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Katherine Schultz 
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In$ovation. tollsharãtion" Pr*dtiõal $olutions. Lal-Lanl Ovalles lrma Valdez 

February 13,2013 

Porttand City CounciI 
Portland City Hatt 
1211 SW 4th Avenue 
Portland, OR97204 

Dear Mayor Hates and City Councit Members: 

On January 22,2013 the Ptanning and Sustainabitity Commission voted unanimousty to forward the 
Proposed Historic Resources Code Improvement Project Zoníng Code Amendmenfsio City Council for 
approva[. 

At the hearing, the Commission heard passionate testimony from a broad spectrum of interests. White 
sympathetic to many of the concerns raised, the Commission understands that this project coutd not 
address atl concerns and shortcomings associated with historic resource protection. While there are 
many comPonents of the process beyond the scope of this project, we view this package of 
amendments as a common sense approach to providing much-needed retief to homeoviners wishing to 
make minor home improvements in the City's historic and conservation districts. 

ln addition to the Zoning Code amendments, the Commission adds three specific requests to City
Counci[ in response to testimony: 

1. Fund prompt Bureau of Devetopment Services devetopment of a user-friendty handout, atso made 
availabte on the web, exptaining how historic resources are regutated. This is in response to 
repeated concerns that the regutations are too complex for the general pubtic to understand.2. Ctearty state when any potential fee reductions witl be determinld and, if identified, 
imptemented. This was a common theme for atl testifiers. 

3. Direct the bureaus of Devetopment Services and Ptanning and Sustainabitity to return to the 
Ptanning and Sustainability Commission after one year to evatuate the sucéess of code 
amendments in achieving the project goats. 

Thank you for your consideration of our recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

,#ç- få*Ñ 
André Baugh 
Chair 
Portland Planning and Sustainabitity Commission 

tity of Portland, oregon | $urcau ofÞl¡nn!ng and sustainabiliry lwru,v.portlandoregon4ov/bps 
1900 SW 4th Ave¡rup¡ Sulte ?10O Portlond, OR g?201 
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City of Portland 
Historic Landmarks Commission 

1900 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 5000 / 16 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Telephone: (503) 823-7300 
TDD: (503) 823-6868 
FAX: (503) 823-5630 

www. po rtla n donl i ne. com/bds 

Jonuory 31, 201 3 

Portlqnd CiIy Council 
l22l SW 4th Avenue 
Portlqnd, OR 97204 

Re: Historic Resources Code lmprovement Projecl (HRCIP) Zoning Code Amendmenfs 

Deor Moyor Holes ond Commissioners, 

With this letler, the Porllond Historic Londmorks Commission endorses the Historic 
Resources Code lmprovement project ond osks for your support in opproving these 
importont code omendments. 

Following lhe listing of the lrvington Historic Diskictin 2010, the Londmorks Commission 
leorned thoT the existing lond use review requirements for historic properlies resulfed in 
o confusing, time-consuming, ond expensive process for homeowners wishing io do 
minor work on their properties-projects like porch restorqtìon, bosement window 
replocemenl, ond minor repoirs. Oflen the cost of the lond uso fees exceeds the 
octuol improvemenls lhemselves, which deÌers owners from moking the investment or
going through the proper process. Additionolly, these fees ond the time ossocioted 
with getting permits were potentiolly jeopordizing ihe formotion of other hisloric districts 
in the city, 

The HRCIP documen't you ore consídering represenis the mosl feosible woy to quickly
oddress stokeholder concerns with respect to hisloric design revíew. The creotion of o 
new Type I review will provide for o speedier, less expensive review for minor home 
remodel projects, os mosl projects currently go through the more time-inlensive Type 2
review. Additionolly, the HRCIP document specifies o number of exemptions thoî will
ollow property owners io underloke certoin projects without review due to fhe 
negligible or nonexistent impoct on the historic district. 

From the outsel, Londmorks hos understood thot this project could not oddress oll Code 
concerns ond shortcomings. With qn eight-month public process ond no reol budget, 
we understond ïhot the HRCIP project connot serye os o complele overhoul of tfre 
Code reloted io historic design review. And wiih no Generol Fund monies ovoiloble to 
subsidize historic design review, we understond thot compromises ore necessory to
ochieve the ullimote gool of o more equitoble review process. For instonce, the 
formotion of o new Type ì review for minor projects meqns giving up locol oppeol
rights. Londmorks recognizes lhere is stokeholder concern surroundiñg the loss of locol
oppeol for these minor reviews; however, we believe it is o reosonoble compromise 
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given ihe overoll objectives of this project. including reducing cost ond providing for on 
expedited review. 

Anolher oreo of stokeholder concern hos been the use of squore-footoge triggers in 
determining whether o project would foll into o Type I or o Type 2 review cotegory. 
Becouse the currenl Code is þosed on fhese triggers, we understond thot it is outsicje 
the scope of this projec't to completely revomp the opprocch to delermining review 
thresholds, lnitiolly, o 2O0-squore-fool trigger wos proposed by Sfoff, but ofter heoring 
testimony from stokeholders ond discussìons cnnongst Commission leodership, it wos 
decided thot o lSGsquore{oof trigger would be o more qppropriote delineotion 
between smqll ond lorge projecls. While oll projecis must still meet historic design 
review opprovol criteriq {unless the work scope is specificolly exempted), lorger 
projects-which hove the greotest potentiol for negotive effects on o district-would 
still go through o Type 2 ond hove the opportunity for locoloppecrl. 

Additionolly, Lqndmqrks is supporfive of defining o number of minor building 
improvements or olterotions, which we believe do nol necessitoie review qnd should 
therefore be exempled. This not only olleviotes costly fees lo homeowners, but olso 
reduces stoff review time. These exempt items include the replocement of bosemenl 
windows, creotion of bosement egress windows, occessibility structures, slorm ond 
screen windows ond doors, lighl well improvements, skylights ond roof hotches, removql 
of fire escopes, smoll occessory slruciures. rodon miligotion systems, ond improvemenls 
under 150 squore feet mode fo non-streeÈfocing focodes on non-confributing buildings 
in historic dislricts. Mony of lhese items ore reloTed to sofety ond energy efficiency ond 
would hove minimolirreversible impocts on districts. 

Lostly, ofter heoring testimony thot the Code needs to be more user-friendly ond 
occessible to homeowners, the Londmorks Commission is commifted to focililoting the 
creotion of guidonce documents to ossist property owners in understonding historic 
design review requirements. This could include lhe compilolion of o motrix or issue­
specific user guides. We believe these types of home-owner resources will olleviote 
stqkeholder concerns thot the HRCIP revisions ore slill noÌ understondqble io the 
loyperson. While we find thot the HRCIP improvemenls do increose clority wilhin the 
Code, we olso recognize lhot fhe Code is inherenlly technicol in noture. Iherefore, we 
believe seporote homeowner hondouts to help with code interpreiotion (ckin to other 
hondouts BDS provides on common questions such os bosemenl qnd qtlic conversions) 
ore lhe most opproprioie ovenue for providing user-friendly informotion. 

The Londmorks Commissions opplouds Slqff's efforls in creoting lhis HRCIP documenf in 
such q compressed time frqme, os iT oddresses mony imporlont issues, While it does not 
rectify oll shortcomings reloted lo hisforic design review in Portlond, it provides some 
much-needed relief to homeowners wishing to moke smoll improvements lo their 
properties ond To stoff, who currently expend significont time fulfilling Type 2 review 
requirements. Although the Londmorks Commission hos no conlrol over selting review 
fees, we hope thol these chonges will ultimotely resull in reducing the overoll costs ond 
fime ossocioied with complionce. 
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The Commission believes ihot we ore in q crilicol window of time where these code 
improvements musl be opproved or we risk shelving lhe entire project wilh no cleor 
opportunify for their reevoluotion in fhe neor fulure. Upon receiving lhe unonimous 
supporÌ of the Plonning & Susfoinobility Commission, we osk thot you resolve to poss the 
Hisloric Resources Code lmprovemenl Projecl Zoning Code Amendments. 

Sincerely, 

-=}-,/ , j )
L/Grv\r*' -ff:;=" -"*-\\Conie Richler 
Choir 
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Portland, Oregon 
FINANCIAL IMPACT and PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT STATEMENT
 

For Council Action Items
 

lVer to City Budset Ofïice. Retain
l. Name of Initiator 2. Telephone No. 3. Burear¡/Offrce/Dept. 
Jay Sugnet 823-s869 Planning and Sustainability 

4a. To be fìled (hearing date): 4b. Calendar (Check One) 5. Date Submitted to 
February 13,2013 Commissioner's off,rce 

Regular Consent 4/5ths and CBO Budgetx ! n Analyst: 

February 6,2013 

6a. Financial Impact Section: 6b. Public Involvement Section: 

[l Financial impact section completed fi fuUtic involvement section completed 

1) Legislation Title: 

Amend Title 33, Planning and Zoningto make it easier for property owners to do minor home 
improvements in the City's historic and conservation districts. (Ordinance; Amend Title 33, 
Planning and Zoning) 

2) Purpose of the Proposed Legislation: 

Under the City's current regulations related to historic rosources, the majority of exterior 
development proposals are reviewed through historic design review. While historic design
review provides for flexibility and public dialogue, it also takes time and money on the 
applicant's part. The overall pu{pose of this project is to reassess when historic design review is 
necessary and appropriate. 

This project recommends clarifying terminology related to historic resource regulations, 
establishes an appropriate level of review in historic and conservation districts for minor 
alterations to structures, and creates a new land use review procedure with a shorter timeline with 
no local appeal. 

The amendments are proposed to have an effective date of May I,2013 to allow the Bureau of 
Development Services time to make changes to the TRACS permitting system and to amend the 
land use services fee schedule. 

3) Which area(s) of the city are affected by this Council item?
X City-wide/Regional fl Northeast n Northwest n North 
n Central Northeast n Southeast n Southwest n East
I Central City 

Hístoríc Resources Code Improvement Project 
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FINANCIAL IMPACT
 

4) Revenue: Will this legislation generate or reduce current or future revenue coming to 
the City? If so, by how much? If so, please identify the source. 

The proposal will neither generate nor reduce revenue. 

5) Expense: What are the costs to the City as a result of this legislation? What is the source 
of funding for the expense? 

BDS one-time costs -
A) BDS staff time (cost) to make necessary computer programming changes in TRACS 
associated with creating a new procedure type. Also, changes to TRACS fee intake and how it 
relates to SAP. Estimate: $55,000 

B) BDS staff time (cost) to establish a new fee for the new procedure t5rpe, outreach, drafting an 
ordinance and other required documents, taking that ordinance to Council, outside of the annual 
cycle of fee ordinances that BDS takes to City Council. Estimate: $1,200 

C) BDS staff time (cost) to amend BDS forms, brochures, templates, and website information, 
as well as create new brochures to assist customers doing renovatior/remodeling work in historic 
districts such as lrvington. Estimate: $5,800 

The source of funding for these expenses is uncertain at this time. 

BDS ongoing costs of administration - The proposal is expected to reduce Bureau of 
Development staff time by making some exterior changes to buildings exempt from Historic 
Resource Review, and by providing greater clarity to current regulations. This will help to offset 
the increase in workload BDS is experiencing from the relatively recent expansion of the 
Irvington Historic District, which resulted in more properties being subject to Historic Resource 
Review when they renovate/remodel, and in turn increasing BDS workload. BDS will establish a 
fee for the new review procedure to cover the anticipated costs ofthis new review procedure. 

6) Staffins Requirements: 
o 	Will any positions be created, eliminated or re-classified in the current year as a 

result of this legislation? 
No. 

o 	Will positions be created or eliminated infuture yeørs as a result of this legislation? 
No. 

7) Chanqe in Appronriations 

No change in appropriations is proposed. 

Hístoríc Resources Code Improvement Project 2 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

8) Was public involvement included in the development of this Council item (e.g. 
ordinance, resolution, or report)? Please check the appropriate box below: 

X YES: Please proceed to Question #9. 
n NO: Please, explain why below; and proceed to euestion #10. 

9) If (YESro' please answer the following questions: 

a) What impacts are anticipated in the community from this proposed Council 
item? 

No negative community impacts are anticipated as part of this proposal. Property owners in 
historic districts will benefit in a number of ways: the regulations will be more clear; some 
simpler renovation projects will be exempt from historic review; and other renovation projects 
will be subject to historic review, but will benefit from the new faster review procedure and 
expected lower fee. 

b) Which community and business groups, under-represented groups, 
organizations, external government entities, and other interested parties were 
involved in this effort, and when and how were they involved? 

Project Briefi n g / Review 
DRAC Subcommittee 
Bosco-Milligan Foundation 
Historic Landmarks Commission 
Planning and Sustainability Commission 
Buckman NA 
lrvington CA 
SEUL LUTC 
Historic Landmarks Commission briefing 
Planning and Sustainability Commission briefing 
lrvington Land Use Committee 
Remodelers Association 
Portland Coalition for Historic Resources 
Development Review Advisory Committee 
Portland Coalition for Historic Resources 
Downtown Neighborhood Association 
NECN LUTC 
Historic Landmarks Commission hearing 
Historic Landmarks Commission Leadership 
Portland Coalition for Historic Resources 
Planning and Sustainability Commission hearing 

Mailed Notice 
August email 
September email/ press release 

Date 
June 1 2,2012 
June 22,2012 
July 23,2012 
July 24,2012 

September 13,2012 
September 13,2012 
September 17,2012 

October 8,2012 
October 9,2012 

October 10,2012 
October 11,2012 
October 11, 2012 
October 18,2012 

November 16,2012 
November 19,2012 
November 28,2012 
December 10,2012 
December 14,2012 
January 16,2012 
January 22,2012 

August 8,2012 
September 12,2012 

# of oublic
paÊicioants 

3 

2 
14 
16 
l5 
14 
12 
10 
22 
7 

I 
12 
l6 
B 

I 
12 
30 
3 

11 

35 

24 
683 

Hístoríc Resources Code fmprovement Project 
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October email Odober 4,2012 46 
November email update November 16,2012 269 
Notice of Planning and Sustainability Commission 
hearing December 21,2012 277 
Notice of City Council hearing FË:bruary 13, 2013 -280 

c) How did public involvement shape the outcome of this Council item? 

Stakeholders influenced the process and products throughout. Specifically, staff met with the 
organizations listed above at key milestones of the project and attempted to address all concerns 
raised. Many issues were out of the project scope, but many ideas generated by the stakeholders 
were included in the recommendation. These ideas include the concepts of regulating street­
facing facades differently than non-street facing, differentiating between contributing and non­
contributing rosources, as well as a number of exemptions that were requested throughout the 
process. 

d) Who designed and implemented the public involvement related to this Council 
item? 

Jay Sugnet and Diane Hale 

e) Primary contact for more information on this public involvement process (name, 
title, phone, email): 

Jay Sugnet, S enior City P lanner, 8 23 - 5 8 6 9, j ay. sugn et@portlandoregon. gov 

10) Is any future public involvement anticipated or necessary for this Council item? Please 
describe why or why not. 

The Burreau of Development Services will create new forms summarizing how historic resources 
are protected in the city's historic and conservation districts. The BDS Forms Committee will 
reach out to participants in the Historic Resources Code Improvement Project process for ideas 
and feedback on the content of those forms to ensure usability by homeowners and remodelers. 

The Bureau of Development Services will establish a fee for the new land use review procedure 
created through this code amendment project. 

Susan Anderson, Director 
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 

APPROPRIATION UNIT HEAD (Typed name and signature) 

Hístoríc Resources Code Improventent Project 
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Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
trnnovation. Collahoratiou. Fractical Solutlons. 

Council Transmittal Memo 

DATE: February 13,2013 

TO: Mayor ates and Members of City Council 

FROM: Susan , Director 

1. 	 Ordinance Title: Amend Titte 33, Planning and Zoning to make it easier for property 
owners to do minor home improvements in the City's historic and conservation districts. 
(Ordinance; Amend Titte 33, Ptanning and Zoning) 

2. 	 Contact: Jay Sugnet, Senior City Pl,anner, 3-5869 

3.	 Council Date: February 27,2013 time certain at 9:30 a.m. 

4.	 ! Consent Agenda ltem ffi Regutar Agenda ltem 

f] Emergency ttem (exptain betow) f Non-Emergency ttem 

5.	 Purpose of Agenda ltem: This Ordinance witl amend the Zoning Code making it easier 
for homeowners to do minor home improvements in the City' historic and conservation 
districts. 

6.	 History of Agenda ltem/Background: This quick 8-month tegisl.ative process was 
requested by Commissioner Sattzman in response to concerns raised by residents in the 
City's historic and conservation districts about the high cost and time consuming
historic review process. The bureaus of Development Services and Planning and 
Sustainability cobbted together resources to conduct this expedited process and 
identified a number of code amendments that provide greater clarity and 
predictability in the historic review process. lt is anticipated that this package of 
amendments will atlow the Bureau of Devetopment Services to reduce fees for the 
recommended new Type I Historic Resource Review. 

City of Portland, Oregou 
I 
BLrreau of Planning and Sustainability lwww.portlanrlonline.com/b¡rs 

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 7100, Portland, OR 97201 phone, 503-823-7700 fax: 503-823-7OOO tty, S03-823-6868| 	 | I 

ltiltted otl I00 lrost.consuiú(sastl rÉyclcd l>apqr. 
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7. 	 What individuals or groups are or would be supportive or opposed to this action? 

This package of amendments is supported by the Historic Landmarks Commission and 
the Ptannning and Sustainabitity Commission. Letters from both commission are 
included in this packet. ln addition, the Portand Coatition for the Preservation of 
Historic Resources is also supportive of the recommendation. The Coalition was 
formed at the beginning of the process and is comprised of historic resource 
professionals and representatives for'each of the City's'historic and conservation 
districts. 

Atthough there is generat support for the proposal, individuat members of the Coatition 
and other stakehotders have expressed concerns throughout the process retated to the 
fo[lowing: 

. A desíre to address broader issues related to historic resources that were 
deemed out of scope for thís expedited process.
 

. Concern with the triggers for exemptions and reviews.
 . Concern with no local appeal for the new Type I review.
 . A desire to allow solar systems in historic districts.
 . Concern with the notice and designation process for disctrícts.
 . Concern with the street facing definitíon. 

8. 	 How does this relate to current City policies? The code amendments are supportive 
of current City poticies by strengthening the overall effectiveness of the City's historic 
resource protection program. 




