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RICAP 5
AMENDMENTS ADOPTED BY COUNCIL FEBRUARY 11, 2010

Motion to amend the Recommended Draft as listed in the February 11, 2010 memo from
Eric Engstrom, Principal Planner, sections 1 and 2: Moved by Mayor Adams and
seconded by Commissioner Fritz. (Y-3; Fish and Leonard absent)

Motion to amend Recommended Draft regarding wind turbine provisions: amend to
increase maximum rotor swept area in Residential zones to 50 square feet; amend to
increase maximum height of building-mounted turbines to 50% of the base zone height
or 45 ft above the roof, whichever is less; amend as shown in Option One of
Attachment A, dated February 5, 2010 (full exemption): Moved by Commissioner
Saltzman and seconded by Commissioner Fritz. (Y-4; Fish absent)

Motion to send the extending eaves into setbacks issue back to the Planning Commission:
Moved by Commissioner Fritz and seconded by Commissioner Saltzman. (Y-5)

Motion regarding retaining walls to adopt the language in Attachment D, dated February
5, 2010, with a sunset of six months; and move to refer this issue to the Planning
Commission for a public hearing and their recommendation: Moved by Commissioner
Fish and seconded by Commissioner Saltzman. (Y-5)

Motion to continue the discussion and outreach to stakeholders on section 4, lots in the RS
Zone, and bring it back in three weeks; close testimony with the exception of section 4:
Moved by Mayor Adams and seconded by Commissioner Fritz. (Y-5)

AMENDMENTS ADOPTED BY COUNCIL MARCH 4, 2010

Motion to adopt Attachment N, Lots in the R5 Zone/PLAs: Moved by Commissioner Fritz
and seconded by Commissioner Saltzman. (Y-4)

Motion to adopt A, B, C of staff memo dated March 4, 2010 as shaded: Moved by
Commissioner Leonard and seconded by Commissioner Saltzman. (Y-4)
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March 4, 2010
TO: City Council
FROM: Eric Engstrom, Principal Planner

RE: RICAP 5: Remaining Decisions

On February 11, you made decisions on most of the elements of RICAP 5, including the
green "bundle," courtyard housing bundle, bicycle parking, ADU sizes, loading spaces,
longer eaves, and retaining walls. This memo is a follow-up to the one used on February
11 to guide discussion and decisions on RICAP 5. A copy of that memo, with your
decisions indicated, is attached. The remaining issues are covered in this memo.

1. Lots in the RS Zone
Note: The motions recommended by the Mayor, prior to discussion and
continuation, are shaded.

a. Minimum lot area of 2400 square feet for vacant lots (Issue 19)

Motion options:

(J Move to amend the Recommended Draft to not adopt this provision
(which would retain current standard of no minimum lot size for vacant
lots)

Move to not amend the Recommended Draft and so adopt this provision

(which would add a minimum lot size for vacant lots)

() Move to return this issue to the Planning Commission for another public
hearing and their recommendation

O Move to

b. Are lot remnants buildable? (Issue 16)

Motion options:

(J Move to amend the Recommended Draft to not adopt this provision
(which does not change current practice, and continues to allow houses
on vacant lot remnants)

; Move to not amend the Recommended Draft and so adopt this provision
(continues current practice of allowing larger lot remnants to be
buildable, and changes current practice to make smaller lot remnants
unbuildable)

| Move to refer this issue to the Planning Commission for a public hearing

and their recommendation

(3 Move to
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c. When an existing house spanning two narrow lots has been demolished,
allow the lots to be built upon immediately if they go through design
review (Issue 18)

Motion options:

| Move to amend the Recommended Draft to not adopt this provision (the

current 5 year waiting period would remain, unaltered).

(1) Move to not amend the Recommended Draft and so adopt this provision
(alternative to the 5 years waiting period)

(O Move to

d. Property Line Adjustments (PLAs) on corner lots/ 1600 square feet
minimum lot area (issue 19)

O Move to amend the Recommended Draft as shown in Attachment N, dated
March 4, 2010 (allow nonconforming lots on corners to reduce size to
1600 sq ft and 36 ft wide through a PLA if lot lines are perpendicular and
setbacks are either met or modified through design review. In addition,
clarify that attached or detached houses are allowed and that 33.110.213
applies)

L Move to allow PLAs only if both lots will be developed with attached

houses. See Attachment M.

[ | Move to amend the Recommended Draft to not adopt these provisions
(which would not adopt a minimum lot area and would retain
requirement that nonconforming lots may not go farther out of
conformance).

{J Move to not amend the Recommended Draft and so adopt these
provisions (allowing nonconforming lots to reduce their size to 1600
square feet and 36 feet wide, but not require that lot lines be
perpendicular, or setback modifications be handled through design
review)

(3 Move to refer this issue to the Planning Commission for a public hearing
and their recommendation

(O Move to

2. Adopt the ordinance and amended Recommended Draft,

Motion: Move to adopt the ordinance and the Recommended Draft as amended.
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ATTACHMENT N — LOTS IN THE R5 ZONE/PLAs , //0/ /0

Amend Table 110-6 in the Recommended Draft as shown:
0
Table 110-6
Minimum Lot Dimension Standards for Lots, Adjusted Lots, Lots of Record, and Lot Remnants
Created Prior to July 26, 1979
RF through R7 Zones

Lots, including Adjusted Lots [1] 36 feet wide and
Lot Remnants meets the minimum lot area requirement of
Lots of Record Table 610-2.
RS Zone
If the site has had a dwelling unit on it 3000 sq. ft. and 36 ft. wide
in the last five years or
Lots, including Adjusted is in an environmental zone[2:-3]
Lots [1, 3, 4] If the site has not had a dwelling unit on it 2400 sq. ft. and 25 ft. wide
within the last five years and is not in an OF
environmental zone 1600-sq—ft—and-36-ft—wide
If the site was approved through a property 1600 sq. ft. and 36 ft. wide
line adjustment under 33.667.300.A.1.d.
Lot Remnants {4}- [ 3] 3000 sq. ft. and 36 ft. wide
Lots of Record {4} [ 3] 3000 sq. ft. and 36 ft. wide
R2.5 Zone
Lots, including Adjusted Lots [1] » 1600 sq. ft.
Lot Remnants
Lots of Record
Notes:

[1] If the site is both an adjusted lot and a lot of record, the site may meet the standards for adjusted lots.

[2] Primary structures are allowed if the site has had a dwelling unit on it within the last five years that has been
demolished as a public nuisance under the provisions of Chapter 29.40.030 or 29.60.080. The site is exempt
from minimum lot dimension standards.

o = O

{4 3]Primary structures are allowed on a site if it has been under a separate tax account number from abutting lots or
lots of record on [effective date of these regulations] or an application was filed with the City before [effective date
of these regulations] authorizing a separate tax account and the site has been under separate tax account from
abutting lots or lots of record by [one year after the effective date of these regulations). The site is exempt from
minimum lot dimension standards.
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Amend Section 33.110.213 in the Zoning Code as shown:
New amendment

33.110.213 Additional Development Standards for Lots and Lots of Record Created
Before July 26, 1979

A. Purpose. These standards increase the compatibility of new houses on small and
narrow lots.

B. Where these regulations apply. [No change.]
C. Standards
[1-9; No Change]

10. Setbacks. Adjustments to minimum required setbacks are prohibited.
Modifications may be requested through Design Review.

Amend Section 33.110.240 in the Zoning Code as shown:
New amendment

33.110.240 Alternati\;é Development Options
A.-D. [No Change]
E. Duplexes and attached houses on corners.
1.-2. [No change]
3. Lot dimension standards.

a. Lot dimensions in R20 through R5 R7 zones. In the R20 through RS R7
zones:

(1) Duplexes. Lots for duplexes must meet the minimum lot dimension
standards for new lots in the base zone.

(2) Attached houses as a result of a land division. Where attached houses
are proposed, the original lot, before division for the attached house
proposal, must meet the minimum lot dimension standards for new lots
in the base zone. The new lots created for the attached houses must
meet the minimum lot dimension standards for new lots in the R2.5
zone.

(3) Attached houses as a result of a Property Line Adjustment. Attached
houses are allowed on adjusted lots that are a result of a Property Line

Adjustment.
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b. Lot dimensions in R5 zone. In the RS zone:

(1) Duplexes. Lots for duplexes must be at least 4,500 square feet in area.

(2) Attached houses as a result of a land division. Where attached houses

are proposed, the original lot, before division for the attached house
proposal, must be at least 4,500 square feet. The new lots created for the

attached houses must meet the minimum lot dimension standards for
new lots in the R2.5 zone.

(3) Attached houses as a result of a Property Line Adjustment. Attached
houses are allowed on adjusted lots that are a result of a Property Line

Adjustment.

b. c. Lot dimensions in R2.5 zone. In the R2.5 zone:
(1) Duplexes. Lots for duplexes must be at least 3,000 square feet in area.

(2) Attached houses as a result of a land division. Where attached houses
are proposed, the original lot, before division for the attached house
proposal, must be at least 3,000 square feet. There are no minimum lot
dimension standards for the new lots.

. (8) Attached houses as a result of a Property Line Adjustment. Attached
houses are allowed on adjusted lots that are a result of a Property Line

Adjustment.

4. (No change)

F.-I1. (No change)

Amend Subsection 33.667.300.A in the Recommended Draft as shown:
This replaces all the language in Chapter 33.667 of the Recommended Draft.

AMEND CHAPTER 33.667, PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENTS

33.667.300 Regulations
A request for a Property Line Adjustment will be approved if all of the following are met:

A. Properties. For purposes of this subsection, the site of a Property Line Adjustment is
the two properties affected by the relocation of the common property line.

1. The prop_ertles will remain in conformance with PFepeft—y—Lme—Ade-S-Emeﬁt—’W}H—ﬂe‘é

the regulatlons of this T1t1e mcludlng those in Chapters

eenfer—maaaee—wrt—h—emy—ef
33.605 through 33.615 except as follows:

a. If a property or development is already out of conformance with a regulation
in this Title, the Property Line Adjustment will not cause the property or
development to move further out of conformance with the regulation;
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b. If both properties are already out of conformance with maximum lot area
standards, they are exempt from the maximum lot area standard; and

c. If one property is already out of conformance with maximum lot area
standards, it is exempt from the maximum lot area standard:; and

d. If at least one lot is already out of conformance with the minimum lot area
standards and the site is in the R5 zone, the minimum lot area is 1600

square feet and the minimum width is 36 feet, if:

(1) At least one lot is a corner lot;

(2) The adjusted property line must be perpendicular to the street lot line for
it’s entire length; and

(3) New houses must meet the standards of 33.110.213. Existing houses
are exempt from the standards of 33.110.213.

See Figure 667-1.

2. The Property Line Adjustment will not configure either property as a flag lot,
unless the property was already a flag lot;

|2

The Property Line Adjustment will not result in the creation of a buildable property
from an unbuildable lot remnant;

43. The Property Line Adjustment will not result in the creation of street frontage for a
land-locked property;

54. If any portion of either property is within an environmental overlay zone, the
provisions of Chapter 33.430 must be met;

65. The Property Line Adjustment will not result in a property that is in more than one
base zone, unless that property was already in more than one base zone; and

76.The Property Line Adjustment will not create a nonconforming use.
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NEW Figure 667-1
Property Line Adjustment on Corner Site in RS Zone
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February 11, 2010

TO:

City Council

FROM: Eric Engstrom, Principal Planner

RE:

RICAP 5: Approach to Discussion and Decisions

As requested, I have put together a possible "road map" to guide your discussion and
decisions on RICAP 5 Thursday afternoon. This is, of course, just a suggested approach.

First, select a list of issues you agree on, and that do not need further discussion.
Based on what I've heard from you and your staff, I think the list would include the
following issues (issue numbers are from the Requests for Amendments or Information
("Requests") document):

1. Amend Recommended Draft:

Issue 5, Wind Turbines in View Corridors——amendment in "Requests"
document to not exempt wind turbines from design review if they are in a
designated view corridor.

Issue 7, Solar Panels—amendment in "Requests” document to clarify how
solar regulations will apply to schools.

Issue 9, Courtyard Housing/Common Greens/Shared Courts: Parking—
amendment in Attachment K dated February 10, 2010 which ensures
adequate green area—exclusive of parking area—in shared courts.

Issue 12, ADUs—amendment in "Requests" document to add reference in
definition of density to Chapter 33.205, ADUs.

Issue 13, Long Term Bicycle Parking for Multi-Dwelling Development—
amendment in Attachment L dated February 10, 2010 to increase the ratio to
1.5 spaces/dwelling unit in the Central City plan district and 1.1 spaces /unit
outside the Central City.

Issue 17, Minimum lot size in the R2.5 zone in West Portland Park—
amendment in "Requests" document to apply R2.5 zone to West Portland Park
in the same way it applies throughout the city.

Issue 22, Utility Lines in e Zones—amendment in Attachment G dated Feb. 5,
2010, which clarifies that utility lines traversing areas already approved for
disturbance are not subject to additional standards or review.

Issue 23, Zone Change Criteria—amendment in Attachment H dated Feb. 5,
2010, which clarifies timing of both "planning horizon" and improvements.
Issues 25 through 29, Minor wording changes and typos—amendments in
"Requests" document

Cisterns—amendment in Attachment J dated Feb. 5, 2010, which adds the
option of screening cisterns as an alternative to matching the color of the
house, trim, or rain gutter.



2. No amendment to Recommended Draft:
e Issue 4, Noise from Wind Turbines
* Issue 8, Courtyard Housing/Density

¢ Issue 10, Courtyard Housing/Common Greens/Shared Courts—Building
Coverage

e Issue 11, Courtyard Housing/Minimum Density

o Issue 15, Loading Spaces

o Issue 20, Fences on Corner Lots

e Issue 21, Upgrades to Nonconforming Development

o Issue 24, Overall Process

Second, go through each of the areas you wish to discuss. A suggested list is below,
with some options for decisions.

1. Wind turbines

a. Maximum rotor swept area (Issue 1)
Motion options

s In Commercial zones to 150 square feet.
{J Move to not amend the Recommended Draft

() Move to

b. Maximum height (Issue 2)
Motion options

{D Move to not amend the Recommended Draft
() Move to

c. Design review (Issue 3)
Motion options

{J Move to amend the Recommended Draft as shown in Option Two of
Attachment A, dated February 5, 2010 (exemption for limited period)

{3 Move to amend the Recommended Draft as shown in Option Three of
Attachment A, dated February 5, 2010 (no exemption, but shorten review
timeline and fees)

() Move to not amend the Recommended Draft

(J Move to

February 11, 2010
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2. Extending Eaves into Setbacks (Issue 6)
Motion options:

Move to not amend the Recommended Draft and so adopt this provision

Move to return this issue to the Planning Commission for another public
hearing and their recommendation

Move to amend the Recommended Draft to adopt this provision but only
apply it to the following area:

Move to

o
O
O
-

3. Retaining Walls (Issue 14)
Motion options:

(J Move to adopt the language in Attachment D, dated February 5, 2010

() Direct staff to add item to database of requested code amendments
{3 Move to

a. Minimum lot area of 2400 square feet for vacant lots (Issue 19)

Motion options:

(J Move to amend the Recommended Draft to not adopt this provision
(which would retain current standard of no minimum lot size for vacant
lots)

g (J Move to not amend the Recommended Draft and so adopt this provision

{which would add a minimum lot size for vacant lots)

(J Move to return this issue to the Planning Commission for another public
hearing and their recommendation

3 Move to

b. Are lot remnants buildable? (Issue 16)

Motion options:

J Move to amend the Recommended Draft to not adopt this provision
(which does not change current practice, and continues to allow houses
on vacant lot remnants)

{0 Move to not amend the Recommended Draft and so adopt this provision
(continues current practice of allowing larger lot remnants to be
buildable, and changes current practice to make smaller lot remnants
unbuildable)

CJ Move to refer this issue to the Planning Commission for a public hearing
and their recommendation

(J Move to

February 11, 2010
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¢. When an existing house spanning two narrow lots has been demolished,

allow the lots to be built upon immediately if they go through design

review (Issue 18)

Motion options:

3 Move to amend the Recommended Draft to not adopt this provision (the
current 5 year waiting period would remain, unaltered).

(3 Move to not amend the Recommended Draft and so adopt this provision
{alternative to the 5 years waiting period)

(J Move to

Property Line Adjustments (PLAs) on corner lots/ 1600 square feet

minimum lot area (issue 19)

{TJ Move to allow PLAs only if both lots will be developed with attached
houses. See Attachment M.

() Move to amend the Recommended Draft to not adopt these provisions
{which would not adopt a minimum lot area and would retain
requirement that nonconforming lots may not go farther out of
conformance).

{J Move to not amend the Recommended Draft and so adopt these
provisions (allowing nonconforming lots to reduce their size to 1600
square feet)

{J Move to refer this issue to the Planning Commission for a public hearing
and their recommendation

(0D Move to

Third, adopt the ordinance and amended Recommended Draft.

Motion: Move to adopt the ordinance and the Recommended Draft as amended.
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ATTACHMENT K—REQUIRED OPEN AREA IN COMMON GREENS/SHARED COURTS
(Issues 9 and 10)

The Bureau of Development Services (BDS) has been working on Administrative Rules to govern
the design of private streets, including common greens and shared courts. These Administrative
Rules ensure adequate green space in common greens and courts. However, the requirements
may also be placed in the Zoning Code instead, as shown below.

33.654.120 Design of Rights-of-Way

D. Common green approval criteria and standards. [No change]
1. Right-of-way.

a. Approval criteria.
b. Standards for configuration of elements within the right-of-way.

(1) For common greens, the Bureau of Development Services has approved
the configuration of elements within the street right-of-way.

(2) Turnarounds are not required for common greens.
(8) Common Greens must include at least 400 square feet of grassy area,

play area, or dedicated gardening space, which must be at least 15 feet
wide at its narrowest dimension.

E-F [no change]
G. Shared court approval criteria and standards. [No change]
1. Right-of-way.
a.-b. [nb change]
c. Standards for configuration of elements within the right-of-way.
(1) The Bureau of Development Services has approved the configuration of
elements within the street right-of-way, including a specific paving

treatment and traffic calming measures;

(2) Shared courts must be dead-end streets. Through shared courts are not
allowed. :

(3) Shared courts must include at least 250 square feet of grassy area, play
area, or dedicated gardening space, exclusive of vehicle parking areas.
This area must be at least 15 feet wide at its narrowest dimension.

Note: The Recommended Draft also allows small structures, such as gazebos and other shared
accessory buildings, but limits the total building coverage for such structures to 15 percent of the
total area of the common green or shared court. Garages and carports are not allowed in the
common green or shared court.

Page 1 Attachment K—Open Area In Common Greens/Shared Courts Feb. 10, 2010



ATTACHMENT L—LONG TERM BICYCLE PARKING FOR MULTI-DWELLING
DEVELOPMENT

Table 266-6
Minimum Required Bicycle Parking Spaces
Use Categories Specific Uses Long-term Spaces Short-term Spaces
Residential Categories
Household Living Multi-dwelling 1 perd-units [No change]
1.5 per 1 unit in Central
City plan district; 1.1 per
1 unit outside Central
City plan district
Group Living [No change]
Commercial Categories [No change]
Industrial Categories [No change]
Institutional Categories [No change]
Other Categories [No change]

Page 1 Attachment L—Bike Parking Feb. 10, 2010
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February 5, 2010

TO: City Commissioners
FROM: Eric Engstrom, Principal Planner 9/2.6
RE: RICAP 5 Documents

Last Thursday, January 28" you received an 11x17 document titied “Request for Amendments or
Information — RICAP 5.” This was a matrix of issues raised at the January 6" hearing on RICAP 5
and staff's responses to those issues. There were nine attachments (A-l).

At the February 3" hearing, we distributed a number of pages printed on pink paper. These pages
are replacements for several of the attachments and one new one (J).

For your convenience, we've reprinted ALL the attachments (A-J) on blue paper to be used at the
next RICAP 5 hearing on February 11™.

Please contact me if you have any questions. My number is 3-3329.
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ATTACHMENT A—
OPTIONS FOR WIND TURBINE CODE LANGUAGE (ISSUES 3 & 5)

OPTION ONE: This exempts anemometers and wind turbines from design review, including
compliance with the Community Design Standards. However, they may not project into view
corridors, and turbines would still be subject to the standards of Chapter 33.299, Wind Turbines,
which limits height, noise, and size. This option does not affect historic districts because those
regulations are in a different chapter of the Zoning Code.

33.420.045 Exempt From Design Review
The following items are exempt from design review:

A.-U. [No change]

V. Within the North Interstate plan district, alterations to detached houses and accessory
structures on sites not fronting on Interstate Avenue;-and

W. Permitted Original Art Murals as defined in Title 4- ;

X. Anemometers, which measure wind speed; and

Y Small wind energy turbines that do not extend into a view corridor designated by the
Scenic Resources Protection Plan. Wind turbines are subject to the standards of
Chapter 33.299, Wind Turbines.
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OPTION TWO: This option temporarily exempts wind turbines and anemometers from design
review in the Central City unless they project into a view corridor. This option does not affect
historic districts because those regulations are in a different chapter of the Zoning Code.

33.420.045 Exempt From Design Review
The following items are exempt from design review:
A.-U. [No change]

V. Within the North Interstate plan district, alterations to detached houses and accessory
structures on sites not fronting on Interstate Avenue; ane

W. Permitted Original Art Murals as defined in Title 4= ;

X. In the Central City plan district:

1. Anemometers, which measure wind speed, that do not extend into a view corridor
designated by the Scenic Resources Protection Plan;

2. Small wind energy turbines that do not extend into a view corridor designated by
the Scenic Resources Protection Plan. Turbines are subject to the standards of
Chapter 33.299, Wind Turbines,

The exemptions of this subsection sunset on [3 years from effective date of this
requlation]: at that time the turbines and anemometers must either be removed or must
meet all requirements of this Title, including design review.
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OPTION THREE: This requires design review for all turbines, but exempts anemometers from
design review in the Central City. If Council chooses this option, BDS intends to recommend
reduced fees for required reviews. This option does not affect historic districts because those
regulations are in a different chapter of the Zoning Code.

33.420.045 Exempt From Design Review
The following items are exempt from design review:
A.-U. [No change]

V. Within the North Interstate plan district, alterations to detached houses and accessory
structures on sites not fronting on Interstate Avenue; and

W. Permitted Original Art Murals as defined in Title 4- ; and

X. In the Central City plan district, anemometers, which measure wind speed.

33.825.025 Review Procedures
[No change.]

A. Procedures for design review. [No change.]

1. Type III. The following proposals are processed through a Type III procedure: [No
change.]

2. Type II. The following proposals are processed through a Type II procedure:
a-s [no change]
t.  Proposals within the St. Johns plan district; ane
u. Proposals within the North Interstate plan district- ; and

v. Small wi_nd energy turbines.

Page 3 Attachment A—Options For Wind Turbines Feb. 5, 2010
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ATTACHMENT B
Extended Eaves in Setbacks — Pro & Con
Plus Additional Information (Issue 6)

Pro

Weather and moisture protection.

- Prevents rain from directly hitting windows and doors, and seeping into the interior of walls
through gaps between materials.

- Prevents mold growth by reducing water penetration.

- Helps to keep water away from the foundation, preventing basement leaks and structural
failures.

- Helps extend the life of paint, siding and other exterior materials.

- A study in British Columbia found a direct correlation between the length of the eave overhang
and the reduced probability of rain-related building damage. (Source: Building Science Digest)

Reduces summertime energy usage.

- Deeper eaves offer more shading on windows and south-facing walls in the summer, reducing
the building’s heat gain.

- Reduces the amount of air conditioning or other cooling needed to keep the building
comfortable. Many new homes in Portland have air conditioning, which is having a growing
impact on our energy use.

- The second largest energy load in a typical U.S. home (behind space heating) is the space
cooling load. Electrical lighting is fourth. (Source: US Dept. of Energy)

- As our climate becomes warmer this will be an increasing concern. The percentage of home
energy use that will be used for space cooling is estimated to increase by a full percentage point
by 2020. (Source: US Dept. of Energy)

Consistent with Portland architectural style.

- A key feature of the Portland bungalow style is a deep eave.

- Most homes in Portland built between 1890 and 1930 feature eaves between 18” and 24” deep,
often with setbacks of 3 to 5 feet.

- Deep eaves are common in the Pacific Northwest because of their known ability to protect
buildings from the wet weather.

- Extending the eaves on an existing house is impractical, so this code option would likely only be
utilized by new construction, so it will limited effect on developed Portland neighborhoods.

Consistent with green building standards.

- Deeper eaves are recognized by green builders as a simple, cost effective way to increase the
durability and extend the life of building materials.

- LEED for Homes, Earth Advantage and the National Homebuilders Green Building Standard all
award points toward certification for building with deeper eaves.

Creates options for builders.

- Currently one way to have extended eaves is to move the building back a foot from the side
property lines, however doing this prohibits the use of economical, off-the-shelf plan sets that are
designed to fit on standard width lots (i.e. 40 foot wide houses for 50 foot wide lots).

- Requesting an adjustment or increasing the building setbacks to allow for extended eaves
makes a low-cost building measure much more cost-prohibitive.

- Builders will not be required to extend their eaves, but allowing them to use this option will
encourage more to consider it.

- Improving the longevity of buildings will help reduce the risk of liability for builders.
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Perceived Con

More roof area increases the amount of impervious surface.

Although extending the eaves will result in more roof surface area, it will not increase the amount

of impervious surface, since eaves do not prevent rain water from reaching the ground. Similar to
an umbrella, eaves redirect the water away from the building, but do not to prevent the water from
reaching the ground.

Deeper eaves will result in more energy use, because they will cut off natural daylight,
requiring the need to use more electric light.

There are many factors beside eave length that could effect how much ambient light (or
“skylight”) reaches the interior of a house, including the location, orientation and size of the
windows, the height of the structure, and the location of neighboring structures and adjacent
vegetation. However, based on our latitude and climate, Portland averages about 725 foot
candles of exterior daylight at any given time on an overcast day. The IESNA (llluminating
Engineering Society of North America) recommends a general interior lighting level of between 10
and 50 foot candles for residential use, which is generally achievable using natural daylight even
with exterior obstructions.

In 2002, the City of Portland gave a Green Investment Fund (GIF) grant for the “Rose House”, an
800 s.f. accessory dwelling unit designed by SERA Architects. The single story house included 2
foot deep eaves, so SERA developed a daylight study to help determine if this would limit interior
daylighting (excerpt attached). The study predicted that the amount of daylight on an overcast
day would still exceed the IESNA recommendations. Following construction, actual
measurements in the field have verified that IESNA standards were exceeded, even with the two

foot overhangs.

If adopted, building with extended eaves will be an option, not a code requirement. So if a
designer is concerned about the amount of available natural light due to site constraints or other
existing obstructions, they can opt to design with a shorter eave.

Deeper eaves will cast more shadows on the house next door.

BPS prepared a shadow analysis showing how deeper eaves affect adjacent structures. This
analysis found that even with a standard 1 foot eave, the adjacent house is not in direct sunlight
for the majority of the year. The only time that a deeper eave results in more shadow cast on the
adjacent structure is during the peak of the summer months, when this cooling would actually be
a benefit to the neighboring house.

Deeper eaves on my neighbor’s house will shed water into my basement.

It is the role of the gutters, not the eaves to direct stormwater to a disposal point. If gutters are
not maintained well, or are not functioning properly, then water hitting the roof will shed into the
side setbacks no matter the depth of the eave.

There may be some safety concerns related to deeper eaves.

Having longer eaves on a roof can create an area directly below the eave where light levels are
slightly lower, but on a typical house this shadowed area would not reach the ground. Therefore,
providing deeper eaves would not create any low-light conditions on the ground that would
encourage crime.
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2 Building Science Digest 013
This holistic state-of-the-att app: to rain control can be des: by the three-
D’s: Deflection, Drainage/ ge/Exclusion, and Dryin

sections of this digest willdfivestigate each in tum.

1. Deflection
The and the site play a large
exposs to. Most patts of the wogld experience a signifi
jf, and those areas exposed e exposute conditions.
ile this type of climate tegies for enclosure walls,

rain deposited on walls

building designs (ic., bungalows).

The shape of the roof and-overhangs also have 2 critical impact. Field measurements
(1] and computer modelling [2] have shown that ovethangs and peaked roofs reduce
rain deposition by approximately 50%. A damage survey of wood frame buildings in
British Columbia [3] found that the size of a buildings overhang correlated directly
with the probability of rain-related damage (Figure 1).

C.orrelation
ove. aNerhan

Percent of 3l
all walls and prokabil
which have of rnrdded
problems

bviUi:j dmvﬁ

g 1'3°°l tos L0000, over 60 {
Width ofl ;ve‘tkahg abovg'\sauz(:r‘n) over 25.6 inches

Figure 1: Wall problems as a function of the overhang size from a field survey

Peaked roofs and overhangs protect a wall from rain by shadowing and redirecting
airflow (Figure 2). Hipped roofs provide an opportunity to shelter the walls from rain
on all four sides of the building and also increase the resistance to damage during high

winds.
Frmq@myoF Wu‘gc
Bewelope fBilves intrc
Coetl Climatz of
CdumB‘, Puuia‘\“l ﬁ?é
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516 2010 Residentia) Energy End-Use Spiits, by Fuel Type (Quadrillion Btu)

Natural Fuel Other Renw. Site Site Primary
Gas Ol LPG Fuel(1) En(2) Electric ! D

Space Heating (4) 357 0.66 024 009 044 037 o=
Space Cooling 0.00 0.79 Q
Water Heating 1.08 0.09 0.05 0.02 0.38 3
Lighting 0.72 8
Refrigeration (5) 045

Wet Clean (6) 0.07 0.38 <
Electronics (7) 0.39

Cooking 0.22 0.03 0.11

Computers 0.10

| Other (8) 0.00 0.16 0.00 1.26

Total 495 0.75 048 009 046 495

Note(s): 1) Kerosene (0.08 quad) and coal (0.01 quad) are assumed atiributable 10 space heating. 2) Comprised of wood space heating
(0.44 quad), solar water heating (0.02 quad), geothermal space heating (less than 0.01 quad), and solar PV (less than 0.01 quad).
3) Site -to (duse to g tion and losses) = 3.14. 4) Includes fumace fans (0.19 quad).
5) Includes refrigerators (1.16 quad) and freazers (0.25 quad). 6) Includes clothes washers (0.10 quad), natural gas ciothes dryers
(0.07 quad), electric clothes dryers (0.80 quad), and dishwashers (0.29 quad). Does not inciude water healing energy. 7) Includes
color television (1.23 quad). 8) Includes small electric devices, heating elements, motors, swimming pool heaters, hot tub heaters,

*  outdoor grills, and natural gas ouldoor lighting. |
JMOE EIA, Annual Energy Outiook 2008, Mar. 2008, Tables A2, p. 117-119, Table A4, p. 122-123 and Table A17, p. 143-144.

247 2020 Residential Energy End-Use Spiits, by Fuel Type (Quadrillion Btu)

E'.najy Vae for ’f‘“

Natural Fuel Other Renw. Site
Ges 0i LPG Fuelll) En(2) Elgctii 7
Space Heating (4) 383 065 024 009 041 040 | pOC
Space Cooling 0.00 0.91 | g
Water Heating 1156 0.08 0.05 003 042 | 8
Lighting 0.51 |
Refrigeration (5) 0.46 | 0
Electronics (6) 0.43 | N
\Wet Clean (7) . 0.08 0.39 |
.|Cooking 0.25 0.03 . 0.12 | (<
Computers 0.12 | AT
Other (8) 0.00 0.20 0.00__1.49 | 8
Total 530 0.73 052 009 045 525 |
b
Note(s): 1) Kerosene (0.08 quad) and coal (0.01 quad) are assumed attributable to space heating. 2) Comprised of wood space heating
(0.40 quad), solar water heating (0.03 quad), geothermal space heating (0.01 quad), and solar PV (less than 0.01 quad). ;
3) Site -to loctricity jon (due to and losses) = 3.11. 4) Includes fumace fans (0.23 quad). :

5) Includes refrigerators (1.14 quad) and freezers (0.29 quad). 6) Includes color television (1.33 quad). 7) Includes clothas washers
(0.08 quad), natural gas clothes dryers (0.08 quad), electric clothes dryers (0.84 quad), and dishwashers (0.30 quad). Does not include
water heating energy. 8) Includes small electric devices, heating elements, motors, swimming pool heaters, hot tub heaters, outdoor
grills, and natural gas outdoor lighting.

Source(s): EIA, Annwal Energy Outlook 2008, Mar. 2008, Tables A2, p. 117-119, Table Ad, p. 122-123 and Table A17, p. 143-144,

W‘. bu’nk‘i th
. e
by the V.5, Dept
Eney
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The Rose House

A Net Energy Home
Excerpt from dg_;'gﬂg_ﬂ
: Type of space DF (%) AwlAr (%) -
Art studios, altars (if strong
emphasis is desired) 4-6 20-30
Laboratories (e.g., work benches) 3 15
General offices, banks {e.g., typing, .
accounting), classrooms, gymna- 3
siums, swimming pools 2 10
Lobbies, lounges, living rooms 1 b
Corridors, bedrooms 0.5 25
FIGURE TWO?

183

To perform a more detailed calculation, it is necessary to determine the amount of exterior illumi-

nation available on a site.

The amount of daylight available on a site can be determined by taking a series of measurements

throughout the year on the site or it can extrapolated ba
mate data, typically available from NOAA, gives the percentage of clear,

sed o latitude, and sky condition. Cli-
partly cloudy and cloudy

days, a particular location has for each season. For a predominately overcast climate, such as we
have in Oregon, windows are generally sized for the overcast condition, with direct sun excluded

in areas where sensitive tasks occur. Data from clear summer,

also included to determine the range of illumination expected.

clear spring and clear winter days is

For this purposes of this evaluation, graphs predicting the exterior illumination available at a specific
latitude, time of year and sky condition were used. :

zimuth Typ-Ext. Mumination [ Typ. Ext.Tllum nation | Typ. EXt. lumination Typ- Ext.lMumination
on Clear Summer of Clear Spring / Fall | of Clear Winter Day on an Overcast Day
Day Day
0 1425 1c 1300 fc 1100 fc 12Z5%C
45 1200 tc 1100 fc 900 fc 725 fc
700 fc 625 fc 500 fc 725 fc
80 400 fc 375 1c 300 fc 725 fc

'rilaal‘ exterior day’:le‘ in Portland (in Fao’f‘mné]cS) for

ifBrent times of the. ‘l"}' and) Ja
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The Rose House

A Net Energy Home
Room Typ.Int. NMMumination | Typ. Int. lumination [ Typ. Tnterior Typ. Interior
F(KAR:{ZA on Clear Summer of Clear Spring / Fall | lllumination of lllumination on an
I H" ﬁ Day Day Clear Winter Day | Overcast Day
daylig 3 Tiving Room | 140 28T 07T 8T Tc
lex ele 1a¢

l Bedroom 28 fc 2551 C 20 fc 29 fc
I Y Office 56 fc 50 fc 40 fc 58 fc
Bath 12 fc 11 tc 9fc 27 fc

w/z oot
eave

The lllumination Engineering Society has the following recommendations for light levels:

Tope -0k Activity

“GeneTAl Lighting
Tpninic apaces- daric. snv,

3| o

2
an-12 [15]|\2 |

10§12 20

109 {160

BE

FIGURE THREE?

wation Levels

[EaNA recommended

/ inferior [ightt
éfﬁﬁﬁkhwﬁé

levels

Quantitative measurements such the analysis we performed seek to provided a specific targeted

illumination level. However, quality of light is at least as important as quantity of illumination in how

we perceive a space. We do not see light in absolute foot-candle values. Instead, our perception

of a space’s brightness is relative to its surroundings. The quality of light, the evenness of the light
" distribution and avoiding glare contribute much more to the overall perception of the space.

Page 7
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‘ P(C')wﬁ"_AND Attachment C — Bike Parking
TRANSPORTATION

Sam
Adams

i i Long-term bicycle parking provision in multi family dwellings (MFD)
A survey of developer comments and sample residential projects

Susan D. L\sé\)& \3>

Keil

Director

Portland currently has examples of market rate and affordable multi-family housing

projects that provide long-term bicycle parking that meet or exceed a 1.1 space per
dwelling unit ratio.

There are also examples of residential projects that provided lower rates and are now
responding to high demand for bicycle parking by attempting to retroactively find room
for additional spaces.

Five development companies were interviewed about their experience providing long-
term bicycle parking in residential projects. Some of these include projects with
affordable housing components.

The attached table provides a summary of existing and proposed conditions under a 1.1
or 1.5 bicycle parking to dwelling unit ratio. The table demonstrates that several market
rate and affordable housing projects already meet or exceed the 1.1 or the 1.5 proposed
requirements.

For many of the other projects, meeting the 1.1 code requirement would require a
(relatively small) reallocation of space. Based on comments from the developers we
know that some of these projects are in the process of adding additional long-term
spaces due to unpredicted over demand.

The attached table indicates the equivalent number of car stalls that represent the floor
area needed for additional long-term bike spaces to meet the 1.1 and 1.5 ratios.
However, it should be noted that long-term bicycle parking spaces can be provided in a
variety of different layouts including wall mountings and storage units as long as they
meet City code standards for bicycle parking [33.266.220.C].

Developers who routinely incorporate bicycle parking into residential projects told us
that planning for long-term bicycle spaces is best done early in the building design
project and that Council’s proposal to.increase the long term requirement would ensure
that bicycle parking room and spaces were not afterthoughts.

An Equal
Opportunity

Employer

1120 S.W. 5th Avenue, Suite 800 = Portland, Oregon 97204-1914 « 503-823-5185
FAX 503-823-7576 or 503-823-7371 e TDD 503-823-6868 » www.portlandiransportation.org



Existing and Proposed Long-term Bicycle Parking Provision for Sample of Portland Affordable and Market Rate Residential Projects

Existing Conditions Proposed Conditions
: - Addmnal Equivalent Addﬁonal Equivalent
Building Name Address Dwelling LT Bike Ratio Parking #of Parking #of Comments
Units Spaces (s;:ac;g Parking | Required Additional Required Additional
i at11  CarStalls _at15 _ CarStalls
Mississippi Avenue Lofts is a sustainable new 56,000 sf 4 story mixed-use development with 32 units. It will provide 78 long term
A i space. Each unit is provided with 2 spaces. An additional 14 spaces are provided inside the lobby for visitors and the ground fioor
AEESSEEIATY lﬁ°ﬁs ZIGotaMISS S PRAVS £ e 2 = g g L v retail needs. Bicycle spaces for the individidual units are provided outside the front door as well indoors in a specially designed
= alcove with rack to secure the bike.
iEooFlats is a proposed mixed-use retail and housing development featuring 18 loft style apartment homes. Each unit is provided wltri
2 12 long-term bicycle spaces in the form of personal bike lockers on each floor. Building includes an on-site bicycle maintenance
e SRS LTIETEAE w &2 2y g g < ¢ 2 room. A lit and covered bike parking area will be provided for visitors and retail customers along the N. Williams Avenue frontage.
No auto parking is proposed for the site.
Four-story, mixed-use building with ground floor retail. Pear! Family Housing will include 138 affordable apartments available to
Pearl Family Housing 1350 NW Raleigh St 138 162 1.2 130 0 0 45 6 income qualified families. 70 apartments will have three-bedrooms, 60 apartments will have two-bedrooms and 8 apartments will
have one-bedroom.
NW 14th Ave & P Freedom Center is a 150-unit studio apartment complex of three, four-story buildings on a half-block site facing Northwest
Freedom Center s EHAE G TR 150 151 S21'0 0 14 1 74 9 Pettygrove Street between 14th and 15th avenues. It's intended to attract students and young, mostly single workers. Building
t features multiple bike storage rooms for long term bike parking, with total of 151 spaces. Zero auto parking spaces are proposed.
Completed in 2000, Buckman Terrace is 4 story, 122 unit market-rate apartment building with underground parking and commercial
Buckman Terrace 303 Northeast 16th Ave 122 90 0.7 71 44 4 93 12 uses on Sandy Boulevard. It features large secure bike parking rooms with racks for 90 bikes. Due to high demand the developer
has added additional bicycle parking capacity.
iCompleted in 1998, Buckman Heights is a mixed-income residential project with 144 units. Developers applied for zoning code
Buckman Heights provision which allows bicycle parking to subtitute up to 25% of auto parking requirement. Building originally provided 92 long term
|Apartment dSUiNoitesstiCHIANS s 92 0.6 60 5o 5 led e bicycle spaces as well as floor pumps, and a workstand in the bike rooms. The bicycle parking has been so well used that the
ldeveloper added even more bike parking to Buckman Terrace.
= Affordable housing project located in the Pearl District providing 209 units in 2 six story buildings. Bullding designed with several
; large bike rooms conveniently located off the courtyard. Security features include card readers and cameras. According to
Sitka 1230 Noithwesti2thi Ave 209 i 05 2 g i 2 2 developer demand for bike parking in bike rooms is over capasity and they are adding more spaces. Tenants are using covered
outdoor (in courtyard) short term parking because there isn't sufficient room in the bike rooms.
Housing Authority of Portland project featuring 74 low rise units and one mixed use building with 56 units. Mixed use building has a
Humboldt Gardens 5033 N Vancouver Ave 130 40 0.31 56 103 9 155 19 bike room. For the 74 low rise units long-term bike parking was assumed to be in unit (balcony, patio, etc). According to property
manager, bike parking demand in bike room was low.
Erv 134 NE 120th Ave 61 16 0.26 42 51 4 76 10 JA 61-unit affordable housing project. According to staff raports 16 long term spaces are providedin residential units.
ousing
ISouth Waterfront Block 46 |SW Bond & Lowell 273 71 0.26 328 229 19 339 42 IA six-story, mixed-use building with ground floor retail.
" 3 122 story high rise offering studios, one and two bedroom apartments. Developers originally provided minimum amount of bicycle
Riva on the Park 0650 Southwest Gaines St. 294 7 025 Y 250 2 Ee8 46 |oarking spaces and are now trying to retrofit building with more spaces due to high demand.
Sy, I3 buildings featuring studios, lofts, and 1 & 2 bedroom apartments on Mississippi Avenue. Developers originally provided minimum
Tupolo Alley 3850 N. Mississippi Ave 140 33 0.24 108 121 10 7 22 lamount of bicycle parking spaces and are now trying to retrofit building with more spaces due to high demand.
IA four-story, mixed-use building with 72 units and ground floor retail. Project received an adjustment to 