determined using
different layers in Portland Maps or by looking at tax maps or original plats. Lot remnants are
vestiges created through transfer of portions of lots by deed. Today, these occur thorough
property line adjustments, and don’t “create” new lots or lot remnants. However, neither the
tax maps, nor plats will provide an answer to what parts of lots are legitimate “remnants”
versus some dashed line on a map that could represent any number of situations (separate tax
account, taxing district, recent property line adjustment, right of way dedication or vacation,
etc.) A specific parcel deed research from 1979 to today is required to verify these lots.
Q: Are there really a lot of lot remnants in Portland?
C: Yes.
R: Many.
C: Proposal for SAC: Get back to discussing alternative housing options and discuss lot remnants
as part of the discussions on skinny lots.
Q: What impacts should the SAC consider resulting from City Council’s proposed
Comprehensive Plan amendments on ‘missing middle’ housing? How can these amendments be
best addressed in the small group SAC discussions?
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R: City Council will be accepting testimony at a hearing on draft Comprehensive Plan
amendments – including ones advocating for ‘missing middle’ housing ¼ mile from
centers – at a hearing on Wednesday, April 20th. This will be a great opportunity for SAC
members to provide meaningful feedback.
Post Meeting Clarification: City Council’s public hearings on draft Comprehensive Plan
amendments were held on Thursday, April 14th and will occur again in Council Chambers on
Wednesday, April 20th. City Council will vote on amendments on Wednesday, May 11th.
Link to City Council’s Proposed draft Comprehensive Plan Amendments:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/569930
C: The best way to increase ‘missing middle’ housing in single‐dwelling zones is
to rezone areas.
R: The processes for the Residential Infill Project and City Council’s draft
Comprehensive Plan amendments are mutually informing one another and
running parallel.
Chief Planner Joe Zehnder (BPS) indicates that ‘missing middle’ housing has not yet been
defined by anyone at the City. A specific policy direction has not yet been solidified. Proposing it
¼ mile from centers was to initially get people’s attention; the actual type of housing and its
location remains up for debate.

SMALL GROUP SAC DISCUSSION
Each of the two small groups were asked to answer the following to help the project team
develop scenarios for alternative housing options and skinny lots for use in public review:
1. Where should alternative housing options be allowed in the city?
2. What forms of attached or detached alternative housing options should be allowed?
3. What minimum lot size should be required for the different locations and forms?
Upon completion, the groups will report out their results to all meeting attendees.
Post Meeting Clarification: Public comments were given prior to report outs by the two small
groups. However, for organizational clarity, they are included at the end of this SAC meeting
summary.
SAC Group ‘More Code Flexibility Needed’: Sarah Cantine, John Hasenberg, Emily Kemper,
Douglas MacLeod, Mary Kyle McCurdy, Rick Michaelson, Michael Molinaro, Danell Norby, Vic
Remmers, Eli Spevak, David Sweet, Eric Thompson, Garlynn Woodsong, Tatiana Xenelis‐
Mendoza (Sandra Wood and Todd Borkowitz – BPS; Anne Presentin – Enviroissues)
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Q: Why are stacked flats and other types of attached housing forms not included in the project
team’s proposed scenario for alternative housing options?
R: The proposal focuses on scale standards for single‐family homes, not structure types.
SAC members should not consider this as a constraint to their discussions.
C: The group does not want to be constrained or already disallow something
before its conversation begins.
Q: Could the discussion include stacked flats, row houses, garden apartments,
fourplexes and multiple accessory dwelling units (ADUs)?
R: Yes. It may include these and other housing types.
C: Please consider small multiplexes too.
Discussions Observed by BPS Staff – ‘More Code Flexibility Needed’ Group on Alternative
Housing Options
 On corners, at least four units per lot should be allowed.
 Two units per lot should be allowed everywhere. On corners or near transit, the
maximum could be increased to six units per lot.
 The number of units should only be constrained by building mass.
 Only regulate by building size; not by number of units.
 Limit minimum unit size to 320 square feet. There is precedent for this number.
Post Meeting Clarification: BPS staff has found that, according to the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), “Manufactured homes are homes built as dwelling
units of at least 320 square feet in size with a permanent chassis to assure the initial and
continued transportability of the home.” Other precedent for this minimum may exist
elsewhere but could not be readily found.
Link to the ‘Homeowner Factsheet’ by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s (HUD’s) Manufactured Housing Program:
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/housing/rmra/mhs/factsheet
Q: What is the reason for this minimum?
C: To prevent too small of units.
C: Building code already defines limits, so the market should decide whether any
additional minimum size limits are needed.
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Post Meeting Clarification: From the 2014 Oregon Residential Specialty Code:




















Residential character is impacted by garages being such dominant forms on houses.
Off‐street parking in single‐dwelling zones should be options, not required.
Off‐street parking in single‐dwelling zones should count towards a house’s floor area
ratio (FAR).
Allow cottages in all zones.
What happens in the allowed envelope of a house is not important.
Make development processes more flexible to allow it to be designed around existing
houses or trees without going through a planned development (PD) process.
Provide incentives through bonuses.
There should be no limit on number of units per lot. Whatever can fit within an
envelope should be allowed. Allow floor area ratios (FARs) to taper.
Allow additional floor area ratios (FARs) for inclusion of affordable housing.
Specify a different floor area ratio (FAR) for each zone; larger FAR in more dense zones
and smaller FAR in R10 zones.
The SAC must be careful in fully understanding floor area ratio (FAR).
FAR bonuses for preserving existing houses will respond to demolition concerns – but a
significant amount of the house (more than one wall) must be preserved.
People being displaced can be protected with a new development requirement to build
an on‐site unit, such as an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) or cottage.
This conversation is supposed to be about form; not density.
Bonuses will not “pencil out.”
Bonuses will “pencil out.” [One SAC member indicated that he built three projects using
bonuses].
Not all houses should be preserved, but some should.
In Vancouver, B.C., two houses on side‐by‐side lots were retained through code
flexibility to allow a conversion for seven units to be built within them.
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Meeting Clarification: The referenced project appeared in 'Past Perfect' by Hadani Ditmars in
Dwell (May 2016) ‐ sent to BPS staff by a SAC member and also posted on the Residential Infill
Project’s Facebook Group page.

Excerpt and images from referenced article












Floor area ratio (FAR) can allow flexibility.
Alternative housing options should be allowed within 200 feet of “urban parks” and
schools.
It’s important to have code flexibility in all single‐dwelling zones to increase overall
housing affordability.
Not all types of alternative housing options should be allowed in all single‐dwelling
zones.
Prescribing that development fits within a confined “box” is better than limiting it by
floor area ratio (FAR) as some homebuyers seek bigger houses.
The general public will better understand bulk controls like setbacks more than floor
area ratio (FAR).
Current zoning does not align well with centers, so it’s best to allow more ‘missing
middle’ housing a given distance from centers while allowing limited ‘missing middle’
housing outside of the specified distance from centers.
Bulk in single‐dwelling zones should be confined by a combination of both floor area
ratio (FAR) and “box” limitations (height, setbacks and building coverage) citywide. Near
amenity‐rich zones, building scale and floor area should be allowed to increase. In order
for the SAC’s recommendations to “sell” to the general public, scale regulations in single
dwelling zones must be reduced from current limits.
Employ maximum floor areas ratios (FARs) citywide; then give additional FAR bonuses
based on a lot’s proximity from a center.
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Planning Manager Sandra Wood (BPS) clarified that the project team’s proposed scenario for
alternative housing options includes a floor area ratio (FAR) regardless of form, and that bulk is
still contained within a specified “box.”




The project team’s proposed scenario for alternative housing options offers good
housing solutions that, when developed, will be replicated elsewhere.
Be careful to ensure that allowing higher floor area ratios (FAR) near centers does not
only result in larger single homes developed near centers.
Employ a baseline floor area ratio (FAR) then increase density where it makes sense to
do so through bonuses.

Q: Does this solve the skinny house dilemma?
Discussions Observed by BPS Staff – ‘More Code Flexibility Needed’ Group on Skinny Lots
Q: Why can lot remnants not currently be built on?
C: The project team’s proposed scenario for skinny lots does not include lot remnants.
People used to be able to build on them. They were once a great source for developable
lots.
C: If lot remnants will not be proposed for development, then City Council should go on
record saying so.






Proposal: Allow 1,200 square foot two‐story homes (600 square foot footprint) 42‐feet
deep and with 48‐foot backyards. Would this satisfy most scale concerns on skinny lots?
Floor area ratio (FAR) must be higher on narrow lots.
Lot remnants should be allowed if they have a minimum width of 25 feet.
There is merit to what others say about ‘truth in zoning.’
There need to be more lots everywhere throughout the city.

Q: Do people want to see more lots?
C: People want to see more skinny lots.




Allow lot remnants everywhere and end the current moratorium.
Allow for the creation of more lots to reduce motivation for demolitions.
Demolitions should requirement adjustments.

Report Out – ‘More Code Flexibility Needed’
 Regulate form rather than density. Do so via floor area ratio (FAR) or limits on height,
setbacks and building coverage.
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If the City opts for regulating bulk via floor area ratio (FAR), establish a minimum 0.5 FAR
citywide and provide FAR bonuses closer to centers and station areas, or for including
provisions for affordability or preserving existing homes. Do not regulate number of
units. This solution addresses house scale concerns.
Allow development of 25‐foot lots, however they are created (lot remnant or
confirmation).
Do not establish a minimum unit size.
Do consider infrastructure impacts and other constraints.

Notes: ‘More Code Flexibility Needed’ Group
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SAC Group ‘More Code Restrictions Needed’: Linda Bauer, Jim Gorter, Maggie McGann, Rod
Merrick, Teresa St. Martin, Barbara Strunk (Morgan Tracy and Julia Gisler ‐ BPS)
Discussions Observed by BPS Staff – ‘More Code Restrictions Needed’ Group on Alternative
Housing Options
 Allow alternative housing options within 300 feet of centers?
 Different types of centers should be treated differently.
 The boundaries for alternative housing options needs to be finer‐tuned.
 Boundaries for alternative housing options should capture full blocks (i.e. not a specific
arbitrary distance, rather than 200 feet, 400 feet, etc…)
 Consider “expansion areas.”
 Allow duplexes only?
 Allow neighborhoods to determine whether they want alternative housing options?
Some may and some may not.
 Provide equal opportunities for alternative housing options everywhere?
 Complete neighborhoods versus incomplete neighborhoods
 Minimize demolitions of historic homes to help maintain affordability; the project
team’s proposed scenario for alternative housing options pushes mansion conversions
further away from centers and corridors.
Q: What would happen if many developers took advantage of building alternative housing
options?
C: A lot more affordable housing.



Consider opportunities for more alternative housing options via incentives for detached
accessory dwelling units (ADUs), or larger ADU allowances in basements and attics.
The number of exterior entrances – two for duplexes versus one for primary
dwelling/internal accessory dwelling units (ADUs) makes little difference.

Q: What do condominiums do to nearby land values?
C: Condominiums increase nearby prices.
Q: Are corner lots selling for more than midblock lots due to duplex provisions?


Incentivize house retention by offering left over floor area ratio (FAR) to be transferred
to an accessory dwelling unit (ADU).
Q: How would this disincentivize demolitions?




Density does not guarantee affordability
Create a different zone – an ‘M’ zone – 2 blocks around each center.
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Report Out – ‘More Code Restrictions Needed’
 Increase density near centers
 Allow alternative housing options two blocks
from centers boundaries.
 Create incentives for converting space in existing
buildings into internal accessory dwelling units
(ADUs).
 Develop new limits on ‘box’ size.
 Seek ways to incentivize more affordable units.

WRAP UP
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) thanked
SAC members again for their continued participation
with the Residential Infill Project and asked if SAC
members had any final thoughts.

Notes: ‘More Code Restrictions Needed’
Group

C: The two‐group format work really well for SAC discussion. There was some consensus on 0.5
floor area ratio (FAR) and discussion about not limiting the number of units within a prescribed
building form. The SAC has more convergence of perspectives on building scale than it usually
acknowledges.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Terry Parker: [Read directly from letter submitted – see ‘Written Public Comments’ below].
Elaine McDonald: [Left prior to comment period – see ‘Written Public Comments’ below].
Robin Harman: [Read directly from submitted Public Comment Form – see ‘Written Public
Comments’ below].
John Sandie: John is a member of the Beaumont‐Wilshire Neighborhood Association. He is
retired. He moved to Portland five and a half years ago but could not afford to move to it today.
When he arrived, he bought into public trust and neighborhood stability. The City needs to be
sensitive to affordability and be flexible in its regulation of homes in single‐dwelling zones. It’s
important to allow evolution while not encouraging a revolution. While the need for ‘missing
middle’ housing is understandable, the City should tread lightly. Changing zoning citywide is too
much. It should not go too far.
Sam Noble: Sam owns a home in the Buckman neighborhood. It’s too small of a home to
protect from redevelopment. Its current condition makes solutions non‐conforming and
unworkable. The City should make exceptions to make saving such homes worthwhile.
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS
Provided by Terry Parker on 4/19/16:
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Provided by Robin Harman via Public Comment Form on 4/19/16:
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Provided by John Sandie on 4/19/16:

Provided by Elaine McDonald via Public Comment Form on 4/19/16:
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Provided by Elaine McDonald via Public Comment Form on 4/19/16 (Continued):

Provided by Elaine McDonald via email to BPS Staff on 4/21/16:
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the RIPSAC discussion and the infill
proposals.
1 ‐ At the meeting on April 19, Planning and Sustainability staff openly admitted to
feeling pressured to hurry the process to reach the revised deadline. Consequently, the
process at each stage feels rushed, and I would include the meeting on Tuesday April 19.
The RIPSAC initial proposals and the process you developed to prepare a proposal to City
Council reflect significant time, expertise, and the expense of consultants. I am
wondering if Planning and Sustainability staff, as experts and professionals, fully endorse
the Mayor's revised timeline[.] If you believe that the advanced deadline impedes your
ability to do an excellent job why accede to the Mayor's request? Shortchanging the
process with the possible result of an inferior product and increased conflict citywide
simply to satisfy the Mayor's desire for a "legacy project" (as it was described at the
meeting) is unreasonable and unprofessional. Why not simply and respectfully tell the
Mayor that the December deadline is not feasible and will impact the quality and
acceptability of the Infill proposals. As City employees I believe that you work for the City
and for us as residents, not for the Mayor.
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2 ‐ At the April 19 meeting, RIPSAC members (both developers and non‐profit
representatives) expressed their opinions that allowing "missing middle housing" within
1/4 mile of Neighborhood Centers would not increase the affordability of housing. The
"center" areas were identified as some of the most desirable areas and, consequently,
the more expensive areas in the City. I believe that good analysis of the market impact of
all of the missing middle housing proposals is critical. The rationale for such proposals
should be clear and defensible. If increased density alone at any cost is the goal, I would
appreciate an explanation of why that is acceptable and how it is consistent with the
RIPSAC guidelines. Ultimately, what is the goal? Increased density? More housing
options? More affordable housing? I believe clarity is lacking.
3 ‐ Related to the cost and affordability of higher density housing near neighborhood
centers, I wonder if an analysis of impacts to the value of existing homes has been
completed or considered[.] Homes may be devalued if their value relates solely to the
land, and existing structures become an obstacle to development.
4 ‐ Several RIPSAC members suggested that areas where middle housing options would
be allowed should simply be rezoned to simplify permitting etc. It would seem that if
rezoning would allow lot divisions, the result would increase ownership opportunities
(rather than rentals). Condominiums on a very small scale are [problematic] and, I
assume, more expensive to develop, permit, and sell. Rentals in SFR may not be viewed
as desirable by current residents especially if density increases significantly.
Thank you,
Elaine McDonald

END OF SUMMARY MINUTES

APPROVED Meeting #11 Summary Minutes – April 19, 2016

Page 31 of 31

