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Residential Infill Project Goal: Adapt Portland’s single‐dwelling development rules to meet the
needs of current and future generations.
By 2035, Portland is projected to grow by 123,000 new households. About 80 percent of expected new
residential units will be built in mixed use and multi‐dwelling residential areas in the Central City and in
centers and corridors. The remaining 20 percent, or 25,000 units, is expected to be built in single‐dwelling
residential zones – both in large tract subdivisions and as infill in existing neighborhoods. In addition,
increased cultural and racial diversity and aging of the population will affect housing needs.1 By 2035,
the average household size is expected to be just over two persons per household and the households
with children is expected to decline to 25 percent of all households.2 The City is reviewing residential
development standards to determine how to best serve the needs of current and future residents by
planning for where and how to accommodate the growth.
This report provides a summary of the work and resulting recommendations from a committee advising
the City of Portland on adapting the single‐dwelling development standards. It is intended to aid
residents, the Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission and Portland City Council as they
consider a staff proposal to amend the City’s development standards to meet the housing needs of
Portlanders. Additional information about the project and the other ways the City gathered input from
residents and interested parties can be found online: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/67728.

Stakeholder Advisory Committee Purpose
The Residential Infill Project Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) was established by Mayor Charlie
Hales in September 2015 to advise staff from the Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability in
understanding the benefits, burdens and tradeoffs associated with different approaches to regulating
residential infill development in the city.
At the time Mayor Hales called for the SAC’s formation, there were active and ongoing discussions in the
community related to the height and size of newly constructed homes, the importance of neighborhood
character, preservation of existing homes, expanding the pallet of housing choices in single dwelling
zones, and the rising cost of both existing and infill housing. The SAC was tasked with addressing three
aspects of infill development:




Scale of houses
Alternative housing options
Narrow lot development on historically platted lots

While not inclusive of all nuanced discussion points, these topics provided a framework for discussion.
The primary purpose of the body was to share advice, insight and expertise with BPS staff and fellow
SAC members as well as liaison with the broader community on the three topics.

1

City of Portland, Bureau of Planning and Sustainability, Growth Scenarios Report, July 2015, page 14;
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/531170, accessed June 12, 2016.
2
Ibid.
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Members were either appointed or
selected after an application process to
represent a broad diversity of interests
engaged in and affected by infill
development. The 26 selected members3
represented builders and remodelers of
single‐dwelling homes, architects,
affordable housing advocates, property
owners, homeowners and neighborhood
coalitions. Members were chosen from 100
applicants to ensure the committee
provided a balance of age, gender and
geographic distribution. As an advisory
group with a diversity of interests, the
group was not expected, nor asked, to
come to consensus. The group’s diversity of
opinions is described in greater detail later
in this report.
SAC input and discussions were a primary
method used by BPS to inform and engage
the public on the residential infill topic
when developing a draft proposal for public
review. Other methods included a project
webpage, regular emails to a mailing list,
online survey that generated more than
7,000 responses,4 written and verbal public
comments, and an open house held in
January 2016 that attracted more than 30
people. Further public engagement in 2016
through open houses, online questionnaire,
presentations to interest groups and
written and verbal comments will inform
staff’s recommendation to City Council.

Process
The committee adopted a charter to guide
its work (See Appendix B). The charter
defined the committee’s purpose and

Table 1: Meeting dates and discussion topics

SAC Meetings

Topics

Sept. 15, 2015 (1)
Oct. 6, 2015 (2)

Project and member introductions
Project parameters and schedule
Public meeting law
Draft charter
Introduction: Scale of houses
Discussion: Scale of houses
Neighborhood walks: Inner southeast,
southwest
Approval of charter
“Big picture” look
City equity framework
Introduction: Alternative housing
Neighborhood walks: Eastern, inner
north
Introduction: Lot confirmations and
land divisions
Finalized parameters
Public involvement plan
Discussion: Narrow lot development
Economics of Portland’s residential
infill housing market
Project guiding principles
Public outreach survey
Scale of houses
Historic narrow lot development
Project schedule and scope
Discussion: Alternative housing
Discussion: Guiding principles
Scenario discussion: Scale of houses
on standard lots
Public involvement update
Scenario discussion: Scale of narrow
and attached houses
Scenario discussion: Alternative
housing
Revised scenario discussion:
Alternative housing and narrow lots
Lot remnants
Revised scenario discussion: Scale of
houses
Draft proposal for public review
SAC report

Oct. 20, 2015 (2a)
Oct. 24, 2015
Nov. 3, 2015 (3)

Nov. 14, 2015
Nov. 17, 2015 (4a)
Optional meeting
Dec. 1, 2015 (4b)

Jan. 5, 2016 (5)

Jan. 21, 2016 (6)
Day‐long charrette
Feb. 2, 2016 (7)
Mar. 1, 2016 (8)

Mar. 15, 2016 (9)

April 5, 2016 (10)
April 19, 2016 (11)
May 3, 2016 (12)

June 7, 2016 (13)

3

See cover for list of members, their affiliation and whether they were appointed or selected. More info on
selection process can be found online: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/536146
4
Online Survey Summary Report, February 2016; https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/565130
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charge, identified the roles and responsibilities of SAC members and staff, and established decision‐
making and meeting protocols.
The committee also confirmed its work schedule and project parameters for primary discussion. Some
members of the committee expressed a desire to broaden the scope of discussions to include issues
beyond single dwelling development standards and zoning. It was agreed by staff and members that
additional recommendations could be made related to future City work on other related topics, but they
would not be included as discussion items on the agenda. (See Appendix C for the accepted project
parameters.)
Members met in public session from September 2015 until June 2016. Meetings included 14 regular
meetings of 2‐3 hours, one day‐long charrette and four neighborhood walks held on two Saturdays.
Attendance ranged from 18 to 24 members, with an average of 21 members. A schedule of meetings
and topics is included in Table 1.
Ten minutes was reserved at each meeting for community members to address the SAC, which was
occasionally extended at the direction of the SAC when multiple people requested to speak. About 30
members of the public who attended the meetings addressed the committee or submitted written
comments. Topics of comments were mostly associated with a concern of scale of newly built infill
houses. Additional comments related to density concerns, neighborhood character, preservation of
existing houses, affordability, adaptability over time, housing equity and public process.
A SAC web page was established to provide notice to the community of SAC meetings and the topics
discussed. All meeting materials and public comments received at the SAC meeting were posted to the
website.5 A SAC Facebook page, viewable to the public, was also available for the SAC to post articles
and share observations outside of SAC meetings.
Mid‐way through the meeting schedule, the Mayor presented an option of limiting discussions for the
remainder of 2016 to include only scale of houses and to shift discussions on the other two topics of
alternative housing and narrow lot development until 2017. The majority of the committee advised
against this approach because the combination of the three allowed for a more complete discussion
where all interests would stay engaged and due the interdependence of some of the issues.

Discussion Results
The SAC members actively participated according to the adopted charter and provided input to BPS staff
to inform development of a draft proposal. Members shared their perspectives and learned from one
another during multiple small group discussions at SAC meetings. This substantially deepened the
collective understanding of the differing values, interests and constraints associated with improving the
City’s infill development standards.
During the months the SAC met, the broader civic discussion related to the general topic of housing
experienced a shift: The original issues related to infill development remained active topics while public
awareness grew about low rental vacancy rates, growing homeless populations, a lack of affordable

5

Residential Infill Project website: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/67728
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housing across most income spectrums, and the concept of “missing middle” housing.6 The increased
awareness in the community occurred with news media coverage, ongoing public discourse about
adoption of the City’s updated Comprehensive Plan, presentations and workshops hosted by public and
private entities about housing issues (including the City Club of Portland and Metro), consideration of
renter protection regulations by City Council and the Oregon Legislature, and similar conversations
occurring in Seattle and other cities. This shift affected the conversations by SAC members and
highlighted the increasing importance of the City’s efforts to engage residents on these related issues.
Several recurring themes emerged during the SAC meetings:
Housing affordability: Housing affordability was not identified as a topic for primary discussion at the
beginning of the Residential Infill Project. However, it was highlighted as a key concern at nearly every
meeting by those interested in alternative development options and some opposed to demolitions of
smaller, relatively affordable homes. Members said they wanted the next generation of low to middle
income earners to be able to live in Portland. Currently, young adults who grew up in Portland or who
have just decided to settle here often cannot afford to live here. In addition, older Portlanders may not
be able to age within their community as they transition to a smaller or age‐friendly home due to the
rising cost of housing and the lack of smaller dwelling units in their neighborhoods. Some members
agreed that housing affordability was an important issue at the present time, but not one likely to be
resolved in the immediate future with changes to the zoning code or new construction.
Housing Supply: The lack of sufficient housing supply in areas close to jobs and amenities is driving up
the cost of housing, said many SAC members. As a result, some long‐time Portlanders are experiencing
displacement and many neighborhoods lack diverse and affordable housing to meet the needs of all
Portlanders.
Accommodating change: Population increases and the region’s emergence from the recession have
resulted in undeniable change for Portland. For some SAC members, this change is seen as exciting and
for some, worrisome because of its consequences, including the loss of existing single dwelling houses
and reduced affordability. Other SAC members observed that by increasing the amount of buildable lots
and by allowing smaller housing options in more neighborhoods, housing costs will decrease due to
allowing more homes per lot by increasing the overall supply. Most members agreed that change needs
to be guided and supported so that Portland retains and enhances its livability with walkable
neighborhoods, and access to needed services, transportation options and employment.
Housing accessibility: The Portland metropolitan area is aging.7 Older Portlanders and Portlanders with
disabilities have few options for aging in their homes and communities if they desire an appropriately‐
sized, accessible home due to the lack of options. Opportunities include retrofitting existing properties
to age in place to having new options that enable community connectivity and support functional
changes throughout life course.
Demolitions: Demolitions and deconstruction of existing houses to make way for one or more newer
homes on the same lot prompted some members to become active in infill development conversations.
6

Missing Middle Housing: “Missing Middle” was coined by Daniel Parolek of Opticos Design, Inc. in 2010 to define
a range of multi‐unit or clustered housing types compatible in scale with single‐family homes that help meet the
growing demand for walkable urban living. http://missingmiddlehousing.com/
7
http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2015/06/the_graying_of_oregon_new_cens.html
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While there is a recognition that some demolitions are the natural evolution of a city, there was a stated
desire among some members to prevent removal of existing, viable – but often smaller – homes in the
interest of affordability, accessibility, sustainability, historic preservation, diversity of housing age and
architectural styles, as well as preservation of neighborhood characteristics.
Density and location of infill development: With the predicted population growth in single‐dwelling
zones, most SAC members said opportunities exist to allow an increase in density in some areas of the
City beyond one dwelling per lot. Many members advocated for increased density throughout Portland.
Others favored directing increased density to areas where it was specifically zoned (e.g. R2 or R2.58) and
to centers as identified in the existing and draft Comprehensive Plan. Still others said density should not
be regulated, but instead the City should adopt a form‐based code to regulate the scale of buildings and
guide the intensity of development such that greater height and intensity would be allowed near centers
and corridors.

Guiding Principles:
Project staff used the discussions from the SAC’s first several meetings as well as the draft
Comprehensive Plan and existing City policies to draft guiding principles to aid with comparison and
refinement of future scenarios. They included:








Fit neighborhood context
Provide diverse housing opportunities that are adaptable over time9
Maintain privacy, sunlight, open space and natural features
Be resource‐efficient
Support housing affordability
Be economically feasible
Provide clear rules for development

The SAC initially agreed to accept the list as “imperfect,” not prioritized by order of presentation, and to
use them at the upcoming charrette. After additional discussions, the SAC was unable to agree on using
the guiding principles as a comparison tool and most members recommended not taking more time
away from discussing the three primary topics. BPS staff accepted this approach.

Public Outreach:
SAC members received updates and provided input on the public involvement plan for the project
during their regular meetings. Some members met separately as a subcommittee with BPS staff to
provide more detailed input and to ensure engagement of a diversity of Portland residents.

8

R2 refers to a low density multi‐dwelling zone and R2.5 refers to a single dwelling zone that allows 2,500 square
foot lots. Information can be found in Portland’s Zoning Code: Single dwelling,
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/53295; multi‐dwelling,
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/53296
9
Staff later separated this principle into two, which was not opposed by the SAC: 1) Provide diverse housing
opportunities, and 2) Adaptable over time. There were suggestions by SAC members to separate other principles.
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Areas of general agreement:
The nature of small group discussions in the SAC meetings often meant that complex topics were
discussed differently by individual groups, with each focusing on aspects that resonated with the
makeup of the small groups. Discussions at 15 SAC meetings led to several points of general agreement
on potential changes to development standards. Some members felt that further study and analysis on
these points was necessary. The areas of general agreement include, but are not limited to:











Density close to centers should increase.
Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) should continue to be allowed.
Alternative housing types (also known as middle housing) that allow for more than one dwelling
unit on a lot should generally match the size and scale of a single dwelling structure.
Attached street facing garages should not be allowed on detached narrow lot construction.
Current rules for allowed eaves and bay windows should be changed to allow greater eave
length and greater bay intrusions into the side setbacks for architectural variation.
The current allowable building envelope for single‐dwelling homes may be larger than is
necessary in most instances.
Use of floor area ratios (FAR) is favored as a planning tool when combined with other tools.
Size bonuses could be allowed in certain situations to meet policy objectives (e.g., to add an
ADU).
The impact of height on neighbors could be reduced by measuring height from the lowest point
of a lot instead of the highest point.
The height of the main entrance should be limited.

The SAC did not agree to one path forward. As agreed to in the adopted charter, the SAC took no
formal ‘votes.’ The aim of these discussions was to flush out areas of concern and support for
potential changes to development standards. In general, where differences of opinion existed, the
members tended to align with one of two perspectives: A neighborhood context perspective and a
housing diversity perspective.
In the interest of reflecting the outcome of the SAC discussions and to aid the reader, it is noted that a
majority of the members aligned with the housing diversity perspective. Some members’ perspectives
did not cleanly subscribe with either perspective because the members saw areas where they agreed
with both. The main points corresponding to each perspective are presented below.
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Housing diversity perspective
The majority of SAC members said that the current housing situation requires bold action by the City
due to insufficient supply of housing and increasing costs, which lead to fewer opportunities and choices
across income and mobility spectrums. This group viewed the housing situation through an equity lens
and called for the creation of more flexible housing types throughout all areas of the city to support
current and future residents. They did not want to limit more flexible housing types to only occur near
centers and corridors. They also advocated that new infill housing be allowed to resemble historic
building patterns with small multi‐dwelling structures intermixed with single‐dwelling structures (known
as “missing middle housing”). These members recommended actions that would allow increased density
in all single‐dwelling zones so that more people would have the opportunity to live in areas with greater
access to transit, parks, jobs, schools and other urban amenities.
The group, which included representatives from the building industry, realtors, neighborhoods, and
advocates for alternative, rental and affordable housing, also recommended new limits with regard to
scale of housing. The diversity of interests was able to agree based on a pragmatic willingness to adjust
scale downward and liberalize housing options for narrow lot development and alternative housing.
Without this trade off and balancing, a consensus among the group would not have been possible, they
said.

Key recommendations include:










Increase the supply of housing by allowing more dwelling units per lot.
Allow building on historically platted narrow lots of at least 25 feet wide throughout the City.
Allow building on “lot remnants” at least 25 feet wide throughout the City.
Allow multiple alternative housing types that are regulated by scale and not by the number of
dwelling units on a lot. This would remove density as a controlling regulation, replacing it with
rules that govern the form of the building(s) on a lot to ensure they are of a scale that is
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
Allow size, height or density bonuses to preserve historic/existing structures, incentivize
attached housing, promote zero‐step entries and provide affordable housing or based on
proximity to centers and corridors.
Do not require off‐street parking in R2.5 zones, on narrow lots in any zone or when houses are
located within a quarter‐mile of centers or corridors.
Simplify the approval process for planned developments when there is more than one house per
lot, to preserve an existing house, to protect natural resources and to provide affordable
housing.
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Specific recommendations:
Code element
Height

Housing diversity perspective
 Measure height from the low point of the lot.
 Adjust scale downward in combination with more liberal housing
options for narrow lot development and alternative housing.
Specific technical height details need further study.

Setbacks and projections

 Front: Match front setback of adjacent homes, allow new home
to be up to 5 feet closer to the street; with 10 foot minimum and
18‐foot maximum setback; 18‐foot minimum garage set back.
 Sides: 5 feet for standard lots; 3.5 feet for detached homes on
narrow lots.
 Rear: 5 feet.
 Allow 2 feet projection of eaves and 1.5‐foot projection of bays
into setback.

Bulk

 Use floor area ratios (FAR) to regulate bulk in addition to
building coverage; exclude basements and unfinished attics in
calculation. Use this tool in combination with more liberal
housing options for narrow lot development and alternative
housing. Specific technical details need further study.
 Allow square foot bonus for accessory dwelling units, attached
houses, remodels, accessibility, internal conversions and
proximity to centers and corridors.

Parking / Garages

 Maintain existing rules for standard lots, where garage cannot
be more than 50 percent of the width of the house.
 Do not require off‐street parking in areas quarter‐mile from high
frequency transit or for any narrow lots.
 Allow garages with a combined driveway for two attached
houses.
 Do not allow street‐facing garages on detached houses on
narrow lots.
 Allow off‐street parking in the front setback.

Main entrance

 Limit the height of the main entrance; encourage accessible and
age‐friendly entryways.

Alternative Housing

Form: Allow small multi‐plexes, internal conversions of existing
houses, stacked flats, garden apartments, rowhouses, cottages
and ADUs; units can be attached or detached.
Number of units: Regulate by scale, not the maximum number of
units on a lot.
Location: Allow construction of alternative housing in all single
dwelling zones throughout the city.
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Accessibility: Encourage accessible, age‐friendly housing options
that will accommodate families, people with disabilities, and older
adults.
Narrow lot development
on historically platted
lots

 Regulation of size and building form of houses on lots 25‐36 feet
wide should be consistent on both historically platted narrow
lots and newly divided narrow lots.
 Location: Allow any historically platted narrow lot to be
developed in the City.
 Allow development on any portion of a lot (i.e., “lot remnant”)
anywhere in the City, provided it is at least 25 feet wide.
 Form: Regulate by scale, 25‐foot lot width minimum; allow both
attached and detached structures.
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Neighborhood context perspective
Members supporting the neighborhood context perspective opposed one‐size‐fits‐all zoning standards
that they perceive as contradictory to goals in the proposed comprehensive plan, not respectful of the
variety of neighborhood characteristics that exist in the city, and would lead to simplistic and polarizing
situations. Not only is it important to support the diversity of neighborhood character, they said, but the
condition of housing, scale, history, and economic factors can play a significant role in defining what is
appropriate.
The neighborhood context advocates emphasized repeatedly that “truth in zoning” is essential for
rebuilding public confidence in the planning and zoning process and providing clear guidance for
owners, designers, builders, and for the plan review process. They said that considering the primary
metric for the zoning code is the density of dwelling units, they are concerned that the alternative
housing proposals are further undermining the intent and purpose of this tool.
These SAC members said current zoning density around centers is under‐built and scattered middle
housing defeats comprehensive plan goals to focus density around walking scale centers. They agreed
this is a successful model advocated during the past 40 years and is yet to be realized, especially in the
newer areas of the city. They said that a complex of cyclical market forces, not existing zoning
regulations, are driving the current housing price escalation and, consequently, the proposals under
consideration will not mitigate the cost of housing. Rather, they said, the widespread application of
“middle housing” is likely to accelerate price increases in an already overheated market, destabilize
neighborhoods, cause the loss of viable and more affordable housing and increase demolition and
displacement.
Key recommendations include:












Test and model physical and economic impacts for proposed code changes prior to drafting and
implementing zoning code changes.
Create development standards that fit neighborhood context and aspirations.
Ensure that scale of houses fits neighborhood context, protect solar access and privacy, and
maintain individual green spaces.
Use commonly understood terms and provide clear definitions of what is allowed in each zone,
a concept known as “truth in zoning.” Avoid contradictory criteria such as the use of density
when lot sizes are the governing criteria.
Rezone areas in the City that are appropriate for higher density and alternative housing.
Allow historically platted narrow lots to be recognized in zone R2.5.
Save viable existing housing.
Actively engage neighborhood and business associations to participate in decision‐making
during planning exercises and for major developments to improve understanding of context and
needed design guidelines.
Direct density to centers, as called for in the current and new Comprehensive Plan, to reinforce
the establishment of centers, walking scale neighborhoods, use of transit and reduction of auto
dependency.
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Specific recommendations:
Code element
Height

Neighborhood context perspective
 Measure height from the low point of the lot.
 Maximum height:
o Vary with lot width: 22 feet up to 32 feet for lots greater than
90 feet wide. (Option: Average of adjacent houses.)
o Measure to the average height of highest roof; include
dormer roofs greater than 50 percent of the length of the
wall of the house below.

Setbacks and
projections

 Front: 20 feet, which may be reduced to average of adjacent
homes.
 Sides: Average of 7.5 feet with of minimum 5 feet. Increase for
larger lots. Exception: Minimum 3 feet for bay or bump out and
for one level ADU or garage with up to 10 feet high sidewall.
 Corner lots: 10‐foot side setbacks.
 Rear: 20 feet; detached ADUs 5 feet, minimum 3 feet for single
level ADU or garage.
 Allow eaves to project within 2 feet of side setback to encourage
shading and weather protection.

Bulk and building
coverage

 Use floor area ratios (FAR) to regulate bulk in addition to building
site coverage; exclude basements lower than 4 feet below grade
in calculation.
 Use 0.5:1 floor area ratio in R5 regardless of lot size.
 Use 0.5:1 FAR in R2.5 with a significant bonus of higher FAR for
attached housing.
 Allow 10 percent bonus for accessory dwelling unit above the
base FAR, for existing houses undergoing remodel to include an
ADU.
 Outdoor area: 15x15 square foot minimum in R5 zone.

Parking / Garages

 Garage wall setback: Align with or behind plane of main front
wall.
 Attached garage width: 12 feet wide when above basement level
or within 30 feet of front property line.
 Garage door width less than 50 feet from front lot line: 9 feet
maximum.
 Narrow lots: Disallow street facing garages within 50 feet of the
front lot line; do not require off‐street parking.
 Attached houses: Allow street facing garages only if other options
are unfeasible.

Main entrance

 Limit the height of the main entrance to 4 feet above grade.
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Alternative housing

 Applicable for R2.5 and higher density zones: Total building
envelope must match FAR for the zone; 0.5:1 for R5, 0.5:1 for
R2.5, except as noted.
 Zoning should regulate allowed density and lot size.
 Form: Allow the following types in R2.5 and R2: Row houses,
duplexes, internal conversions of existing homes, and ADUs,
consistent with density standards.
 Number of units under separate ownership: As allowed by the
base zone, accessory dwellings may not be sold separately from
the primary unit.
 Location: Within 400‐600 feet of center of centers, where
services are available.

Narrow lot development
on historically platted
lots

 Location: Allow historically platted narrow lots to be developed
only when zoned R2.5 and higher density.
 Form: Regulate by scale, 25‐foot lot width minimum; allow both
attached and detached structures.
 Do not allow development on a portion of a lot (i.e., “lot
remnant”).
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Appendix
A.
B.
C.

Additional reports submitted by SAC members
Charter: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/564206
Parameters: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/565281
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DocuSign Envelope ID: DF213AAA-06B9-4EEB-9ACA-7238094501B6
7565F3EC-545A-406C-B68A-A850666A811A

June __, 2016
Susan Anderson, Director
Bureau of Planning and Sustainable Development
1221 SW 4th Avenue
Portland, OR 97204
Re: Residential Infill Project – Stakeholder Advisory Committee
Ms. Anderson,
As members of the Residential Infill Project’s Stakeholder Advisory Committee (RIP SAC), we have
spent the past year digging into options for zoning reform in our residential neighborhoods. We
commend staff for attempting to assemble recommendations on a compressed timeline. However, the
staff proposal about to be presented for public review falls short of capturing recommendations from the
strong majority of members of the RIP SAC, which are in close alignment with recent proposals from
both Portland City Club and Oregon ON. Although the staff proposal will undoubtedly contain elements
we support, it is too timid a response to our housing affordability crisis, equity imbalances created
through current regulations, and the mismatch between home and household sizes. This letter
summarizes a ‘grand bargain’ that addresses concerns of neighbors, affordable housing advocates, and
builders alike.
Home Size
Based on current regulations, a house with 6,000 square feet of floor area can be constructed on a 5,000
square foot lot zoned R5. Although few homes are built to this size, even homes half as large loom over
others nearby. One of the tasks for the RIP SAC was to find ways to reign in the size of new homes.
Although we have differing opinions about appropriate maximum sizes for homes, we support the portion
of the staff recommendation to regulate home size by setbacks, height limits, lot coverage, and floor area
ratio, so long as this is accompanied by greater flexibility about what happens within the envelope of
these structures.
Narrow and Skinny lots
One of the main drivers of expensive housing is minimum lot sizes. ‘Skinny’ lots, ‘Narrow’ lots, and lot
remnants represent a quickly available, easily understood, and well established building path for creating
smaller, more affordable homes. To this end, Portland should:
(a) Implement staff’s recommendation to treat ‘new narrow’ and ‘skinny’ lots with the same set of
rules, regardless of how they were created.
(b) Re-allow development of “lot remnants” that are 25 feet wide or greater in the R5 and R7 zoned
areas.
(c) Remove the moratorium on 25-foot and 33.3-foot-wide historic lots in the R5 and R7 zoned
areas.
(d) In the R2.5 zone, allow 3-story homes on 25’ wide lots only in instances in which an ADU is
included. For 2-story homes on 25’ wide lots, reduce side setbacks to 3.5’.
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Alternative Development Options
Nearly 2/3 of Portland households are now just 1 or 2 people, and as land values continue to climb,
smaller homes are inevitably more affordable than larger ones Also, the most environmentally friendly
housing types are small and attached. Hence we recommend the following changes to support a broader
pallet of housing choices in single dwelling zones, subject to (reduced) massing limits referenced above.
(a) Allow both an internal and a detached ADU on a single residential lot. All other existing ADU
regulations would still apply.
(b) Allow up to 3 units within the envelope of a typical single family home. Allow four units if one
or more are affordable.
(c) Create incentives (e.g., fee waivers, density bonuses, tax abatement) to encourage development of
small, accessible/age-friendly housing so that the rapidly growing population of older Portlanders
can transition to age-appropriate housing within their communities.
(d) Provide density bonuses for smaller attached townhomes in the R2.5 zone.
(e) Adopt cottage cluster zoning to provide a density bonus in exchange for smaller homes in
subdivisions or planned developments. Provide appropriate design guidelines for such
developments, and require that the total ‘floor area ratio’ for the development be no greater than
would otherwise be allowed (see sample codes from the Cottage Company,
http://www.cottagecompany.com). This would provide a financially feasible way for developers
to build right-sized homes for smaller households.
Geographic area:
All of the zoning code reforms outlined in this letter should apply city-wide in order to create an equitable
distribution of the benefits and burdens of these policies to all residents. Currently, low and middleincome families bear a disproportionate share of the burden of zoning policies that must be seen as
exclusionary. Their housing options are limited to areas on the periphery of the City where they bear
greater transportation costs and less access to transit and other services.
Portland’s close-in neighborhoods were largely built out under a set of rules that allowed for an eclectic
mix of housing types and home sizes – and this is one reason they have grown into the city’s most
walkable and desirable neighborhoods. If farther out neighborhoods continue getting built out under
today’s one-house-per-lot norm, they won’t end up having the sprinkling of smaller and affordable homes
required to have affordable and diverse options over time – and may never achieve the population density
needed to become walkable neighborhoods. Furthermore, by making alternative development options and
skinny/narrow lots available farther out, there’s still a chance to create more affordable homes with little
or no public subsidies.
Looking ahead, we expect that the multi-dwelling zoning update will provide an opportunity to
implement the comprehensive plan policy calling for ‘middle’ housing. These types, including courtyard
apartments and row houses, represent denser housing choices appropriate to portions of the city within
easy walking distance of centers, corridors and excellent transit service.
Demolitions
Although the RIP SAC was not explicitly tasked with regulatory changes to decrease the frequency of
demolitions, we support several changes that would do exactly that.
(a) Allow internal conversions of existing homes into 2 or more units, so long as their exterior is
minimally altered and they retain their single dwelling appearance. This would allow existing
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housing stock to be adapted to changing market demand and reduce market pressure to demolish
existing homes.
(b) Allow second homes on lots so long as the total square footage of both homes is no more than the
size of a home that would typically be allowed on the same property. This would improve the
financial viability of preserving small existing homes, which are those most likely to be torn
down.
(c) Make it easier for builders to flex site plans around (and hence preserve) existing homes, trees
and natural features. This could be accomplished by substituting design review or preferably,
community design standards for the time-consuming, expensive, and unpredictable Planned
Development process.
Affordable housing:
Several of the recommendations above would help the private market build more affordable homes by
allowing more than one home to share land costs. However, it is critical that developments with an
affordable housing component qualify for more substantial density bonuses (and/or allowances for larger
homes to serve big families), since developers of this type of housing will need to compete successfully
for property with market rate builders. Whether for rowhomes in the R2.5 zone or cottage clusters in
lower density zones, regulated affordable housing developments should receive an extra density bonus.
Parking
Off-street parking minimums force homebuyers or renters to pay for parking, whether they need it or not.
In narrow lot development, parking minimums are especially problematic because garages dominate unit
entries and associated curb cuts remove significant amounts of on-street parking. For these reasons, we
recommend the removal of parking minimums, especially for narrow lot development.
Sincerely,

June 14, 2016
Re: SAC report
In general, I agree with the summary of the we've done so far. I was, however, disappointed that
when it comes to the discussion of scale of single family infill houses, more weight wasn't given to
the restriction of garages being built at the street level and the impact this has on neighborhood
connectivity and massing. To me it is crystal clear why neighborhoods are objecting to much of the
new detached single family housing being built.

Notice the cars still parked in the forbidden front yard setback despite the convenient garage and the
elimination of street parking and street trees.

Which house meets code? Not the one on the right, it's a snout house. If code can be written to
prohibit garage snout houses and their impact on neighborhood context, why can't the garage raising
the main floor of the house one story above the street be prohibited?
John Hasenberg
Oregon Remodelers Association

Residential Infill Project
Stakeholder Advisory Committee Charter
Purpose: The Residential Infill Project Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) has been formed to
help staff understand the benefits, burdens, and tradeoffs associated with different regulatory
approaches through the lenses of key stakeholders who may be affected directly or indirectly by
project outcomes. The purpose of this charter is to define the roles and responsibilities of the SAC,
City staff, facilitator and consultants and describe how the SAC meetings will be conducted.
I.

Background

A.
Project Summary
This project addresses the City’s Title 33 Planning and Zoning Code regulations for residential
development in the single-dwelling zones. The project will be focused on three primary topics: scale
of houses, narrow lot development, and alternative housing options.
By 2035, there will be approximately 260,000 more people in Portland living within 123,000 new
households. Portland’s Comprehensive Plan Update focuses much of the anticipated new household
growth in mixed-use centers and corridors; however, an estimated 20 percent of the new housing
built will be single-dwelling attached or detached units. Even today, single-dwelling residential areas
of the city are experiencing new investment and increased building pressure. This has led to a
number of house demolitions with one or more units replacing the original house, or new homes
being built on vacant or underdeveloped lots between existing homes.
This new development is often larger in scale than neighboring houses, or built on smaller lots.
Narrow lots (typically less than 36 feet wide) present design challenges in fitting with a pattern of
existing development already situated on wider lots. Also, as the cost of housing continues to rise
and people are drawn to areas with higher levels of convenient amenities (shops, parks, jobs,
schools), demand is rising for alternative housing options that accommodate additional housing units
within a typical single-dwelling building form.
The Residential Infill Project will make recommendations on the scale and form of infill housing,
evaluate the standards for determining when and what primary structures are allowed on
substandard lots and develop new standards for single-dwelling development on these lots, and
explore new alternatives to help implement the Access to Housing concepts that emerged with the
Portland Plan’s Economic Prosperity and Affordability strategy. Examples of such alternatives
include internal house conversions, secondary accessory dwelling units, cottage cluster
development, and stacked flats.
The City has convened a SAC for the Residential Infill Project. The advisory committee will be just
one part of a broader, inclusive public engagement effort — including regular project updates, online
surveys, public events and hearings — to gain input and help formulate policy recommendations.
The outcome of the project will be a revised set of zoning code regulations for single-dwelling
development that take into consideration City policies, current trends of construction, building
industry constraints/opportunities and potential impacts of the development on surrounding
neighbors.
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II.

Charge

The zoning code amendments that result from the Residential Infill Project will be approved through
a legislative process. The Bureau of Planning and Sustainability, considering input from the SAC and
the general public, will develop proposals for the Planning and Sustainability Commission’s (PSC)
consideration. The PSC will hold a public hearing, deliberate and make recommendations to the City
Council. City Council will hold a public hearing on the PSC’s recommendations and vote to approve,
amend, or send the recommendations back to the PSC for reconsideration.
The SAC is advisory to City staff. From September 2015 through winter 2017, the SAC will meet to
discuss issues identified in the work plan and project parameters documents. Each member is asked
to:
•

Discuss and critique proposals through the lens of each member’s professional and/or
personal experience and expertise. When needed, articulate for City staff and other SAC
members the basis of the member’s perspectives.

•

Use the member’s affiliations and networks to disseminate information about the project’s
status and upcoming public events. Each SAC member nominated by an organization will
determine the most appropriate methods and venues for communicating with the member’s
organization. When meeting time permits, each member will be encouraged to share the
issues/comments that the member has received from his or her respective organizations and
networks.
Work towards fair, practical and durable options that reflect the diverse interests of the SAC
and the Portland community as a whole.
Respectfully listen to others’ perspectives to broaden each member’s understanding of the
various implications of potential approaches. This does not suggest that SAC members must
work toward consensus. It is more valuable to City staff for SAC members to better
understand the positive and negative implications of proposed alternatives from a variety of
perspectives, than to spend a lengthy amount of time discussing issues toward building
consensus.

•
•

III.

Membership and Support
A.

SAC Members

The SAC has broad representation that reflects the diverse interests that may be impacted by
decisions made as a result of this project. SAC members were selected to ensure the committee
includes individuals representing the local residential development community, neighborhood
interests, housing design experts, and others concerned about equitable access to housing. The City
asked organizations with broad member bases interested in residential infill development and wellestablished networks to nominate a SAC member. These organizations include neighborhood district
coalitions, Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland, United Neighborhoods for Reform,
East Portland Action Plan, and the Diversity and Civic Leadership partners. In addition, 10 at-large
applicants were selected to ensure a wide variety of perspectives and citywide representation.
Members were sought with interests, skills, knowledge and expertise in the areas of housing
affordability, architecture, urban design, historic preservation, real estate and financing, alternative
forms of housing, social and housing services, and sustainable development.
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Following the application process, Mayor Charlie Hales made the following appointments:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Appointee
Linda Bauer
Sarah Cantine
Alan DeLaTorre
Jim Gorter
John Hasenberg
Marshall Johnson
Emily Kemper
Douglas MacLeod
Mary Kyle McCurdy
Maggie McGann
Rod Merrick
Rick Michaelson
Mike Mitchoff
Michael Molinaro
Danell Norby
Douglas Reed
Vic Remmers
Brandon Spencer-Hartle
Eli Spevak
Barbara Strunk
Teresa St. Martin
Young Sun
David Sweet
Eric Thompson
Garlynn Woodsong
Tatiana XenelisMendoza

Affiliation
East Portland Action Plan (EPAP)
Scott Edwards Architecture
Portland Commission on Disability
Southwest Neighbors, Inc. (SWNI)
Oregon Remodelers Association
Energy Trust of Oregon
Residential and Manufactured Structures Board
Home Builders Association (HBA) of Metropolitan Portland
1000 Friends of Oregon
Habitat for Humanity Portland/Metro East
Merrick Architecture Planning
Neighbors West/Northwest (NWNW)
Portland Houseworks
Southeast Uplift (SEUL)
Anti-Displacement PDX
East Portland Neighborhood Office (EPNO)
Everett Custom Homes
Restore Oregon
Orange Splot LLC
United Neighborhoods for Reform (UNR)
Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC)
Immigrant and Refugee Community Organization (IRCO)
Central Northeast Neighbors (CNN)
Home Builders Association (HBA) of Metropolitan Portland
Northeast Coalition of Neighborhoods (NECN)
North Portland Neighborhood Services (NPNS)

B.
SAC Alternates
A SAC member may not have an alternate. A member may have an individual attend a meeting in
his or her capacity for the purpose of reporting meeting highlights back to the SAC member. This
individual will sit with the general public and may provide comments only during the opportunities
provided to other non-SAC members during the meeting.
C.
SAC Withdrawals and Replacements
Members who wish to withdraw from the SAC, shall be replaced as follows:
•

•

Members nominated by an organization: A SAC member nominated by an organization must
coordinate with his or her respective organization to identify a qualified replacement. A
replacement nominee must submit a Statement of Interest to the City staff before attending
their first SAC meeting.
Members not nominated by an organization: The Bureau of Planning and Sustainability will
determine whether or not to replace an SAC member who was not nominated by an
organization. The Bureau may consider recommendations from the SAC. The decision to
replace a withdrawing member will depend on factors such as how far along the group is in
process, and whether the loss of the interests represented by the withdrawing member
creates a critical gap on the committee in terms of expertise and/or interest.

November 2015

ADOPTED CHARTER

Page 3

D.
SAC Member Commitments
The SAC is expected to meet as a committee at least 11-13 times over the 18-month project duration.
Each SAC member commits to the following ground rules:
1)

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)

Prepare for and dedicate time for SAC meetings and Residential Infill Project events. This
commitment includes reading email correspondence, reviewing meeting summaries and
handouts, attending relevant public events, and communicating with his or her respective
affiliations and networks.
Participate fully, honestly and fairly, and provide comments that are constructive and
specific.
Speak respectfully, briefly and limit repetitive comments.
Respect fellow SAC members by refraining from speaking again on a subject until other
members desiring to speak have had the opportunity to do so.
Speak from interests, not positions.
Respect differences of opinion and allow other SAC members and attendees to openly
speak without fear of reprisal.
Avoid side conversations during SAC meetings.
Refrain from using cellular phones and disabling ringers during SAC meetings.
Generate and assess proposed alternatives on their merits with an open mind, and listen
to different viewpoints with a goal of understanding the underlying interests of other SAC
members.
Seek clarity on areas of agreement and disagreement, and the real and perceived impacts
of alternative approaches on different stakeholders.
Bring a spirit of negotiation and creativity to solutions.
Be willing to put issues outside purpose/agenda into a “parking lot”.
Report on notable communications or conversations with his or her respective networks or
affiliations, or with other SAC members.

E.
Project Staff
The City’s project staff will provide logistical and technical support throughout the SAC’s process.
The City’s primary goal is to provide a process that is honest and transparent.
Project staff commits to:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Be accessible, inclusive, timely, and fair. This includes providing information in advance
as much as practical.
Ensure a collaborative planning process.
Provide an ongoing record of public comment, questions and responses, as well as a
mechanism to make this information available to the public and SAC members.
Collaborate with the facilitator to provide interactive meeting formats to ensure a
balanced and fair discussion of issues, and ensure that all perspectives are heard.
Provide the SAC with timely, relevant, and objective information that is necessary to
effectively inform and guide the SAC. Presentations will provide facts surrounding
specific issues in a readily understandable format.
Provide the policy context and consider interconnections surrounding the issues of
residential infill.
Be responsive to SAC requests for information that is relevant to the project scope.
Work with the facilitator and SAC members to ensure an accurate summary of key points
of agreement, disagreement and associated trade-offs are reflected in the meeting notes.
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F.
The Facilitator
An independent facilitator helps prepare meeting agendas, design appropriate meeting processes
and facilitate meetings, ensure that the SAC process is fair, well run, and productive. This includes
keeping the meeting to the identified start and end times and ensuring that all members have
meaningful opportunities to provide input. The facilitator will serve as a resource to City staff when
minor conflicts arise and process improvement are warranted. As a neutral collaborative process
provider, the facilitator will not be an advocate for any substantive issue. The facilitator does not
have authority to make decisions on any substantive issues discussed by the SAC.
It will be the facilitator’s responsibility to encourage objectors on any particular component or issue
to raise their concerns in a constructive way. The facilitator will determine when to thank the
participants for their responses and move on, and when it’s productive to continue the discussion. It
is not the facilitator’s job to insist that the SAC reach consensus. If the SAC members are able to
reach consensus on components or issues by means of compromise, that is encouraged.
G.
Consultants
The Bureau of Planning and Sustainability will engage urban design and economic development
consultants to assist City staff when developing key analyses and work products throughout the
process. Consultants will attend SAC meetings and related events as needed to accomplish work
tasks and provide and communicate key information.

IV.

Meeting Guidelines

A.
Attendance
Consistent attendance is essential. It is expected that each SAC member will attend all meetings. If
a SAC member cannot attend a meeting, he or she should inform City staff in advance of the
meeting. If a SAC member is unable to attend a meeting, he or she should contact City staff to
receive meeting handouts and provide contributions/responses to work done during the missed
meeting (as indicated below, meeting summaries will be provided electronically to all SAC
members). A member who does not attend a meeting may not seek to revisit issues from the
missed meeting that were listed on the agenda and on which discussion was completed at the
missed meeting. If a SAC member misses two consecutive meetings, the Bureau of Planning and
Sustainability may opt to replace the member.
B.
Open Meetings and Public Comment
Meetings of the SAC are open to the public and subject to Oregon’s Public Meetings Law. Members
of the public are welcome to attend and listen. Only City staff, invited speakers, and members of the
SAC may sit at the table. Notice of SAC meetings will be posted on the project website in advance of
meetings. SAC meeting agendas will include opportunities for verbal public comment at the end of
each meeting. Typically, comments will be limited to a maximum of three minutes per person.
However, the facilitator may shorten the time allotted to each commenter if needed to keep the
SAC’s work on schedule. Written comments received during a SAC meeting will be included in the
meeting summary. While the SAC will consider and may discuss written comments in its
deliberation, SAC members nor staff will not respond in writing to individuals submitting comments.
C.
Meeting Agendas and Meeting Materials
Project staff and the facilitator will develop agendas for SAC meetings. Meeting agendas and
meeting materials will be sent electronically to SAC members one week in advance of the meetings
and will be posted on the project website. Hard copy packets will be provided at the meeting.
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D.
Meeting Summaries
City staff will prepare draft and final SAC meeting summaries. Draft meeting summaries will be
provided electronically for correction and comment. Any differences of opinion or conflicts about the
content of the meeting summary will be addressed at the following meeting. Final meeting
summaries will be posted on the project website.
E.
Feedback Mechanism
As proposals come before the SAC for discussion, the facilitator may seek the collective opinion of
SAC members by asking for a show of hands (1, 2 or 3 fingers) or green/yellow/red cards to signify “I
like this approach;” “I can live with this approach but I have some reservations;” or “I have significant
problems with this approach.” Other methods for collective input may also be used. The facilitator
may then ask SAC members to identify concerns and inform City staff and SAC members the basis
for his or her concerns. This process is intended to identify tradeoffs and potential red flags.

V.

Additional Understandings

A.
Communications Outside of SAC Meetings
SAC members may respond to media inquiries, but may not speak on behalf of the group, project
staff, or other individual SAC members. As a courtesy, SAC members will notify City staff and the
facilitator of press or public inquiries directed to them that may impact SAC discussions.
B.
Communication with City Decision-Makers
The SAC is advisory to City staff and will not make a recommendation to the Portland Planning and
Sustainability Commission or Portland City Council. City staff will include highlights of SAC
discussions and deliberations in their reports to decision-makers. SAC members may testify at
Portland Planning and Sustainability Commission and/or Portland City Council hearings as
individuals on the Residential Infill Project and may communicate relevant SAC discussions in his or
her testimony.
C.
Public Records and Confidentiality
Oregon’s Public Records Law applies to the SAC. This means that agendas, minutes or transcripts,
discussion drafts, meeting summaries, formal documents and exhibits, correspondence, written
notes, pictures, and diagrams that are presented to and discussed by the SAC are public records.
Public records also include emails or written communications between SAC members or between
SAC members and BPS staff and the Facilitator that pertain to the SAC’s work—regardless of
whether these communications are written on public or personal computers. The City is required to
allow members of the public to review and obtain copies of public records on request.
BPS staff will establish a method for collecting and keeping all public records pertaining to the SAC
and its work. Documents, correspondence, and email of SAC members that are purely private in
nature and unrelated to the SAC or its work are not public records subject to the Public Records law.
D.
Conflicts of interest
SAC members must comply with applicable laws and rules regarding ethics and conflicts of interest.
City staff will provide training on these topics and will ask members to complete and submit a conflict
of interest form.
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Residential Infill Project

Project Parameters
Updated: December 2, 2015

Inside the Project Scope

Outside the Project Scope

1

Single-dwelling residential development
(mostly houses) in single-dwelling zones

Multi-dwelling residential development (Multi-Dwelling
Project)
Commercial development standards (Mixed Use Project)
Single-dwelling development in Multi-dwelling or Commercial
zones

2

Zoning Code

Building Code
Tree Code (Tree Oversight Committee)
Stormwater Management Manual
Street Improvements (PBOT Task Force)
System Development Charges (SDCs)
Development Fees

3

Rules for new construction, remodels,
additions, etc.

Demolition rules/cost/tax
Deconstruction requirement (Deconstruction Advisory Group)
Construction rules re: hours, noise, hazardous materials, etc.

4

Development standards for scale of
structures, like:
 Setbacks
 Height (and how it’s measured)
 Building coverage (bulk)
 Outdoor area requirement (green
space, open space)

Land Use Review procedures, notice and criteria

5

Additional Development Standards for
specific proposals, like:
 New houses on “skinny” lot
confirmation lots (33.110.213)
 New houses on "new narrow
lots” (eg. location of main
entrance and garage limitation)
 Duplexes and attached houses on
corners
 Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU)
standards
 Parking, driveway and garage
standards

Community Design Standards (future project)
Expanding the design review overlay
Architectural style
Creation of Historic or Conservation Districts

Inside the Project Scope
6

Housing Types Allowed
 Duplex on corners or interior lots
 Detached and internal ADUs
 Stacked Flats or conversion of
existing living area to more units
 Multiple detached units on a lot
 Attached vs. detached units

Outside the Project Scope





Tiny houses on wheels
Micro-apartments
Manufactured homes
Houseboats

7

Lot “splitting” rules (land divisions and lot
confirmations)
 Minimum lot size for existing lots
 Vacant lot provision (a.k.a. “5year moratorium”)
 Lot remnants and adjusted lots
 Approvability of “new narrow
lots”
 Process and public notice for lot
confirmations

Land Division Rules
 Density (R5 means 1 house per 5000 sf)
 Revisiting the decision to decouple density from
lot size (R5 means 1 house per 5000 sf, but the
minimum lot size is 3000 sf)
 Rounding rules

8

Consideration of regulation based on
established pattern areas and proximity
to centers and corridors

Standards written at block or neighborhood level.
Changing overall structure or approach of Zoning Code.
Changing the Zoning Map (although this project could
recommend a rezoning strategy, it wouldn’t carry it out).




Effective by July 2017.
Resources: 1 City Planner II, 1 Associate Planner, 1 part-time intern + consultants

Potential Evaluation Criteria (a starting point for SAC’s January meeting):
 Cost of new houses
 Cost of building new houses
 Solar access
 Accessibility
 Consistency
 Predictability

