May 2018

Better Housing by Design

Proposed Draft

Appendix B
Discussion Draft — Public Comments and Meetings

This document is a compilation of public comments on the Better Housing by Design Discussion Draft,
received during the public comment period from January 22 through March 19, 2018. The comments
are organized as follows:

1. Comments submitted via an online comments form (page 1).
2. Comments submitted from individuals via email or as letters (page 16).
3. Comments received from City commissions and community organizations (page 54).

This documents also lists public events and meetings with community groups and other organizations
during which presentations and discussions were held on the Discussion Draft (page 99).
On-line Comments Form Responses

Staff received 22 total responses on the Discussion Draft comment form, both online and
handwritten. The comments are shown verbatim below and organized by proposal.

Diverse Housing Options and Affordability

1. Regulate development intensity by the size of the building, instead of numbers of units.
This is a great idea!

| strongly support the change to an FAR based system. Regulating overall building mass and floor area,
rather than unit count, is a more equitable approach and will result in more housing options in
Portland. An issue with the current proposal is the lack of flexibility — the code is over constrained and
does not leave enough room for projects to be designed around the unique nature of each site. With
the addition of FAR limits addressing bulk, the related pre-existing code sections (max height, building
coverage, etc) should be somewhat relaxed from where they are currently, without an FAR limit.
Increase the maximum height and building coverage, and reduce the side setbacks wherever possible
to allow some flexibility in where the FAR is used. Doing so will increase the number of viable
projects, and therefore housing units in the city. It will also result in a more dynamic urban form.
Where the maximum allowable floor area nearly fills the full buildable envelope (building coverage x
allowed stories) the resulting developments become boxy, with little variation between level. This
effect is clearly illustrated on page 6 of the staff report. Increasing height and building coverage
allows project teams to vary the building height on the site to respond to the context and/or place the
building footprint to preserve natural features such as heritage trees. The City needs to increase
housing supply and housing affordability — increasing the allowable scale of projects within the multi-
family housing zones should be a piece of this proposal.
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Yes, and size of building should also relate to the width of the street. Too many of our street corridors
have turned into canyons. Build in requirement to step back upper floors from the lower floors to let
more light into the street & sidewalks.

This is problematic as the number of units has huge impact on the surrounding neighborhoods.
Number of units should be linked with at least one off street parking space per each unit.

The Sullivan's Gulch Neighborhood Association (SGNA) supports this approach with the caveat that
some allowance is made for neighborhoods to affect design using guidelines developed to ensure a
level of compatibility with prevalent neighborhood design characteristics.

| strongly favor this. This is important to increase the supply of housing to meet the demand. The
allowable FAR should be higher in order to create more of an incentive to build more units.

This is a great idea

There are way too many restrictions on building size in the proposals. The buildings should be allowed
to be the size the market demands to ensure adequate housing is being built. These FAR restrictions
should be done away with.

This is absolutely unacceptable. What is the point of different zones if density is unregulated? This has
a drastic impact in the R1 zone (effective July 2018) where | was able to afford a single-family
detached home. Currently a 5-unit apartment building could go in on either side of me, and I'm at
peace with that. Under the proposed rules, 60 micro-apartments could go in. My strong objections to
that aside, it's also unwise from an infrastructure standpoint. Can our street and sewer systems
handle this growth? In my particular R1 zone in north Westmoreland, groceries and other goods and
services are well outside walking distance, which means people are still going to drive and own cars.
This proposal needs to have a density cap, or be abandoned entirely. Redrawing residential zone
boundaries would have been a better approach to the housing crisis, instead of corrupting well-
understood, well-located zoning designations.

Fine. Limiting building size is better than limiting the number of homes--but | would prefer that
"intensity" not be regulated. Instead, just make sure development is safe and adequately supports
walking, biking, and transit.

Number of units more important

| don't think it's a good idea to limit design possibilities based on size as an absolute measure. | realize
people have concerns about trying to maintain a certain character of a neighborhood, but on through
streets, | don't think worrying about height restrictions and such matters is important, rather, | like
desnity.

Emphasize smaller, affordable units regardless of building size.

| don't think we should necessarily limit either. We have a housing affordability crisis. Millennials will
never be able to afford housing in Portland if we don't build more.

Good

2. Require higher-density development to include visitable units with physically-accessible ground
levels (20 percent of all units).

Good!

| support this proposal — more accessible housing is needed and is a benefit to everyone. Allowing a
single step in is a practical way to mitigate building durability issues while allowing the possibility of
adding an accessible ramp entry.
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YES - there are many, many sites where this would not be difficult. All developers should be doing this
as standard practice.

This is a good idea

SGNA supports this proposal.

Great idea

I'm not moved by this incentive.

| would prefer to provide incentives rather than have a static requirement. This requirement would
also punish projects that provide more homes under a smaller footprint, which is counter to our land
use goals. It would also potentially increase the cost of homes, which is counter to our affordability
goals.

| agree with this

If what is meant by this is that a certain number of units ought to be easily livable for folks with
disabilities, then yes, | support this idea.
20% minimum; could be higher. Universal, accessible designs should be rewarded.

This is a bad policy. It will essentially limit the height. It is another way to meet that same end. We
should be encouraging building high as it will provide more housing and less sprawl.

Good

3. Prioritize affordable housing by:
e Increasing the inclusionary housing bonus to 50 percent above the base FAR.
e Providing a higher-level of development bonus (100 percent additional FAR) for projects
with deeper housing affordability.
e Provide a development bonus of 25 percent for moderate-income family housing (three-
bedroom units).

Deep affordability bonuses are great!

Bonuses for height and building coverage should be provided for the baseline affordability bonus in
addition to the deep affordability bonus to avoid over constraining projects. For example, under the
proposed language, an affordable project in an RM1 zone would be allowed FAR of 1.5:1. With the
height limit of 35’ and maximum building coverage of 50%, to use the maximum FAR these projects
would be constrained to 3 stories each filling the full 50% allowed coverage. This results in boxy
forms, and would not allow for any step down in response to neighboring development. Consider
revising the maximum bonus levels to allow a combination of the three-bedroom bonus and
affordability bonus in all zones (currently in RM1, there would be no incentive to do both three-
bedroom and affordable). | also encourage staff to look for way to provide incentives beyond FAR
bonuses. SDC waivers and Expedited Permitting are two examples of strong incentives that can
change the bottom line of a project in a significant way. | support this proposal overall.

NO BONUS for 80% of median, only for 60% of median or greater. The amount of low-income housing
built in recent decades & the amount anticipated in the next decade is pitiful. Developers will be
happy to take a density bonus for 80% of median - do not give them this option. We need a lot of low-
income housing to try to restore the income diversity Portland has had in the past and bring back
some of the folks who have had to move to neighboring jurisdictions. The 80% of median bonus is a
real cop-out - probably to meet regional housing goals instead of trying for any meaningful income
diversity. | am ashamed to live in a city which has focused on building a Pearl District and South
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Waterfront instead of building a decent amount of low-income housing. Portland will never make up
for all those lost years, and these proposals will just continue & probably accelerate a heartless trend.

Would have to see how this plays out. As long as high density is placed in the right area and linked to
parking

SGNA supports this proposal provided there is no alteration in the height limit or coverage ratio
without going through an open adjustment process.

Good goal, but the problem is it has shut down new projects. We need bigger bonuses, and/or less
stringent requirements for affordable units. Even if we get more non-affordable units, we need those
and eventually they will be affordable.

Provide enforcement for this.. | think that this will be abused and misused, without strong and
permanent protections for afforable housing

| suggest eliminating FAR entirely and allowing the market to build the housing we need instead of
artificially restricting it for some notion of "attractiveness". People deserve a place to live affordably.

| like this, but | believe we should include an even larger FAR bonus for affordable housing. We really
ought to sweeten the deal to the best of our abilities.

Again, I'm concerned that this will just result in inappropriate density in locations that are not well-
served by transit, goods and services.

Fine. | would prefer that FAR be loosened for all projects given that FAR restricts housing supply.
More housing will accelerate filtering.

Providing a higher-level of development bonus (100 percent additional FAR) for projects with deeper
housing affordability.

Not sure which, or any, of these options is best.

Emphasize Cottage Clusters! Building social capital and opportunity while providing affordable
housing!

This is great! Give bigger bonuses if possible. We need to have housing that people can afford.

Good

4. Provide incentives for preserving existing affordable housing and trees through transfers of
development rights. This will allow unused development potential to be transferred to other sites in
exchange for preservation of these features or historic buildings.

How will this interplay with URM seismic retrofit needs?

NO - our streets have already become canyons of 4-, 5-, 6-story buildings & greater. NO ALLOWANCE
TO GO EVEN HIGHER THAN THE ZONE ALLOWS.

SGNA supports this concept provided the transfer for tree and historic structure preservation is
limited in distance so that the housing benefit acres to the neighborhood area. Given the variations in
neighborhood sizes and shapes we would like to see a distance criteria used to limit TDR for non-
affordable housing preservation bonuses. We also recommend that the City administer a TDR bank to
facilitate these exchanges and, in limited circumstances, purchase the TDR to provide liquidity and
certainty on the 'sending' side of the exchange. There likely will be many more 'sending' offers than
'purchasing' offers.

This is good not only for preserving existing housing and trees, but also because we'll get higher FAR
elsewhere due to the transfer.

OK in concept, if it works
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This is a good idea. Mature trees are getting slaughtered left and right, even after our allegedly strong
Title 11 was adopted.

Fine, as long as there are plenty of sites available that can actually make use of the development
rights. Otherwise this would accomplish nothing.

| agree

It depends on the "existing" affordable housing we're talking about. Some housing may be affordable
because it's a really a terrible place to live.

Not sure.

That's clever. Sounds good.

Good

5. Allow small-scale commercial uses on major corridors and near transit stations.

Count the commercial FAR separately from the residential FAR to avoid displacing housing units.

Consider also allowing small commercial spaces as a part of projects over a certain unit count,
perhaps 40? A development with enough units can support a small café, market, or etc. Allowing this
would bring an amenity to an area that is not already well served by transit and commerce.

Of course.

SGNA supports this proposal with the caveat that the scale of commercial use is limited. Live/work
units, or small leasable ground floor/mezzanine spaces that do not exceed the foot-print for a typical
small retail shop (1000 sq ft).

Yes, we need commerce and amenities near housing.

agreed- increases neighborhood livability

Of course this should be allowed

I love this, small businesses really liven up a neighborhood.

Yes, please. For example, the RH zone at the north end of Westmoreland desperately needs small-
scale commercial, such as convenience stores and coffee shops. Hundreds of no-parking apartments
have been built in the past 5 years with no new services.

Please allow commercial uses of all sizes, not simply small-scale, on major corridors and near transit
stations.

Yes

Yes.

Only as needed by local, walkable residents.

Seems reasonable.

Good
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Outdoor Spaces and Green Elements

6. Require residential outdoor areas in high density zones — 36 square feet per unit on sites up to
20,000 square feet, and 48 square feet per unit on larger sites.

Often such spaces are not particularly useable or practical. I'm somewhat skeptical of requiring BBQ
pads at the cost of more homes.

Allow shared common areas of a minimum size to be worth 2x their area, and count toward this
requirement. This would encourage community spaces on sites while also acknowledging that shared
spaces are more space efficient than private spaces.

Good design feature but it has to be imposed with parking

SGNA supports this proposal.

This may be too inflexible. Yes we need the green space, but maybe not necessarily in every
residential site. Maybe larger collective green spaces.

The illustrations depicting the “requirements for residential outdoor space in higher density zones”
represent a potentially deadly risk for persons occupying these balconies in locations which have
utility power lines greater than 600 volts nearby. | strongly recommend that there be discussions with
the power utilities, PGE and PP&L, design and safety departments to discover, develop, and
implement safe construction design for the sides of buildings adjacent to power lines greater than 600
volts. Consider the process another facet of “Vision Zero”

Good idea

This requirement, while well intentioned, would limit housing unit construction and raise rents. It's
not a good idea.

Agreed.

No, | disagree strongly with this idea. Please maintain flexibility in housing design. This requirement
runs counter to our affordability goals. We have a wonderful parks system in Portland that can meet
this need. Assuming that people need residential outdoor areas is misguided in the same way that
assuming people need off-street parking is misguided.

Agree

Where possible yes, and also, support for close by community garden spaces.

Sounds about right, but not sure. Depends on how common spaces are counted, etc.

Nope. We have public parks. Every apartment building doesn't need their own park. The city and
parks are their public spaces. This is going to limit development and drive up the cost of housing.

Good

7. Require shared common areas, such as courtyards, for large sites more than 20,000 square feet —
common areas must be at least 10 percent of site area.

Provide alternate option for townhome style developments, with an increased minimum yard area
per unit.

Again, good idea but parking must be a requirement

SGNA supports this proposal.

This requirement, while well intentioned, would limit housing unit construction and raise rents. It's
not a good idea.
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| believe that if a building is within about a 5 minute walk of a decent sized park this requirement
should be relaxed. Otherwise this is a great requirement.

Sounds good.

No, | disagree strongly with this idea. Please maintain flexibility in housing design. This requirement
runs counter to our affordability goals. Please stick to making sure housing is safe and supports
walking, biking, and transit.

Agree

Yes.

Yes, depends on the size of the units. Smaller units need more outdoor space.

Nope. Again, this doesn't really work with tall buildings. The city streets are the shared spaces. They
don't need a courtyard which ends up usually being wasted space.

Good

8. Allow alternatives to conventional landscaping, such as eco roofs, raised courtyards and
stormwater planters, to meet landscaping requirements.

Yes.

| see no reason to allow an eco roof to count toward landscaping requirements. They're nice but in no
way equivalent to landscaping in people spaces.

SGNA supports this proposal.

Yes, we need to be creative to get the most units at a cost that developers can bear.

| disagree on the ecoroof. Ecoroofs have virtually no discernable mitigating benefit to the urban
environment as viewed from most of the surrounding public or private realm, unless you live in a
taller building next to one. Ecoroofs are nice, but they shouldn't count toward landscaping.

Great!

Strongly support

Yes.

Yes, and vertical gardens too. I'm a landscape Architect, so would have more to say on this.

That sounds good.

Good

9. Limit large surface parking lots and asphalt paving
e Limit surface parking to 30 percent of site area
e Limit asphalt paving to 15 percent of site area (because of the greater urban heat impacts of
asphalt).

Remaining minimum parking requirements are problematic if mandated parking will be required to be
more expensive. Structured or permeable parking is fine if it is not required. If we still have minimums
then this is green-washing.

Consider allowing paved parking areas covered with a carport to be subtracted from the total paved
area. This provides an amenity to the residents and would help reduce urban heat island. Perhaps
consider additional options to offset paved area over the max. For example, a carport with a green
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roof or solar panels could allow an offset of additional paved area — perhaps 1.5SF of additional paved
area for every 1 SF of green roof.

Parking should continue to be required, and since parking structures or underground parking are
supposed to be very expensive, the trade-off to get needed parking is probably more surface parking
than 30 percent of site area.

Like the limitation on surface parking but parking can be placed under a building. Developers don't
like this but we are not in the business of attending to their needs alone. Parking on neighborhood
streets is a major problem in SW Portland as we have no sidewalks. Further, forcing parking on
neighborhood streets is in direct conflict with other goals of the City such as Vision 0 and Safe Routes
to Schools. In the past, City staff have rejected these policies and "not code" but why would the City
engage in these projects if it is going to reject their effect by jamming streets with parking. We all
need to acknowledge that real life for most residents involves car transportation. The idea that mass
transit and bikes will provide sufficient mobility is fantasy.

SGNA supports this proposal.

Yes! Parking is not a priority.

OK idea, but some neighborhoods need parking in the building due to neighborhood topography; see
below

How about banning it?

This seems reasonable, but may need to be tweaked based on the total size of properties.

Can you keep the option for surface parking with alternate surfaces (pea gravel, etc.) and added
landscaping?

Great!

No! all you do is make street parking harder.

Well, I'd like to see the limit be 15%, but, I'm mindful of the fact that public transit in this town is just
s0-so at best. Restricting parking absolutely requires that Tri-Met improve service.

Depends on site.

This is a good start, but maybe go farther. Parking drives up the cost of housing, goes against our
transportation goals, leads to more driving and climate change. Cut those numbers down if possible.

Good

10. Reduce parking requirements
e No parking required for most development on small sites (up to 7,500 square feet in size).
e On larger sites, reduce the minimum required parking ratio to 1 space for every 2 units
(instead of 1 space for each unit).

Good start! City is piloting residential permits and need for required parking should be lessened. Most
of these developers are likely to build some parking. Trying to set arbitrary amount of “appropriate”
parking is a fool’s errand. | suggest:

Eliminate all parking requirements.

Pass permit parking program.

Use revenues on improving access for other modes.

DO NOT REDUCE PARKING REQUIREMENTS - there is no reason to believe people's desire to have
their own auto is going to change in the next 10 years. On the next go-round with the comprehensive
plan, reducing parking requirements may well make sense - it is not the way people live now. PBOT
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has been offering programs to get people out of their cars for almost two decades, and the
percentage of additional households who have eliminated cars is minimal.

Absolutely not. This has been significant issue in all meetings on the RIP despite the City staff rejecting
those views. Again, the impact on neighborhood streets argues against this.

SGNA supports this proposal with the caveat that the City needs to do more to incentivize residents in
MFR districts to abandon their cars. Design requirements for safe taxi/car share pick up/drop-off,
short duration car share services, transit pass discount included in rent, etc.

Yes! Parking is not a priority. That space can be devoted to more units at lower cost.

This is a disaster for neighborhoods with hilly topography and poor road/transit access. Specifically, in
Homestead, it is impossible to use the very limited public transit to go shopping for food and the
immense misuse of the very limited existing parking by Marquam Hill commuters makes street
parking impossible. So older people, disabled people, and families with young children would find it
literally impossible to shop for groceries (I suggest a BPS staff member try this in real life... taking the
bus to a grocery store during non-weekday hours.. and shopping for food). Although there technically
is "frequent transit" here at certain times, it really is only for commuters and there are NO services
that one can walk to, apart from a marijuana dispensary, a thai restaurant, and a Plaid Pantry with
mostly alcohol, chips, and no fresh produce. This is dramatically different from East PDX with its very
flat topography and easy walk/bike/bus to supermarkets. Thus, | strongly recommend that you
mandate parking for developments in hilly topography areas or else exclude these regions from this
plan.

There should be no parking requirements, that will: 1) substantially raise housing costs 2) look ugly
Why would we raise people's rents to make our city uglier?

If a site is within a half mile of frequent transit we shouldn't be requiring any on site parking,
regardless of the projects size.

| disagree. Location relative to frequent transit should be the driving factor.

Without amenities nearby such as midsize or small grocery stores, dependency automobiles will still
exist in neighborhoods in Southeast Portland (such as Montavilla).

Please eliminate all minimum parking requirements. Requiring parking runs counter every City of
Portland goal--it is bad for the environment, climate change, transportation mode share, housing
affordability...the list goes on. PLEASE eliminate parking requirements.

Strongly disagree. We need more parking

As long as the site in question is well served by mass transit.

1 space per unit, depends on location to mass transit.

Go further. Just remove the parking minimums. This isn't the suburbs.

Good

Building Design and Scale

11. Limit garages to no more than 50 percent of building street frontages.

% way there! But if parking is required then there should be no new burdens on building it. With
existing requirements, this will make it harder and more expensive to build housing.

SGNA has no stance on this proposal.
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Yes

Sure, but some buildings in hilly/challenging topograph areas should be required to have parking if
there is no way to walk to a grocery store.

Agreed.

Great (no garages at all would be best!)

Disagree

I'd rather see garages be forced further back from the front of property lines, so I'm thinking more like
limiting them to 30%

Sure.

Go further. Housing is for people. Not half for people, half for cars.

Good

12. Require building entrances to be oriented to streets or to courtyards.

Good

SGNA supports this proposal.

| don't see this as a priority.

Ye

Yes, parking lot entrances are terrible

Agreed, as long as there are exceptions for ADUs.

Great!

Don't care

Yes, although, of course, multiple entrances are fine too.

Yes, but flexibility is nice too.

Seems good.

Good

13. Require front setbacks that reflect neighborhood patterns and limit privacy impacts. 10-foot
minimum front setbacks in the RM2 (R1) and RM3 (RH) zones, with smaller setbacks allowed for
commercial uses, raised ground floors, or to match adjacent buildings.

Why?? Let developers build the envelope of the building to lot line with 1% floor setback.

Front setbacks should be 0’ or 5’ in multi-family zones — 10’ is not needed.

SGNA supports this proposal.

| disagree. A well-designed building with zero-setback can be acceptable. We need more flexible
criteria to allow for varying setbacks in varying contexts.

This is wasted space that could be used for housing

| STRONGLY disagree, as | did with a similar proposal in the RIP. Large front setbacks are anti-urban.

Front yards are pointless and the increased setbacks make streets feel more suburban and less
pedestrian-friendly. Furthermore, this will push buildings back to the rear setback, which is 5 feet in
most places, overlooking people's private backyards.

Please eliminate setback requirements unless necessary for safety. Reflecting neighborhood patterns
is overly restrictive; if people want matchy-matchy housing, there are loads of suburban options.
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Agree

I'd rather not force a limit along these lines.

Probably.

Good

14. Simplify side setback regulations and reduce barriers to development on small sites. 5-foot side
and rear setbacks in most situations and allow small accessory structures like storage sheds in
setbacks.

No side setback should needs to be more than 5’ — allow 0’ side setbacks wherever practical. Side
setbacks do little to decrease overall building mass and significantly reduce the usability of outdoor
spaces. Allowing smaller setbacks allows the outdoor spaces on a site to be larger and more useful.

SGNA supports this proposal.

Yes.

The setbacks should be eliminated

Per #13 above, small rear setbacks combined with large front setbacks are poor urban design. Private
backyards and pedestrian-oriented streets both suffer. Look at human development patterns back a
thousands years and find that the opposite is best practice: buildings close to the street, with ample
private space in the back.

Great!

Agree

Yes

Yes. Setbacks should vary by site, circumstances.

Can you go smaller. 3-foot?

Good

15. Require building height transitions to single-dwelling zones. Limit building height to 35 feet (three
stories) within a 25-foot distance of single-dwelling zones.

Better to allow adjacent single dwelling zones to build taller! | oppose this.

This is overly restrictive and protectionist — especially given the housing needs the City is currently
facing. If transitions are needed, upzone the adjacent single-family zone rather than decreasing the
ability to develop affordable, more dense housing. SFR concerns should not outweigh the need for
more housing units and options as the city grows and changes. If this section does remain, reduce the
affected distance down to 5 or 10 feet.

SGNA supports this proposal.

| don't agree. In some cases, a single-dwelling zone may not always be single-dwelling in the future
and we should not lock ourselves into what exists at present. I'm thinking of the building going in at
SE 11th and Stephens, where the neighboring houses are not likely to always be houses.

Reducing building height for some particular notion of aesthetics means reducing housing supply and
charging people higher rents. This is not a good idea.

That's OK.

No, | disagree strongly with this. If there are concerns about these transition areas, we should loosen
restrictions in single-dwelling zones rather than further limiting supply of new homes in our few
relatively high-density areas. The "centers and corridors" approach is a cowardly approach to
planning that avoids addressing the racist exclusionary zoning of single-dwelling zones. Allowing most
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multi-family housing only on "corridors" means that our most affordable homes are on our most
dangerous streets (lots of crashes) with the worst air quality. This perpetuates land use planning's
shameful history.

Agree

Maybe,... but this can't apply to buildings that face out onto busy streets with a bus line. These are
the street that are ideal for taller buildings.

Not sure. tall buildings shade neighboring gardens, etc.

Ugh. Transitions are fine and make an area interesting. Let's not limit opportunities to make more
housing just b/c there's a luxurious single family home nearby.

Good

16. Require large building facades to be divided into smaller components.

Lovely.

SGNA supports this proposal.

Sounds good.

Unsure/unclear why this is necessary. Personally, I'm a fan of modern minimalist design aesthetic,
especially when paired with natural materials.

Sure whatever, if this makes people happy.

Don't care

A little vague, but | think | generally agree.

Yes! Even if seperate, the units could be more affordable and have smaller housing options.

Why? Let large buildings figure it out.

Good

East Portland Standards and Street Connections

17. Continue East Portland mid-block open areas through requirements for deep rear setbacks.
Require rear setbacks equivalent to 25 percent of site depth to keep the centers of blocks greener
and less built up.

This is a difficult issue to solve and needs further thought and development. The City should be more
bold in the approach to East Portland and needed street connections. Find ways to add alleys and
street connections in the near term.

SGNA takes no position on this proposal.

| disagree. There are places where maybe the whole block will be built up and we need the housing.

This is wasted space that should be available for a city

Good idea.

While I'm in favor of keeping blocks greener, the drawing detail shows this configuration would
require removing the gap in-between units. For livability considerations, | think windows on each side
would be better than no gap between units, especially considering the internal units. Having lived in a
6-unit 1 story row house, | missed having windows on both sides. If building for a no-gap scenario, I'd
suggest requiring skylights or small decks to provide access to the outdoors.

No, please just build public parks rather than mandate big privately owned backyards.

Agree
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I'm not sure how this could work given that it seems to be the case that there is an interest in also
allowing folks to have ADU's on their property.

Sure.

Nope. Let's fill rear areas in with ADUs.

Good

18. Require street frontages wide enough for quality site design and to provide space for new street
connections in East Portland centers. Require a minimum street frontage width of 90 feet for
development in multi-dwelling zones in East Portland centers.

SGNA takes no position on this proposal.

No, | disagree. Development of sites must be case by case.

At the open house the reason brought up for this was that parking and/or driveways would take up
too much of frontage. | think the better solution is to not require parking when a site is within walking
distance of a frequent service transit stop

That's probably too wide. Owners of 50'-wide lots are punished.

Great!

Agree
| don't understand this question.

sounds reasonable.

Good

19. Calculate development allowances prior to street dedication to facilitate street connections.

SGNA takes no position on this proposal.

This is a good idea

Agreed.

Great!

Agree

Sounds good.

Yes.

Good

Other Major Proposed Amendments

20. Strengthen minimum density requirements. All new development will need to meet minimum
density requirements (exceptions provided for adding accessory dwelling units to existing houses
and for historic resources).

Yes!

Add an exception to the requirement to bring a site all the way to the minimum density for sites
under 7,500 SF with an existing house. | appreciate the change, and understand the need to close the
loophole of keeping an existing house and not bringing a site up to the required minimum density. At
the same time, this piece will decrease the ability of a non-developer who owns a home in a multi-
dwelling zone to add units to their property over time. The current proposal may require such a
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homeowner to add more units than they could afford, limiting their ability to make any increase of
units on the site.

SGNA is concerned that this requirement will lead to an acceleration of SFR demolitions. We would
like the City to consider language that would exempt this requirement for property owners that
retrofit existing structure to add living spaces in existing homes by converting them to boarding
houses, co-housing, etc. Adopt a minimum standard for such conversions so that the exemption
applies to larger structures that meet reasonable MFR density targets.

Yes.

Honestly, there's not a good reason for this. Let the market perform its work for demand at the
particular site.

Disagree. Residents of single-family detached neighborhoods that have been unwillingly zoned higher
should still be able to replace their house with another house. How about focus more on siting
detached homes on the property so that future development is not precluded?

Great!

No

Yes, but how this will work along with the earlier questions regarding setback minimums is a big
quesiton.

yes, certain sites should get priority, or best use protocols. In Seattle, the city has identified certain
properties to be used for building low income housing.

Yesssssss. Let's get dense!

Good

21. Require Transportation and Parking Demand Management approaches. In all the multi-dwelling
zones (except RM1) in locations close to frequent transit, this will require projects that add 10 or
more units to use strategies to reduce transportation impacts, such as by providing residents with
transit passes, bike share, or car share memberships, and information on transportation options.

This works best if no parking is required. Revenue from residential permit zones should be used for
this when possible.

Overly burdensome and creates a perverse incentive to build further from frequent transit.

AND PARKING.

SGNA supports this proposal with the caveat that placing all the burden to subsidize transportation
options on the developer will impact affordability. As a convergent policy action, identify and fund
initiatives using public resources that can be paired with private funds to support this requirement.

Yes.

This really shouldn't be a requirement for new developments, it just means people in older buildings
lose out. It should be a general requirement.

| like this, however 500 feet is very short, | think we should be lowering parking requirements furthur
and expanding TDM to sites within a half mile (less than a 10 minute walk) of frequent service transit
stops.

Yes, strongly agree.

While developers offering residents transit passes is a nice perk, | am skeptical that it would offset the
use of personal transport, and alleviate additional parking in the neighborhood. In addition, access to
public transit in areas of SE Portland lack basic safety for both pedestrians and cyclists.

Great, but this matters far less than making sure that we eliminate minimum parking requirements.

Agree
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Of course, but as | responded earlier, Tri-Met also needs to step up and improve overall performance.
Yes, but this is tricky.

| don't know if this is really necessary. Seems like you should just adequately price street parking and
the rest should work out. People will figure out which transportation mode to take and right now with
all the free parking and subsidized parking structures, cars make the most sense. If we start using
demand management and price appropriately, people will drive less and they won't need their
apartment to provide other options.

Good

Zoning Map Amendments

22. Combine the R3 and R2 zones into the new RM1 zone (35-foot maximum height, intended for two-
to three-story buildings compatible in scale with residential neighborhoods).

Max heights should not be reduced at a time that we need more housing in the city. RM1 max height
should be 40 or 45-feet.

Don't label this a zone of two- to three-story buildings if developers can build higher with a density
bonus - that would be DEEPLY DISHONEST.

SGNA supports this proposal.

Yes, in favor.
Get rid of these restrictive zones

OK.

Fine

Agree

As long as this doesn't restrict taller buildings on through streets and along bus/train lines, then sure.

Not sure.

Good

23. Expand the design overlay to the all the RH zone (new RM3 and RM4 zones).

SGNA supports this proposal.

The so-called overlay should be expanded to the entire city. Especially east of SE 82nd, we need
greater density not only to make housing more affordable, but so that we can get more Tri-met lines
out there.

OK.

Fine

Agree

Not sure if | understand this question either.

Not sure.

Good
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Emails and Letters from Individuals

During the public comment period, staff received 40 emails and letters from individuals
commenting on the Discussion Draft. The content of these emails and letters are shown
verbatim below and organized by date received. No edits were made, but personal
information was redacted.

Date Comment

1/23/2018 | IT IS COMPLETELY MISGUIDED & UNJUST THAT THE PSC IS PUSHING TO MAKE E
PORTLAND DENSE & DENSER WHILE THE WESTSIDE IS PERMITTED TO RETAIN ITS
CHARACTER & SPACES.

1/25/2018 | | am writing in support of the proposed height increases in the proposed zones for multi-
family housing developments.
The only way our community can meet future housing needs and increase density within
the Urban Growth boundary is to go UP.
It’s always uncomfortable to see change, but we have no choice.
A lot of thought has been given to balancing aesthetics while adding density.
| appreciate your hard work and encourage you to stick with the recommendations you
have laid out.

2/2/2018 | Dear Commissioner Fritz and Director Abbaté:
| attended an open house put on by BPS the other evening, and | wanted to draw your
attention to an opportunity | see for cooperation with Parks.
As part of the zone revisions in the Better Housing proposal
(https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/670386), developers will be required to
add private courtyards and other private outdoor space in residential developments.
Developers design to maximize profits, and the open space they are likely to create is far
inferior to city facilities. If developers were allowed to pay a fee in lieu and/or dedicate
land to the Parks Department to satisfy the open space requirements, the public would
be far more likely to benefit.
Similarly, the project is aiming to fill out the grid in East Portland and provide enhanced
connectivity. it would be tragic if the added streets were not designed to be low-speed,
neighborhood facilities. | wonder if dedicating the land as linear parks rather than
highways would provide an opportunity to create woonerfs rather than commuter short-
cuts.
| know that the city struggles with its silos, so it’s my hope that this email will prompt an
inter-commission conversation between BPS and Parks.
Best regards,
[Name redacted]
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Options for green features
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Allowances for small commercial uses along
major corridors and near transit stations

3/1/2018

On 7/20/16 at PSU, | attended a hopeful presentation for older and disabled adults,
"Open House for Portland's Residential Infill project". As a low-income senior, | was and
am looking forward to Portland's getting greater density and infill housing, especially
ADUs, attached apts, and cottage clusters, so we can continue as singles to afford
apartments with autonomy plus close neighbors of all generations. At informational
events that are supported by Portland for Everyone, | meet so many homeowners who'd
like to afford the property they own or move into denser housing that can be provided
by remodeling existing housing for more units. This is an opportunity we can't miss!

Such additional infill needs the support of zoning, fees, and incorporating non-profit and
other affordability advocates to make doing this less expensive. There are so many more
Portland residents who need denser housing than those who can afford the views and
spread-out housing that precludes change in their neighborhoods. We appreciate the
transit corridors and commercial/housing mix where we can walk or bus to everything.
The senior and disabled population is becoming more numerous with the aging of the
boomers.

| understand that "Better Housing by Design" is a name being used now for the zoning
aspect of this Portland project. | support it, and look forward to the development of
other aspects needed for better designed urban housing.

3/12/2018

Dear Bill,

| offer my comment/perspective as a private citizen, not as a member of the Portland
Commission on Disability.
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The draft summary emphasizes “How can Portland multi-dwelling zones be improved to
meet the needs of Portland’s current and future residents?”

| would add “ALL Portland’s current and future residents.”

The concept of universal design emphasizes creating spaces that everyone, regardless of
age, size, or ability, can live in or visit, even as EVERYBODY’S NEEDS AND ABILITIES
CHANGE.”

(No one over 40 has ever told me that their bodies are improving as they age.)

| believe that ease of access is also an equity issue.

If code allows a one-step entry, these spaces are not accessible to many people: e.g.,
people with permanent physical disabilities; parents pushing children in large strollers;
people temporarily “disabled” due to medical surgery; moving large items into and out
of a space.

No-step entries ensure that spaces are 100% accessible to everybody and EVERY BODY.

No-step entries provide Best Practices design: practical, equity for all people; and
increase of the demographic of people who will buy these properties.

Thank you.

3/12/2018

Dear BHD Staff,

A well-planned city that supports its goals for efficient, frequent transit, sufficient
destinations within walking distance to support living a car-free or car-light lifestyle, and
low GHG emissions is one that focuses four-to-five story buildings as the minimum
height for new development along its arterials, stepping down to two and three story
missing middle buildings for a transition zone beyond that, finally at some point leading
to an urban edge or industrial area in the distance.

Portland needs more fourplexes in order to provide market-based middle-income
affordability for its residents. The answer, however, is not to turn down the zoning in
denser areas such that the only buildings that are possible to build are fourplexes. The
answer is to legalize missing-middle housing in the adjacent "single-family" zones, so as
to widen the opportunity to provide a sorely-missing building type. Reasonable people
can debate the meaning of the word “adjacent,” but the fact remains that we need to be
providing for our largest buildings and most intensive uses along our frequent transit
corridors, so that we can continue to have frequent transit corridors.

With that in mind, here are my specific comments:

- | support any moves towards a Form-Based Code. While | think it's foolhardy to spend
more on this particular contract than it would have cost to implement the free
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SmartCode citywide, while we’ve already committed ourselves to this senseless waste of
resources, let’s at least make the most of it. Therefore, | support the shift from
regulating number of units to regulating FAR.

- However, the FAR numbers used need, in general, to be higher. RM-2 zones adjacent to
CM-2 zones on a commercial street should have the same FAR as the zones right next to
them. If you need to create an overlay to allow for higher FARs along transit corridors,
then please, do so. However, FAR maximums likely should be increase across the board
for all zones.

- Front setback minimums for ground floors in all zones should be no more than 5’, with
a provision for zero-lot-line buildings along transit streets and on side streets intersecting
transit streets, as long as the first floor is at least 2’ above grade, and upper floors in such
buildings should be allowed to be at the front lot line under most conditions.

- Side setbacks should be reduced to zero, except for lot lines adjacent to single-family
zones, where they should be five feet for the floor above the first floor, and possibly
greater for floors above that to preserve solar access, except in cases where the adjacent
single-family zone is or intends to become a zero-lot-line development.

- Maximum lot coverage should be increased to match CM zones, especially if balconies,
porches, decks and/or rooftop decks are provided.

- All parking minimums should be replaced with parking maximums for all multi-dwelling
zones, anywhere in the city. This will improve affordability, reduce impervious surface
and create more room for trees and habitat for humans and other ecosystem members.

| don’t see these multifamily zones as the proper place for fourplexes, given that they
could be housing much denser buildings that will contribute more to the intensification
of place along main streets.

However, we must also ensure that fourplexes are possible in the adjacent “single-
family” zones, as the FHA and other Federal lending agencies consider a fourplex to be
the largest number of residential units allowable in a structure eligible for a normal
residential mortgage.

Indeed, we should see a step-down from the multifamily zones to the fourplexes in the
adjacent zones.

In order for that to be possible, we should see development possible in these zones that
is much denser than fourplexes.

3/13/2018 | Let's do away with mandatory parking requirements and take Minneapolis's lead on
doing away with single-family zoning requirements so we can live in a place people can
afford to live.

Thanks!

3/13/2018 | Hello, I'm a Portland resident writing to support prioritizing affordable housing
availability and open space over parking as part of Better Housing By Design. Specifically,
| ask that staff recommend eliminating minimum parking requirements for all multi-
family housing zones.

3/13/2018 | More affordable housing....more open spaces
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3/13/2018

One of the things that makes Portland an enticing livable city is the preservation of older
and established single family home neighborhoods - especially those neighborhoods
where the homes have yards and big mature trees. Anything such as placing density over
the quality of life taints this through the lens image of our popular city.

The proposed setbacks and maximum building coverage in the Better Housing by Design
Discussion Draft are pleasing and welcomed as are outdoor green spaces. Transfers of
development rights may be troublesome and create massive monolith buildings that do
not fit in context with their surroundings. The transfer of development rights that can
create larger scale buildings needs to be reconsidered, tightly regulated and/or
extremely limited.

The FAR bonuses also need to be significantly reduced. One size does not fit all
neighborhoods. The FAR bonuses for affordable housing are too large and will create
oversized buildings that tower over existing homes and other neighborhood structures.
The length of time units must remain affordable is multi-generational, far and way too
long, and in reality, may outlive the useful life the buildings themselves. The larger
overall scale of structures may be acceptable in downtown Portland, but even with step
down architecture, the large scale buildings will create negative quality of life impacts for
residents nearby in adjacent lower density zoned and single family home areas.

One of those negative quality of life impacts is the absence of, or insufficient, off-street
parking. This includes the non-requirement for off-street parking for smaller residential
structures in areas where lower density zoning exists. Is this plan to not require
adequate parking throughout the city also a plan to create the same type of on-street
parking mayhem that already exists in Northwest Portland? Will households with electric
cars have to run extension cords across the sidewalks or down the block for overnight
charging?

Is the absence of adequate on-site parking an attempt to "dictate" to renters they should
not have a car? 59% of low income people drive to there place of employment. There
has been a lot of conversation about housing type and neighborhood choice, but what
about choice in transportation? Is the elimination of parking for affordable housing a
form of discrimination?

The city's own studies suggest that 72% of households in new large multi-unit without
parking have one or more cars. Filling up the streets with parked and stored cars from
the new residential developments without adequate off-street parking is already a hot
button issue for the tax paying residents of adjacent neighborhoods. Yet, the city is
turning a deaf ear, not listening or hearing them!

Adequate off-street parking for car storage (with close by electric outlets) needs to be
mandated for all new residential construction. With large apartment complexes such as
in zones RM2, RM3 and RM4, this parking needs to have no less than three parking
spaces for every four units. Smaller developments such as in zone RM1 need a have a
one to one ratio. This mandate for off-street parking must also apply to new residential
development on frequent transit corridors and within light rail station areas. People that
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use an alternative means of transport to commute also have cars. Continuing an
expectation to utilize turnover on-street curbside parking for car storage from new
developments in unacceptable.

3/13/2018

Hi,

For your Better Housing by Design project, please consider giving much higher priority to
allowing increased housing density.

Specifically, it would be best if you completely eliminated all parking requirements, all
mandatory setbacks, and any other mandatory features such as courtyards that unduly
restrict housing density. We're in a housing crisis, and regulations like these are a major
reason why.

Let the exclusionary "historic character" of the neighborhoods change. We need to
house more human beings at different income levels in every neighborhood. Housing is a
fundamental human need, and historic character is not.

3/13/2018

Hi,

I'm writing to ask that if you are going to add new green space requirements to
apartment buildings, that you eliminate parking requirements. Otherwise, the
concatenation of many requirements will increase the cost of building apartments,
leading to higher costs throughout the city and adding to our problems with housing
affordability. They will also mean that borderline sites--sites with an environmental
overlay, or with a steep hill, or awkward access, or something else that makes them
expensive or challenging to deal with--likely won't get built at all. That's in direct
opposition to the city's stated goals of increasing housing supply. We have a long way to
go to make up for the housing that wasn't built during the great recession. Don't let
these new greenspace requirements simply be a form of greenwashing. Besides, lack of
parking is one of the few things shown to actually incentivize middle class people to take
more transit or bike more. Which, again, is going to be key to Portland being a
sustainable city. We already have terrible air quality. What's the point of greenery if it's
offset by polluting cars?

3/13/2018

Dear Portland staff -

It's time to remove required car subsidies in Portland's design code. That is, it's time to
remove the requirement that housing includes car storage (parking).

Plans should be about the future, and about the future we want. And the future | want is
one where housing is more affordable, and people (like me) who drive pay for parking
their cars. It's time to unbundle! We've realized that the people who don't own cars are
the poor, the less educated -- and yet we're still requiring everyone to buy car storage
with housing. That's an expensive, regressive tax on the less fortunate.

The future is likely to include a massive rethink of vehicles, as fleet-owned automated
vehicles take the place of personal cars. To require on-site parking for cars that won't
exist in a few years (or perhaps 20 years) seems to be baking in a future that won't
happen.
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Leave it up to the developer to decide whether they want car storage. Don't require it in
City code. Let's deal with parking through parking management and the market, not
through required parking.

Doing so will help the City meet its climate goals, its housing goals, and its transportation
goals.

Thank you for your consideration.

3/13/2018

| support increasing Portland's density to combat our growing population and housing
shortage, and applaud the open space initiatives in Better Housing By Design. However,
if we do not get rid of minimum parking requirements they will be directly in conflict
with open space, and make building housing more complicated. Portland needs to
discourage unnecessary car user and parking, not subsidize it. Please consider
eliminating parking requirements for all multi-family housing in the plan, so that
developing housing and open spaces is simple for developers and we aren't subsidizing
cars we don't need.

3/13/2018

The illustrations depicting the “requirements for residential outdoor space in higher
density zones” represent a potentially deadly risk for persons occupying these balconies
in locations which are near utility power lines greater than 600 volts. | strongly
recommend that there be discussions with the power utilities, PGE and PP&L, design and
safety departments to discover, develop, and implement safe design for the sides of
buildings adjacent to power lines greater than 600 volts. Consider the process another
facet of “Vision Zero”. You really have an obligation to address a serious public safety
risk. If not addressed on the front end the result will be BDS, which currently does not
consider elements outside of the envelope of the building, approving and permitting
designs that will be unnecessarily complicated by conflicts with power lines. These
conflicts can be mitigated with smart design. The beneficiaries will be developers,
architects, contractors, and ultimately the residents of the buildings.

The bonus and special bonus elements of the proposed code warrant consideration of
unintentional impacts to single family residence properties. Code should contain
provisions which require analysis of surrounding properties when bonus and special
bonus grants are given. Because additional building heights are possible they should not
be allowed directly adjacent to a single family residence property. Stepdown measures
should be required when considering awarding bonuses and special bonuses near single
family residences..

3/13/2018

| choose affordable housing and open space over parking requirements. Please
completely eliminate minimum motor vehicle parking requirements.

3/14/2018

| choose affordable housing and open space over parking requirements!

3/14/2018

Good Afternoon,

I'm writing in support of the changes to the R2 zone as proposed by the comment draft
currently available for public view. As a homeowner living in an R2 zone, | welcome the
flexibility the proposed language allows especially with regard to internal conversions
that will enable the addition of discreet units of housing in the community. I, for one,
have already built an ADU, and would really like to convert my basement into an
additional unit, which is currently not allowed. This does not make sense, especially
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given the tight housing market and the increasingly unaffordable rents in the Portland
area. My house contains more space than my family needs, and by changing the R2
allowable uses, | can convert this space into an affordable home for another member of
the community, while also increasing the financial stability of our household. | welcome
any opportunity to clarify any of the above and look forward to a speedy adoption of this
amended code.

Thank you!

3/14/2018

| choose affordable housing and open space over parking requirements.

Portland’s desire for more affordable housing and open space are at direct odds with our
minimum parking requirements.

Better Housing By Design allows more density in multi-family zones and adds new
landscaping and outdoor space requirements to larger lots (20,000 sq/ft+). In addition,
the proposal limits surface parking to 30% of the site area and limits impermeable paved
surfaces to 15% of the site area. These restrictions are meant to reduce “heat islands”
and excess runoff, and those are important goals, but this is greenwashing unless
minimum parking requirements are completely eliminated first.

3/15/18

Please remove ALL parking requirements on new developments. The space occupied by
storing vehicles within the city limit would be much better utilized by housing and green
spaces. Parking lots of any size contribute to heat islands, do not generate the same
property tax as residential units, and do not contribute to 20-minute walkable
neighborhoods which the City of Portland claims to encourage.

If there truly is a need for on site parking, the private development will develop it and
determine how much to add onto the cost of each unit on a housing site. If people chose
to rely on public or active transit, they will be more likely to select a housing site without
parking. Let them have that choice to support vibrant neighborhoods with more green
spaces.

Set a maximum amount of space that may be set aside for parking AND eliminate
minumum requirements for parking. What we do today will have impacts on future
generations. Let's give them the best city that we can today.

3/15/18

Maybe | was misinformed on some of these points. Thanks for the clarification. I've now
read through around half of the proposed zoning changes to hopefully have comments
that are more in line with what is actually being proposed.

For clarity, with the switch to FAR is the allowable building square footage changing?
Because | was told by some concerned people who own property, that For R2 and R1
zones the buildable square footage is being drastically reduced and lot coverage is being
reduced as well. Is that not the case?

My biggest concern is the continued requirement, and in many cases, a large increase in
property setbacks. | think setbacks are stupid, don't coincide with the long history of the
evolution of cities around the world, and directly lead to a more spread out, car-centric,
and not pedestrian friendly urban environment. | think they are in direct contrast to
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many of the stated goals of this project, and | urge you and your staff to reconsider the
language around setbacks. | think they should all be reduced or eliminated completely
rather than enlarged.

Here are some additional comments/concerns after reading through the proposed code
changes. I've sort of kept them in order of the sections within the code:

e |tis great that you are eliminating the R3 zone. Thanks!

e Can we simplify the naming of the new zones? We need to make our zoning
code easier to understand not more difficult.
Recommendation:

RM1 =1 FAR
RM2 =2 FAR
RM3 =3 FAR
RM4 =4 FAR

Simple, intuitive, logical naming will go a long way to making our code more
approachable. The FAR is slightly increased from your existing proposal, but we
are desperate for new housing and allowing more dense developments is more
sustainable, practical, and affordable. After all, Portland is a city, not a town, and
even in East Portland, we could use more urban style developments to provide
business and housing opportunities. Within the UGB we need to drastically
increase allowable FAR to prevent further urban sprawl.

e Increasing Setbacks is terrible policy and actively makes our urban environment
worse. In the powerpoint on your website, it states that we should have larger
setbacks, but then in the East Portland section it states that streets are too wide.
Increasing setbacks makes the physical space between buildings larger - basically
making the streets feel wider. With side setbacks, we are basically mandating
wasted space between buildings. Let's go back in history and learn lessons from
cities around the world, and allow buildings to touch each other again. As long as
there is fire separation in the code eliminating side setbacks will still be safe
while allowing continual street edges that lead to better pedestrian experiences.
We should reduce or eliminate all setbacks, and expand sidewalks and street
plantings to reduce the road widths. Rather than take developable land on
private property, we should use public land to accommodated plantings,
buggers, and make our streets safer. This would be safer while addressing your
goals of making streets more pedestrian focused. Building setbacks are a
uniquely American Urban zoning concept that actively makes our cities less
dense, less pedestrian friendly, and mandating wasted space. | strongly urge you
to rethink this as part of the BHxD.

e We should not allow garages to face the street at all. | would recommend
eliminating all parking minimums and forbid garage doors from street facing
facades

e Moving to a FAR-based code is great. Thanks!

e  Minimum Density should be set as high as possible. We need to get more
housing built and having high minimal density is a great start.

e Don't reduce minimum density for tree preservation. We need more housing.
Trees are great and important, but that is why we have an Urban Growth
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Boundary and parks. Land for housing is already limited and we need to
maximize its use for housing.

e Step down height - 25' of adjacent residential properties is way too much of a
setback for the reduced height. Consider reducing this to 15.' Again, the goal is
to increase density and housing opportunity. Limiting allowable building height is
not addressing those concerns. The goal isn't to cater to single-family zoning, it is
to transform our city into a more urban, dense, and multi-family housing focused
city.

e All rules should be applied evenly in all neighborhoods. Height limits etc. should
apply in the same way in both historic neighborhoods as well as in others. We
aren't supposed to be building to cater to the urban environment from
generations ago, but rather designing a city to accommodate future generations.
Let the city evolve and grow naturally without unnecessary restrictions.

e Consider eliminating side setbacks. They don't have them in most Europen cities,
Asian cities and are frankly unnecessary. They just make small dark slivers of land
between buildings. Allow buildings to connect to make continuous urban street
fronts.

e Don'tincrease setbacks to 10' for higher density zones next to SFH. SFH is not an
efficient housing type and we need to encourage more multifamily units. Keep
the code simple and have the same setbacks for all RM zones.

e Front lawns waste space, water, and should not be mandated in our code. Please
don't increase front setbacks.

e Consider creating a MAXIMUM setback and have no minimum setback.

e There should be minimal landscaped area requirements - we have parks, street
trees, and an urban growth boundary for this. Let's focus our residential zones to
allow for the most housing we possibly can. Landscaped area requirements
should not be mandated to be on ground level - green roofs, raised courtyards
etc. should count towards 100% of the landscape area requirements.

e Required Outdoor space should be eliminated. It drives up the cost of housing
while also being an inefficient use of small spaces. Instead, we should encourage
people to use our great park system. Besides, lot coverage limitations, FAR limits,
etc. will basically ensure there is open area anyway.

| also read through one of the power points on the website to try to correct some of my
concerns that may have been uninformed. However, some of the stated goals in the
power point don't make any sense. For instance, in Site Design, there are comments that
we need more natural areas for recreation, trees, and growing food. With all due
respect, the primary reason we have an urban growth boundary is to focus development
within the urban area in order to preserve land for food production, nature, trees, etc.
outside the city, where those elements are more useful and efficient. Further, we have
incredibly high SDC fees going to public parks. Mandating open space on individual lots
makes no sense and is not an efficient use of the scarce land we have dedicated to
housing. The whole point of a park system is to give public space for trees, recreation,
outdoor play, etc. The proposal seems to be redundant with our city asking for both high
SDC fees to fund parks, and then requiring each development to basically include a park.
| would urge you to rethink this, increase lot coverage for buildings, decrease or
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eliminate property setbacks and allow more dense housing on all multi-family zoned
property.

3/16/2018

For a host of reasons, the desirable goals of increasing open green space, and providing
much needed affordable housing, are in direct conflict with requiring parking for
automobiles. Many policies already in place within the City of Portland support the idea
of moving away from cars - SOV's - and toward healthier and more efficient means of
transport. Providing parking just makes it easier for a given individual to choose to drive
over other alternatives that are inarguably better for society.

3/16/2018

The Better Housing By Design proposal includes some interesting requirements
regarding impermeable surfaces and reduced site area for parking. But, when combined
with required minimum parking requirements, this means that we'll continue to require
new buildings to include on-site parking, and we'll additionally require that parking to be
built in a more expensive way. These costs will inevitably be paid by tenants or buyers,
perhaps even if they don't use the parking. This leads to more expensive housing, exactly
the opposite of what this city needs!

Furthermore, doubling down on parking minimums at a time when future parking
demand is very difficult to forecast is short-sighted. Let builders decide how much
parking their tenants or buyers require; don't make that decision now for someone
building in 10 years.

Please drop all minimum parking requirements from the BHD plan. We have a shortage
of open space & housing in this city. We don't have a city-wide shortage of parking.

3/17/2018

As a lifelong Portland resident, homeowner and parent, | choose affordable housing and
open space over parking requirements. Already infill without green space is destroying
our urban canopy - which saves lives, especially in air-quality challenged city like ours.
We need more alternative transportation, bike and pedestrian friendly neighborhoods,
and much more green space. Our children are living and breathing here.

3/18/2018

Please reduce the number of available parking spaces required in the City of Portland.
Free street parking and car storage is not something we can indulge in at the expense of
preserving green space and increasing available housing. People (seniors, families,
commuters, youth) acquiesce to the cheapest and easiest option. Don’t make easy
driving one of them when we have excellent transit and such a walkable, bikeable city.

3/18/2018

Dear BPS Better Housing by Design,

First of all, there should be NO minimum parking requirements. That is an incredibly
antiquated requirement that all *truly progressive & smart* cities are phasing out or
have entirely eliminated. Plus, Better Housing by Design might force developers to build
structured parking, which is incredibly expensive; it adds an average of $400/month in
rent.

Also, we won't meet any environmental goals as long as parking minimums are required.
And we won't be an actual *people*-friendly city as long as we continue to encourage
people to *drive* unnecessarily here in the CITY of Portland.
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I'm glad to see that parking requirements may be eliminated for lots that are up to 7500
square feet, but let's go the distance. Please, for the sake of both the environment and
*efficient land use*! :)

3/18/2018

| live in North Portland. We need more housing and no more parking. No more parking
minimums.

We need more parks and wider sidewalks. We need fewer parked cars near crosswalks
because parked cars are a danger and block line of sight.

3/18/2018

Dear Project Staff,

In general | would like to urge staff to consider the base goals of this project, to allow
more housing to be built at more affordable price points in areas of opportunity. To that
end | suggest generally increasing FAR where possible, limiting setbacks, and upzoning
on corridors.

But more specifically, | would like to advocate for simplifying the project proposal as it
regards to parking, open space, and permeable surfaces.

| urge staff to simply set minimum open space standards and maximum impervious
surface (paved) standards and to eliminate all minimum parking requirements.

The thoughtful proposals to restrict frontage garages and limit surface parking, when
combined with parking requirements, will make housing more expensive and make site
planning more complicated. Eliminating the requirements will allow developers to make
the best choices and tradeoffs for their projects. Many may choose to build structured
parking, but it will be voluntary and the additional costs of preserving open space and/or
permeable surfaces will be avoidable.

We don't know what the future has in store, disruptive changes in transportation may
happen much faster than we expect and the city will not be nimble enough to adjust
parking requirements to match up with potential rapid declines in parking demand.

Let's plan for the city we want, let's plan to meet our climate action and mode split goals,
let's eliminate the remaining residential parking requirements.

3/19/2018

| want to compliment you on BHBD! Changes to our antiquated zoning code are long
overdue and this seems to move us a step in the direction of a Form-Based Code.

| support the proposal to regulate development intensity by building scale (FAR), not
number of units.

| also support added incentives for affordable housing, reduced parking requirements,
and landscaping flexibility (counting eco-roofs and raised courtyards).

Suggested Changes:
All the FARs, both the base and the bonuses,, as well as max. heights and max. lot
coverage, should be higher, especially in Corridors and Centers, with frequent transit and
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near shops and services. Increase “Minimum Density” in RM1 through RM3 by 50% over
the proposal, and by 100% (double) in RM4.

| like Doug Klotz/Pdx Yimbys' suggestion: Create a “High Opportunity Zone Overlay” for
RM2 and RM3 lots Abutting High Frequency Transit streets or within 500’ of Transit
stations. Within that Overlay:

Increase FARs:
RM2 from 1.5 Base, 2.25 I1Z Bonus, 3.0 Deep Affordability, to instead:
2.5:1 Base, 3.5:1 1Z Bonus, 4.0:1 Deep Affordability

RM3 from 2:1, 3:1, 4:1, to instead 3:1, 4:1, 5:1.

Increase height with Deep Affordability for RM2 from 45’ to 55’ to accommodate the
FAR.

In all areas:

REMOVE PARKING REQUIREMENTS in Multifamily Zones. The structured parking that
developers will be forced into w/ current proposed requirements will add ~$400/mo. to
rent. | agree with Tim Davis: "there should be NO minimum parking requirements. That is
an incredibly antiquated requirement that all *truly progressive & smart* cities are
phasing out or have entirely eliminated."

Any landscaping requirements should encourage TREES as well as sustainable
stormwater facilities using NATIVE PLANTS.

3/19/2018

To follow up on comments made at SWNI Land Use meeting:

In the southwestern half of the Markham neighborhood two existing apartment
complexes located near the Taylors Ferry offramp together with the ODOT maintenance
yard will be affected by the proposed changes. Only one of these properties has any
physical connection to a sidewalk, the property south of the ODOT facility which
although it contains a 37102 square of multifamily improvements on 2.34 acre site is in
the Falling creek stream course and has a substantial environmental zoning overlay.

East of 35th Ave. the largest private property affected by this proposal contains 3.64
acres of land and includes 43676 square feet of multifamily improvements currently
along with a needed 35000 foot parking lot. This property has no direct access to a
sidewalk.

The only bus service safely available to these sites is the 43 line which runs hourly from
approximately 5 AM to 7 PM Monday through Friday only. Social trails may provide some
access from the western property to the Barbur Transit Center.

In the northeastern half of the Markham neighborhood the only property zoned for
medium density is two parcels consisting of .41 acres that because it is adjacent to the
Spring Garden on ramp is best described as being on the corner of SW 20th and 21st
Ave.3 plus blocks awat at The only improvement on this property is a single family home
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and again no sidewalks serve this property with the nearest bus 3 to blocks away at
either 19th and Spring Garden (the 39) or 19th & Barbur (the 12).

The only existing multifamily housing found in this part of the Markham neighborhood is
located on property at the end of Dolph Court adjacent to the freeway

the 2300 block where approximately 1. acre of R-7 & 10 zoned land with environmental
overlays contain approximately 18,000 square feet of multifamily improvements. these
property are approximately 3 blocks further removed from the sidewalks and transit
"serving" the property described immeadiately above.

Any reasonable approach to rezoning these properties and | suspect other SW properties
must be responsive to the extreme isolation from adequate active transportation and
transit produced by the major historic diagonal auto oriented structures impact these
neighborhoods.

Thank you for your consideration.

3/19/2018

I am an owner and resident in an R5 single dwelling zone. | am also the owner/landlord
of two small affordable plexes in the proposed RM1 zone. |served on the stakeholder
advisory committee for the Residential Infill Project so am very familiar with many of the
issues involved.

The goals of the proposals/requests below are to:
1. Protect the context, livability and integrity of adjacent single dwelling zones.
2. Preserve affordable rental housing, especially Naturally Occurring Affordable
Housing (NOAH).
3. Preserve and enhance the variety of housing options available to renters.
4. Avoid the displacement of housing vulnerable renters.

General
1. The stepdown requirement is great! Keep and enlarge.
2. Increase setback adjacent to single dwelling zones.
3. Consideration of building design and scale are extremely important.

Bonus FAR

1. The property which is the source of the density bonus should remain affordable
for 99 years from the date of construction with a minimum of 25 years of
affordability. Some buildings do not have a useful life expectancy of 99 more
years. This would still provide the bonus for assured affordability for a
reasonable length of time

2. Do not allow the application of FAR bonus in the RM1 zone. This would assure
the RM1 zone remains transitional in scale, provide protection for neighboring
single dwelling properties and helps retain older, classic court style apartments
and other smaller structures.

FAR and the number of units
1. Inthe RM1 zone, allow a maximum density of 1.2 dwelling units for each 1000
square feet of land in addition to applying the FAR limit. The current proposed
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FAR with no density cap opens the door to the possibility of ten 500sf units (and
ten cars!) on a 5000sf lot. This would not benefit those in need of family sized
apartments and negatively impact adjacent single family properties.

2. Allow a maximum of twenty percent of the units in buildings in the RM1 and
RM2 zones to be studio and micro apartment housing types. This would provide
more housing choices and also reduce impacts on adjacent single family
neighborhoods.

3. In RM3 and RM4 zones, allow a maximum of twenty percent of the units to be
studio or micro units unless the property is on a high frequency transit line or
within a quarter mile of a MAX station. Allow a higher percentage in mixed use
zones. Again, he rationale is to provide housing choices and neighborhood
protection.

Parking
1. Require one parking space per a, including on-site and the property facing street,
per apartment in RM1 and RM2 zones.
2. Allow a portion of the on-site surface parking (parking space only) to be applied
to the open space requirement.
3. Require a portion of the FAR be devoted to parking.
4. Have slightly lower parking requirements immediately adjacent to frequent
service transit lines.
All of the above parking proposals are designed to protect neighborhood context and
livability. It is unreasonable to anticipate that apartment residents will not have private
cars and use transit and Uber exclusively. | own two affordable 4-plexes. At one
building, there are six vehicles and at the other there are three.

Housing options
1. Build provisions into the code conditions, and requirements for diverse housing
options. Past experience is no indicator of future development patterns. The
diagrams in the Discussion Draft shows a variety of building types—courts,
rowhouses, plexes, etc. Provide code directions and regulation to achieve this

vision.
Include incentives for diversity and neighborhood compatibility.
3/19/2018 | Greetings,

| am a resident in HAND near Ladd's Addition, and | support zoning changes which
increase population density at the expense of most other objectives.
Raise height limits. Rezone to allow more units.
In particular, parking is one of the worst possible uses of space.
| don't necessarily have a strong opinion on how much of a lot is used. If a developer
wants to use all of their lot and have no space for gardens or other common areas, that's
fine with me as long as they aren't building single-family McMansions.
Again, density over parking, density over existing zoning laws, density over NIMBYist
objection.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback.
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3/19/2018 | Things urban housing is more important than:

- cheap and easy auto parking

- strips of grass

- the permeability of urban land (because every home not built in Portland creates much
more pavement per capita in the suburbs, doing even more damage to the environment)
- buildings being the same height as the buildings next to them

Therefore, please:

- remove mandatory on-site parking from higher-density residential zones

- remove mandatory setbacks from higher-density residential zones

- do not require parking areas to be permeable or small in any zones where parking
remains mandatory (but feel free to add these requirements if parking is optional)
- increase the maximum height limits and FAR of higher-density residential zones

We owe it to future generations to prevent climate crisis; we owe it to the current
generation to alleviate the housing shortage. We can achieve both of these goals by
letting rich people live in new denser homes instead of in less-dense homes that
previously belonged to poorer people. Please, let's do so.

3/19/2018 | Please accept these brief comments on the Better Housing By Design discussion draft:

e Itisimportant and timely for the City to improve design guidance for multi-
family housing. Thank you for your work on this project.

e Inthe recommendation draft (the next draft) | would like to see more attention
paid to design guidance in areas of the City that are not flat. This draft almost
exclusively in its discussion and examples describes conditions common to the
flat terrain of Portland east of the river. It does not appear that design for the
topography of the west hill is given consideration. Good design for the hills may
look quite different.

e Parking should be provided on site for the number of vehicles expected to be
owned by residents. It is poor policy to allow multi-family development to have
its residents make parking lots out of adjacent neighborhoods. (I will add that
going forward in new residential construction generally, | believe that people
who own cars in the City should provide off street places to park them.)

e The size of surface parking lots need not be limited if "green construction" is
utilized. Here is an example:
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Thank you for considering these comments.

3/19/2018

Please do not use BHD to strengthen the exclusionary effect of historic districts.
Inclusionary zoning bonuses should not be restricted in historic districts. It's outrageous
that we allow our richest residents to shirk their share of new development by creating
districts. Certainly whatever benefit this has is outweighed by the acute need for
affordable housing.

Please do not consider Historic District status when determining the availability of FAR
transfers. If we are going to have a system of transfers (rather than just eliminating FAR
restrictions as we should do) then the transfers should have the greatest chance of being
used to add housing. This means allowing them anywhere in the city.

Please take a look at 3413 SE DIVISION ST as a cautionary tale for R1. Nothing as sparse
as 3 units on 5605 sq ft should have been allowed on Division, most of which is CM2 with
4-story buildings. The 3 luxury units at 3413 will be there for many decades, leaves the
adjacent corner property much more difficult to develop, and creates an eyeless dead
zone on an otherwise wonderful and active street. Please either revise R1 to allow
development equivalent in scale to CM2, or remap the R1 on the inner corridors to an
equivalent zone, ideally a zone such as CM2 with ground floor retail.

Please remap SE Cesar E Chavez between Division and Hawthorne to CM2 or higher.

3/19/2018

To BPS staff,

First, | appreciate your work to codify courtyard housing types as an allowed use.
Further, | appreciate your intention dissuade some of the awful urban forms imposed by
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driveways, curb cuts, and on-site parking by eliminate these requirements for small sites.
Bravo!

Second, the proposed changes to regulate building intensity and not "number of units" is
welcome, as are provisions that are sensitive to street classification. Unfortunately,
there's a great deal of R1 zoning (now RM2) on major corridors (especially in inner
neighborhoods), and this zone is woefully under-entitled relative to nearby (often
adjacent) CM2 sites.

The proposed RM1 is even woefully under-entitled relative to nearby CM1 sites (on
Belmont in the 50s, for example).

Three possible approaches to rectify this: increase the FAR entitlement in every zone,
codify a separate FAR entitlement (not a bonus, so not tied to the maximum bonus
limits) specifically for properties with a certain amount of frontage on streets with
specific classifications, or simply make map changes on every corridor to be more
compatible with the CM1 or CM2 entitlements.

If you're going to consider map changes, and | think this project should, you should also
evaluate areas in inner neighborhoods with substantial non-conforming development
due to urban form or density including the Brooklyn, HAND, and Buckman
neighborhoods.

Further, | don't think minimum front setbacks should ever be more than 5', especially on
streets with good transit connectivity. This kind of requirement might make sense in the
Eastern neighborhoods specifically called out for other special treatment, but it doesn't
make sense in the best-connected areas West of 82nd Ave where lots are often small
and there is a less consistent pattern of development.

FAR transfers and bonuses into Historic & Conservation districts:

Please strip the provisions that forbid FAR transfer into historic districts. While certain
kinds of preservation can be a laudable goal, the last two years have made it crystal clear
that the rules for forming historic districts aren't well aligned with the kinds of places
which provide civic value to any reasonable portion of the population.

Similarly, please strip the provisions that prohibit FAR bonuses for subsidized housing in
historic districts.

If there's BPS concern that a larger building might be hard to get through design review
in this situation, let the applicant work that out for himself.

The last thing the city needs is to further reinforce the notion that historic district
formation (over which the city has no say) is an effective strategy for pushing higher
intensity development and lower income residents elsewhere. Let the Council make
development intensity decisions as part of legislative zoning map amendments. Zoning
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decisions are city policy and shouldn't be decided by either a tiny subgroup of residents
or a state/federal administrative bureaucracy in the absence of explicit law.

Bonuses:

First, please strip the provisions lowering maximum RM4 building height in historic
districts near transit stations. The last thing the city needs is to further reinforce the
notion that forming a historic district is an effective strategy for making all new buildings
in these neighborhoods shorter. If Council applies RM4 to a site, they are well aware of
the context in which they do so. Our transit investments are expensive. The zoning code
shouldn't knee-cap them.

Second, this proposal goes too far in eliminating amenity bonuses. Some amenities, in
particular those that improve the building envelope, actually support the city's
affordable housing goals. Housing costs aren't just about rent. They also include heating
and cooling costs. Above-code building envelopes can help mitigate these, in addition to
increasing the expected lifetime of the building and helping the city achieve its climate
goals. Incentives for improved building envelopes and formal energy modeling needn't
be large, but at a minimum they ought to offset the lost building area and height that
comes from having extra insulation on every exterior surface of the building.

Minimum side building setbacks:

The language describing mandatory 10' setback on buildings 55' and teller is an abrupt
change that will grossly penalize a 56' building relative to a 55' building. This language
will have strange effects on narrower lots. Instead please write this to require that the
portion above 55' be set back an additional 5' from the lot line.

Setback matching:

| think the proposal of allowing matching of adjacent properties is still too strict -- a new
building ought to be able to match the setback on any property on the same block face
or within 200 feet.

FAR transfers:

FAR transfer rules are extremely complicated. According to a (large central-city)
developer I've spoken with, FAR is extremely tricky to appraise partly due to a lack of
liquidity in the market. Make it easier to buy/sell and you'll get these transfers (for good
desirable reasons and sometimes questionable ones) far more often.

Please just allow this kind of transfer outright within 2 miles.
Daycare as a limited use:

daycare, in particular, is an extremely low-impact, high-value service no less compatible
with residential zones than houses of worship.
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Requiring this use within 100 feet of a civic corridor is unnecessarily strict. Further, |
would feel significantly better about putting a child in daycare if | knew that the facility
was 200 -- 300 feet away from a busy street. In typical inner neighborhoods, this would
allow a daycare an entire block away from a corridor. This is a safety advantage *and* it
allows daycare uses to avoid competition with other commercial uses in some
circumstances.

Accessory commercial use:

It may be that | don't understand this language, but a leasing office or building mail room
(that may provide shipping services like an Amazon locker, which could be considered a
commercial use) ought to be allowed external signage and possibly external entry in a
sufficiently large building.

3/19/2018

to:
Bill Cunningham, BHD Staff
cc: Planning & Sustainability Commission

Attached are two documents:
1. My comments on the Better Housing Discussion Draft

2. My suggestions of modified zone changes (R2 to RM2) that could be made as part of
the Better Housing project.

Thank you.

Comments on
Better Housing by Design January 2018 Discussion Draft:

| support many of the concepts in the Better Housing by Design proposal, especially the
choice to regulate the RM1 and RM2 zones by FAR, rather than the current “unit
density” regulations. The current densities were thought appropriate in 1959. Now, 60
years later, we cannot as a region or a planet, afford to have such low-density housing
along major transit corridors, within walking and biking distance of jobs, services and
other daily needs. It is critical to set the FARs high enough to result in a significant
increase in unit numbers to accomplish the Comp. Plan goals for affordability in every
neighborhood and to have compact development that reduces Vehicle Miles Traveled
and transportation emissions, to meet our Climate Action Goals. | would say that these
goals should over-ride concerns about “giving windfalls to property owners” or other
secondary unwritten policy considerations.

The Problems

Recent development of apartment units in Portland has been concentrated in the Mixed
Use Zones, because those zones are not regulated by unit density. This has led to robust
residential construction along those few streets in the city that have commercial zoning.
Because 47% of Portlanders rent, about one third of the households are a single person,
and another third are two persons. The market has responded with studio and one-
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bedroom units in buildings along these corridors, where up to 50 units have been built in
a 45’ height limit on a 100 x 100’ lot. These lots can yield an FAR of about 3.25:1, and
under the new CM-2 zoning, the bonus for Inclusionary Zoning (1Z) will allow a 4:1 FAR
and could result in around 60 units on such sites.
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Part of East Portland with Multifamily in tan and Mixed Use in Brown, shows similar
intermixing of C and R zones.

| hope that rewriting the Multi-dwelling zones would enable these zones, many of which
are along these same corridors (as these maps show), to provide a similar number of
units per lot.

However, the proposal does not accomplish that. That 100 x 100’ lot in the current R1

zoning would yield 10 units. Under the Better Housing RM2 proposal, there would be an
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improvement, but the proposed FARs of 1.5:1 base, and 2.25:1 including an IZ bonus
severely limit entitlement. With required 5’ side and 10’ front setbacks and a maximum
lot coverage of 60% instead of 85%, it is doubtful that more than around 25 units could
be built. The proximity of that figure to the “IZ trigger” of 20 units, makes it seem likely
that a number of 19-unit buildings will result, if any. This is a woeful waste of the
valuable lots in transit-centric areas.

Off the corridors, in RM1 and RM2, | suspect that only rowhouses will be built with these
FAR numbers. We may still see rowhouses on the corridors. I’'m not sure if that was the
intention of the project, but it seems likely to be the result unless densities are
increased.

Proposed standards for an overlay for key locations:

To address the housing need, as well as Climate Change, “High Opportunity” locations in
Corridors and Centers need a different approach. Addressing the Housing Crisis as well
as Climate Change means that we need to allow more housing and denser housing in the
places where the market (as well as non-profits) will build it, and where we can reduce
carbon emissions by encouraging Active Transportation. These locations include in or
near the Central City, in close-in neighborhoods and neighborhood centers, near Max
stations, and along transit lines. A key recommendation is increased FARs, to assure that
these pivotal locations are fully utilized.

“High Opportunity Area Overlay”:

This overlay would apply to all lots abutting Frequent Service Transit Streets and
Streetcar lines, as well as on all Major City Traffic Streets and Collectors within
500’ of Light Rail Transit Stations, and it would apply in those locations that are
in the RM1, RM2 and RM3 zones. Within this Overlay:

Increase FAR in RM1 to: 1.5:1 Base FAR, 2.5:1 Bonus FAR for IZ and 3:1 FAR for
Deep Affordability.

Increase FAR in RM2 to: 2.5:1 Base FAR, 3.5:1 Bonus FAR for 1Z, and 4:1 FAR for
Deep Affordability.

Increase FAR in RM3 to: 3:1 Base FAR, 4:1 Bonus FAR for 1Z, and 5:1 FAR for
Deep Affordability.

Increase Maximum Lot Coverage in RM2 from 60% to 75%, (and to 85% for Deep
Affordability.) While outdoor area requirements would still apply, they could be
accommodated above grade, or on balconies.

Increase Minimum Unit Count in RM2 to “1 unit per 1,000 Sq. Ft.” (yes, that’s the
old maximum), and in RM3 and RM4 increase it to “1 unit per 750 sq. ft.”. Do
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not allow detached houses in these zones in the Overlay. Ideally, rowhouses
should also be discouraged on these Corridors.

Increase Maximum Height in RM-2 with Bonus and/or Deep Affordability from

45’ to 55’. This will be necessary if FARs were increased, to take full advantage
of that increase.

Setback apartment interrupts streetscape on Hawthorne Blvd.

Reduce street (front and side) setbacks to Zero in RM2 and RM3 as long as
ground floor level at residential units is at least 18” above grade. Reduce side
setbacks to zero as well, like the CM-2 zone allows. This would allow more
flexibility in site layout, in floor plans and facilitate interior courtyards.
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A ramp up to the recessed entry allows a raised first floor, giving privacy to front
units. Here the planting is in the Right of Way, and there is zero front setback. (in
CS zone at 1950 NE Couch).

An alternative to zero side setbacks, is to allow the “T-shaped” buildings seen in
older apartments, where the facade covers the street frontage, but have the 5’
side setbacks on the rear portions of the building. To do this, reduce non-street,
side setbacks to zero for the first 25’ nearest the transit street frontage. This
builds a better street wall, allows more units, and still preserves space for side
windows further back. See example below:
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“T-shaped”
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building, with also zero setback. Shrubs are in ROW.

Prohibit rowhouses, townhouses and detached houses in RM3 in this Overlay.
Prohibit then in RM2 as well, except when built by non-profits. These policies
will encourage “stacked flat” units which serve a wider range of home-seekers
and provide substantially more units, and allow more accessible units as well.

Outside the “Overlay”:

Increase RM1 base FAR to 1.25:1, with 2:1 FAR for bonus for IZ, and 2.5:1 Deep
Affordability bonus

Increase RM2 base FAR to 2:1, with 3:1 FAR bonus for IZ and 3.5:1 Deep Affordability.
Increase RM3 base FAR to 2.5:1, with 3.5:1 FAR bonus for 1Z, and 4.5:1 Deep
Affordability.

Increase maximum lot coverage on RM2 to 70%.

All RM-zoned sites, both in and outside of the “Overlay”:

These are grouped by the Proposal numbers in the Discussion Draft, Volume 1:
1. Regulate by building scale/FAR:
Agree with concept, but increase Base, Bonus and Deep Affordability as per my
“High Opportunity Area Overlay” proposal, or by the “Outside the overlay”
increases listed immediately above.
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13.

Maximum height in RM1 should be raised back to the 40’ now allowed in R-2,
for more flexibility in design. This is a 5’ step up from R-2.5, and 5’ lower than
RM2, so forms a transition.

2. Visitable units. | support this.

3. Prioritize affordable housing. See my proposed increases in FAR, lot coverage
and reductions in setbacks in High Opportunity Areas as well as outside of
them. While increasing uptake of IZ requirements (and the Deep Affordability
option) is a laudable goal, experience with I1Z in Portland so far is mixed. And,
though the goal is to increase bonuses for IZ, the lack of a high top-end FAR in
RM2, that would match the 4:1 of the often-adjacent CM-2 zones is puzzling.
Is there some reason that RM2 on corridors is supposed to be “smaller” than
CM-2, which is often also a housing-only construction? With the housing
affordability crisis we are in, it is unacceptable to limit housing units purely to
satisfy the need for a “hierarchy” of zones, especially when they are essentially
“spot-zoned” along our major corridors, for seemingly political reasons (“we’re
not changing any residential to commercial” or vice versa).
| support the inclusion of the three-bedroom unit bonus, although it should
not be reduced to fit within the bonus “cap” in RM-1. The RM-1 cap should be
raised.

4. Transfers of Development Rights. | support this.

5. A. and B. Allow small-scale commercial. | support this, and would eliminate
front setback requirements for any building that includes at least 25% of the
frontage in retail.

6. Outdoor area per unit. | support this, except | would eliminate the
requirement for sites of 7500 Sq.Ft. or smaller, where this is more difficult to
provide.

7. Require common areas. | support this, but only for larger sites.

Alternatives to landscaping, and parking lot reductions. Support.

9. Limit large surface parking lots. Agree.

10. Reduce parking requirements. | propose eliminating all parking requirements
in the Multi-dwelling zones. Much of the multi-dwelling zoning is already
exempt, and the rest should also be.

11. Limit front garages. Support.

12. Require building entrances facing the street. Support.

Require front setbacks that reflect neighborhood patterns and limit privacy

impacts. | disagree with the rationale here. “Neighborhood Patterns” is

apparently a code phrase for “deeper setbacks”, since the draft is not proposing a

requirement for shallower setbacks where that is the “neighborhood pattern”.

Many older apartment buildings were built right up to the front lot line, with noiill

results. In fact, in many neighborhoods, that is the “neighborhood pattern” for

small apartment buildings, including courtyard projects. And “matching the
neighborhood” should not be supported when trying to mitigate climate change
and the housing crisis with more dwelling units in closer proximity, and trying to

&
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promote a more “urban” e

nvironment as part of that.
‘ .

W 4 e

ARight of Way
/' Edge

As this photo of a 2’ setback building shows, small apartment buildings with zero
to 3’ setbacks are common. This is unclear to observers, as there is often an
unpaved area behind the sidewalk within the Right of Way. In the photo | have
shown where that is, and the results for setbacks. Other buildings were right at the
property line, with few ill effects, even when there are detached houses on the
same block. To require a 10" setback unless the immediately adjacent building is
closer than that is not justified by existing patterns in many neighborhoods, and
this should not be required. (At a minimum, allow reduced setback if any building
on the block face has a smaller setback, not just the immediately adjacent
building)

To satisfy “privacy” concerns, a 5’ setback of the first floor only should be
sufficient, and allows use of plantings to buffer the building where the
residential units are on that level. If the first floor is at least 18” (not 24”) above
grade, then no setback should be required.

Upper floors should always be allowed to extend (cantilevered or other means)
to the street property line.

This example shows a second floor that is at the front lot line, but a first floor
that sets back 4’, allowing plantings in front of the windows:
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Zero setback for upper stories, and in this example, 4’ for the first floor.

Street setbacks should be the same for the front, and “side”, street frontages on
corner lots.

On any street, there should be no setback required for a courtyard building, as
long as the courtyard takes up 25% or more of one street frontage.

Courtyard building t zero setback. Shrubs are in ROW, behind sidewalk.

Maximum front setbacks on Transit Streets should be reduced to 10’ in RM2,

RM3 and RM4.
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14. Side and Rear setbacks. | agree with the elimination of the old “table” and
adoption of a uniform 5’ side setback (outside the High Opportunity area
mentioned above). | disagree with the 10’ side setback for RM3 and RM4 for
buildings over 55’. For those tall buildings, the 5’ side and rear setback (or
zero in High Opportunity areas) should suffice until the 45’ level is reached,
and then the 10’ setback can be required beyond there.

15. Building height transitions. The 10’ setback on lower floors when abutting
single-dwelling zones can remain, but the 25’ setback should start at 45’ in the
RM2, RM3 and RM4 zones. 45’ is only 10’ higher than the 35’ R-2.5 zone that
often abuts these zones. This provides the stepdown that is desired, with more
flexibility, and avoids triggering different construction types before otherwise
necessary.

16. Building facades. The 10’ wide “notch” every 100’, with a 30’ depth is
unnecessary to achieve the purpose here. A5’ wide notch with 2’ of depth will
suffice to “break up the facade” and will simplify building construction and not
remove as many units of needed housing.

17. East Portland mid-block open areas. These seem at odds with the desire to
have rear-lot street connections and could result in less courtyards and other
more observable space nearer to the apartments. Other options should be
considered. Getting full street connections should be sought, and
incentivized. Narrower, pedestrian-only connections are often not a safe place
to be, and should be kept no longer than 25, with a minimum width of 20’,
with no low plantings, only pruned-up trees and ground cover, to provide good
visibility and safety.

18. Wider street frontages. This seems a difficult standard to meet because of the
real estate market. Determine if anything will get built in these areas before
adopting this standard.

19. Calculate allowances before street dedication. Agree.

20. Strengthen minimum density requirements. | agree with the concept
proposed here regarding adding to existing buildings, but would exempt
development on lots of 7500 s.f. or less.

Raise minimum densities: The minimum densities in all of these zones are too
low, and will allow rowhouses and even detached houses where they are not
desired. Raise the minimum unit numbers in RM2 to “1 unit per 1000 s.f.”.
Minimum unit numbers in RM3 and RM4 should be “1 unit per 750 s.f.” of lot.

21. TDM payments. This plan is well-meaning, but really only serves to increase
the price of housing, and disadvantage those who walk or bike for
transportation, and should be dropped.

| look forward to the Proposed Draft when it is released in April.
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Sincerely,
[from attachment]:

Bill Cunningham, Project Manager
Better Housing by Design

Suggested Upzoning in Better Housing by Design

There are several locations in the city where R-2 is proposed to become RM1 in the
Better Housing by Design project. | suggest that many of these locations, along Transit
Corridors and near or in commercial areas, are good candidates for being rezoned as
RM2 rather RM1. The higher intensity zone is appropriate for these locations, which will
allow more new residents to take advantage of the well-served locations, helping
affordability and reducing carbon emissions.

Suggested Upzones from R-2 to RM2:

NE

Between NE MLK and 7%, from NE Thompson to Fremont, change all existing R-2 to RM2.
Between NE 17" and NE 21%, Multnomah to Broadway, change all R-2 to RM2.

Between NE Broadway and Tillamook, from NE 22" to NE Chavez, change all R-2 to RM2.
Between NE Glisan and Sandy, and NE 30" and 32", change all R-2 to RM2.

SE

SE Division St between 50" and 77", change all R-2 on the north and south sides of the
street, to RM2.

SE 50 to 52", Division to Woodward. Change all R-2 to RM-2 to match other RM-2 in
vicinity.

SE Francis to SE Powell, from 41° to 43™, change all R-2 to RM2 to add more housing
near parks.

North side of SE Powell, 52" to 78™. R2 to RM2. This stretch has good transit.

| hope the project can evolve to include these zone changes, to better meet important
city goals.
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3/19/2018

March 16, 2018
To: Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
Subject: Better Housing by Design

| want to express my support for the Better Housing by Design project’s recommendations with a few
exceptions, objections, and recommendations. | believe that the shift from a unit based density limit to
an F.A.R density limit will encourage a greater variety of housing types and allow for innovations that
can not occur under today’s code. It is another step in the City’s movement to recognize that all housing
is housing, and that our zoning code need not differentiate by housing types;it can produce better
neighborhoods by regulating scale and character instead.

| appreciate the project’s attention to East Portland as that is where we will see significant multi-family
development in the future. Before the project is completed, however, | think that more testing needs to
be done on the project’s impact on inner city areas. For example, the report states that R-2 zone is
primarily used as a transition between single family zones and higher density zoning. That is simply not
true in Northwest where the R-2 zone is used in a large area with a mixed residential character.
Similarly, the new proposed front yard setbacks in the R-3 and setbacks for taller buildings may not be
appropriate in the older areas of the City.

Specific Comments

Naming of Zones - | support the general direction of changing to a system where the denser zones have
higher numbers (R3 is denser than R1), and | would encourage looking at doing something similar in the
present single family zones. However, | think it would be better to name the multi-family zones RM1,
RM1.5, RM2, and RMA4, so that the allowed FAR is explicit in the name.

Merging of R3 and R2 Zones - While | support the effort to simplify the code, | am not convinced that
merging the R3 and R2 zones into RM1 is the right way to go. Given the origin of the two zones — ane in
the city and the other in the county — | think that the proposal understates the character differences of
the two zones — one urban and the other suburban. It might make mare sense to merge the R3 and the
R 2.5 zones and leave the R2 zone alone.

Downzoning the RZ Zone — The elimination of the R2 zone and its replacement with the RM1 zone is a
significant reduction in building potential. First, the reduction in height from 40" to 35 eliminates the
possibility of building a 4 story building and compresses the possible ceiling heights in the more typical
three story building. Second, the 1:1 FAR reduces the amount of building area to less than can be built
under the present code, even if it allows a greater variety of unit sizes. The present building height and
coverage limits would allow a three story building of 15,000 sq ft or an F.A.R, of at least 1.5:1 — 50%
greater than proposed. This would allow five 3000 square foot units, or by using the amenity bonuses,
seven smaller units. While this is not the typical type of units being built in the R-2, it is allowed, and we
are building something similar. | have attached an illustration of a building we are about to start building
on 9300 sq ft in the R-2 Zone. It contains six units and a total above grade area of 14,000 square feet for
an F.AR. of 1.5.
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Changes to Setback Requirements - | strongly oppose the reduction of side and rear yard setbacks to a
uniform 5’. This is a major mistake and a step away from creating livable neighborhoods. The illustration
on page 34 of Volume 1 significantly misrepresents the present zoning code. The regulations never
require an entire fagade to be setback 11°, but instead produce step backs, with the first 1000 square
feet of facade allowed at 5, no matter how big the total facade. (see my sketch showing corrected
setbacks) This 1000 sq ft facade approximates the size of a single family house, and only portions of the
facade that exceed that get set back more. Under the new proposal, one could create a 85°X40" wall five
feet from a property line without variation. This will be much maore oppressive to the neighbors than can
occur in a single family zone or under today's multi-family zones. | have attached a picture of a recently
proposed project on a 50X100 lot to show how the required variable setbacks works in practice, creating
variety without great cost. While the step back provisions could be simplified into perhaps only three
steps, they should not be eliminated entirely.

Similarly, | am concerned about the reduction of side yard setbacks to 3’ for single family houses. Firstly,
the shift to a scale based code means that we should not have different zoning rules for different
housing types. Secondly, 3’ setbacks do not allow enough area for successful landscaping and end up
with dead plants, gravel, or paved areas, increasing runoff. | do think that 3' setbacks could be allowed
for limited portions of buildings, and could be the starting point for step backs with a limit of 600 sq ft.

33.120.215 C - Exceptions to Height limits — | support allowing a height exception for parapets and
railings. It will allow better design and more useful rooftops. However, | think the exceptions need to go
further and except OSHA safety guardrails and screening of mechanical equipment from the height limit.
We recently proposed a building where the rooftop mechanical equipment was allowed, but we could
not screen it or install the OSHA required railings without getting adjustments. If the equipment is
allowed, than the required screening should also be allowed.

I hope my suggestions are helpful in making a well thought out proposal even better.
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Building Design and Scale

Proposals

13. Require front setbacks that reflect neighborhood patterns and limit privacy impacts.

14. Simplify side and rear setback regulations and reduce barriers to development on small sites.
15. Require building height transitions to single-dwelling zones.

16. Require large building facades to be divided into smaller components.

Issues Addressed

Comprehensive Plan policies encourage compact development that integrates with neighborhood
patterns and transitions in scale to lower density zones.

- Front setbacks and building scale

- Lack of front setback requirements in the

~ higher density zones (R1 and RH) sometimes
result in abrupt changes from the green
street frontages of residential
neighborhoods, and ean impact residents’
privacy.

Also creating abrupt transitions, buildings of
four or more stories can be built next to
properties with single-dwelling zoning.
Recent amendments to the commercial/mixed use zones added requirements for height step downs to
lower-scale zones and requirements for large facades to be divided into smaller compenents, but these
do not apply in the multi-dwelling zanes.

Barriers to small-site

Height 301t beigght: 30 AL Haight: 45 ft. melmem
A AIETHET CRETEANAA Existing regulations in the multi-
I Single-Dwelling 2Zones ! mlﬂ"mhm | dwelling zones require side and

rear setbacks ranging from 5 to
14 feet (depending on building
size), which complicates compact
development on small sites. The
graphics compare the 5-foot
setback that applies in single-
dwelling zones to the greater
setbacks required in the multi-
dwelling zones, even for similar-
scale buildings, leaving less space
for housing or central courtyards,

Bxamples of historic muli-dwelling buildings
on small Inz. Carrent side setback
requircments make similar development
difficult to build today.

Page 34 Better Housing by Design Project - Discussion Draft January 2018
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ASSUMES 40' BLDG HEIGHT
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VIEW FROM SOUTH-EAST

PROPOSED BUILDING

3/20/2018 | Dear members of the Better Housing by Design team,
Thank you, very much, for all your hard work on this code update project.
| am a renter living in Albina, in a current R2 zone with the (a) overlay, which will be

switching to RM1. Prior to that, | lived in NW Portland, which was at that time the
highest density built out housing in the city. My thoughts about where we need to go as
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a city are largely informed by my lived experience in affordable density in the NW
district, entirely car-free.

My primary concern/comment is on the issue of parking. | ask in particular that there be
no required parking for these multifamily zones. Reasons:

#1 Climate change. The rapidity with which the earth has warmed has defied all
estimates. My work has primarily been on climate change over the past 18 months, and

| and everyone | work with are astonished by the rate at which the polar ice cap has
melted, at which our forests are burning, the intensity and frequency of deadly storms,
and sea level rise. There's simply no way this issue is separable from the broader issue of
the existential threat to the planet's habitability. There is also no way future planning
can reasonably accommodate a parking requirement in multifamily housing.

#2 Safety. The deadly risk posed by automobiles is a daily concern. My children, both
below the age of six, are still too young to know to never go out into the street without
carefully looking and listening. They're too little, and even though I live on a greenway,
the cars can whip by at 30 mph at times, sacrificing the entire neighborhood's safety.
The more we do to discourage cars clogging up our roads, the safer we will be. An
additional safety note: emissions from vehicles are a major source of air toxics. The
fewer cars we have on our multifamily streets, the cleaner and healthier Portland's air
gets.

#3 Equity. Parking has long since been identified as the number one cost when creating a
unit of housing. We need long term affordable solutions to our present underbuilding
crisis, which was a hole we dug ourselves into over a decade plus. Further,
accommodating vehicle owners - with all the myriad drawbacks a vehicle brings to our
streets - cannot be subsidized by those who cannot afford a car or choose to live car-
free.

#4 Heat island reduction. This one is easy. Paved surfaces absorb and hold heat from the
sun and add to the heat island effect. We want less heat island, we want less surface

parking.

Warm regards,

3/20/2018

College of Urban and Public Affairs
March 19, 2018

Re: Better Housing by Design
Institute on Aging

Post Office Box 751 503-725-3952 tel

To Whom It May Concern:

The following comments are in response to the Better Housing by Design Discussion
Draft. These comments are prepared by Portland State University faculty member, Dr.
Alan DelLaTorre (Institute on Aging, College of Urban and Public Affairs) and are based on
a knowledge pertaining to the Better Housing by Design Project; these comments do not
reflect research findings, rather they are informed by input gather from conversations
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with community stakeholders, participation in Better Housing by Design events, and
knowledge gained as a professional gerontologist.

www.pdx.edu/ioa

Toward a Portland for All Ages and Abilities

First and foremost, the efforts to advance visitability, accessibility, and environments
that are good for people of all ages and abilities are noted as a “step in the right
direction” and in line with the Portland Plan (see: Portland is a Place for All Generations)
and the Comprehensive Plan (see policies under following sections: Urban Form, Design
and Development, Housing & Transportation). The Discussion Draft advances important
guiding principles pertaining to older adults and people with disabilities. We hope that
testimony from the developers and other community stakeholders interested in
maintaining extant policies does not lead to less effective age-friendly policies and/or the
elimination of the visitability provisions in the Discussion Draft.

Visitability

| support the policy recommendation for visitable units and suggest that the City
consider this policy a starting point for future efforts to increase housing accessibility. |
also suggest continuing to explore ways to require and/or incentivize accessible and
universally-designed housing and environments.

Bathroom Design

With respect to visitable bathrooms, although the 60-inch turning diameter is a
preferred standard (in fact, some electric wheelchairs should have 70+ inches to be
accommodated), T-turns should be explored as a reasonable trade-off when considering
small units sizes and housing affordability.

Zero-step Entries

Zero-step entries and critically important for providing access for older adults, people
with disabilities, cyclists, parents, and just about everyone else. This is a provision that
should be considered critically important for all housing moving forward. This single
environmental barrier is insurmountable by some people.

Affordable, Accessible Housing

We have a growing need for affordable housing citywide that accompanies the lack of
accessible housing. However, the creation of affordable housing that comes at the
expense of accessible housing (e.g., “we can’t make it pencil when building to accessible
standards”) is an inequitable approach to housing people who are facing multiple
barriers to housing.

Residential Elevators

Please continue to explore the costs and benefits of residential elevators (i.e., not
commercially permitted elevators). In addition to design that may allow future elevators
to be installed (e.g., stacked closest), please explore opportunities for incentivizing the
building of new and/or retrofitted multi-dwelling units that can accommodate residential
elevators.

Additional Research

Research is needed to understand the existing accessible housing stock in Portland. This
will lead to understand how inadequate the supply is — note: anecdotal information
suggests that it is very difficult to find accessible housing in Portland; especially
affordable housing that is accessible. To date, the City of Portland has not been able to
identify the accessible housing stock and, therefore, policymakers and community
stakeholders are unable to understand existing needs and to prepare for solutions.
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Please be aware that a report on the costs and benefits of visitability in Portland, OR will
be available by March 30, 2018. That report will be sent to Bill Cunningham and other
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability staff.

Sincerely,

Comments from Commissions and Organizations

Staff received 4 emails from City commissions and 10 emails from other organizations commenting on
the Discussion Draft. The table below lists the commissions and organizations that submitted comments
and the date they were received. These comments are included on the following pages.

Date Commission/Organization

3/13/2018 | Historic Landmarks Commission

3/16/2018 | Portland Commission on Disability

3/19/2018 | Urban Forestry Commission

3/19/2018 | Portland Design Commission

2/23/2018 | Sellwood Moreland Improvement League (SMILE)

3/6/2018 | Irvington Community Association (ICA)

3/15/2018 | East Portland Action Plan (EPAP) Housing Subcommittee

3/16/2018 | Rose Community Development (Rose CDC)

3/18/2018 | Urban Design Panel

3/19/2018 | Sullivan's Gulch Neighborhood Association (SGNA)

3/19/2018 | Portland Community Reinvestment Initiatives Inc. (PCRI)

3/19/2018 | Portland for Everyone

3/19/2018 | The University Park Neighborhood Association's Land Use & Transportation Committee
(UPNA LUTC)

3/19/2018 | Richmond Neighborhood Association (RNA)
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1900 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 5000 / 16

. Portland, Oregon 97201

City of Portland Telephone: (503) 823-7300
Historic Landmarks Commission TDD: (503) 823-6868
FAX: (503) 823-5630

www.portlandonline.com/bds

March 12, 2018
To: Bill Cunningham and BPS
Re: Better Housing by Design Discussion Draft

The Portland Historic Landmarks Commission (PHLC) received a briefing and reviewed the Discussion Draft of
the Better Housing by Design (BHBD) code update project on February 12, 2018. The BHBD project addresses
multi-dwelling zones and regulations throughout the City and works in tandem with the single-dwelling zone
regulations being proposed concurrently through the Residential Infill Project, or RIP.

The PHLC does not have regulatory oversight for resources or areas of the City without formal designation
(Landmarks or sites within Historic or Conservation Districts), but the Commission is interested in regulatory
impacts on resources that are eligible to be historic, especially those already ranked on the 1984 Historic
Resource Inventory. Our comments therefore in some cases apply to regulatory impacts to older buildings or
concentrations of older buildings that are not (yet) designated.

As with the RIP project, the Commission wants to ensure that new regulations do not make it easier for historic
buildings to be demolished. Several of the proposed regulations in the BHBD work to preserve historic buildings,
including the provision that parking does not have to be provided on site for small sites, the provision that
minimum density requirements may be waived for historic resources or for adding ADUs to existing houses, and
the provision that FAR cannot be transferred into a Historic or Conservation District. The Commission also
supports the idea that FAR should be measured by bulk for residential uses just as it is for all other uses in the
City. We see this change as better enabling the internal conversions of what was a single-family house or unit into
a multi-family, but even more important, it allows the code to better support the use of historic multi-family forms
and building types in review for new construction in Historic or Conservation Districts. As long as the proposed
form and massing are compatible with the contributing properties in an area, the number of units in the proposal
should be less important.

The BHBD proposal does raise a concern, however, with the potential results of simplifying the side setback
requirements. While it is true that the existing formula for deriving setbacks based on the plane of the wall is not
always simple, it does have some unexpected benefits to the building's massing. When the side plane of a
proposed development is quite large, an applicant sometimes has to break the plane of the wall into smaller
pieces at varying depths from the property line in order to meet the setback regulation, creating interest, depth,
and opportunities for more light and air towards the neighboring property. Eliminating this formula is likely to
create flatter, larger wall planes.

Further, regarding the way the new RM4 zone relates to single-dwelling houses in immediate proximity, the PHLC
is appreciative of the design review overlay being added to these zones. With code requiring a 35’ height
limitation within 25’ of single dwelling zones, the resulting massing could be awkward and acontextual. Design
Review or Historic Review would have the flexibility to require the more appropriate response to an existing older
development, whether it is a larger setback, a smaller area of wall at the minimum setback, or a step-back in
height.

Though historic or conservation districts are not yet located in East Portland, the PHLC has a comment regarding
the East Portland provision for outdoor area location flexibility. Residential outdoor zones are important in any
multi-family development, and the PHLC recognizes that flexibility is critical. However, we suggest that the code
should prioritize or incentivize outdoor spaces that can be seen or experienced to some degree by the public.



Accordingly, an outdoor space along a sidewalk where the plane of the building is back quite a bit should be
incentivized over a rooftop deck area which has no impact on the neighborhood. In this way the positive collective
impact of the outdoor space is recognized.

Our most pressing concern overall in this proposal is the result of allowing new projects located in Historic or
Conservation Districts to earn FAR that may be above the amount which could be approvable on that site. A
project earning 50% more than the base FAR might be approvable with only some of that "earned" FAR added to
the project, based on the compatibility criteria for that district. This is extremely important, because in some
districts, the base maximum FAR and heights allowed by code are already sometimes more than would be
approvable through Historic Resource Review. The PHLC strongly suggests that projects that earn bonus FAR
and cannot achieve it within a site because of compatibility approval criteria should be allowed to market that
unused FAR outside of the historic or conservation district.

Thank you for your attention to these issues.

Sincerely,

A ; ‘%
el Vo T (it

Kirk Ranzetta Kristen Minor

Chair Vice Chair

cc

Brandon Spencer-Hartle, BPS
Hillary Adam, BDS



March 16, 2018
To Whom It May Concern:
The following comments are from the Portland Commission on Disability’s Accessibility in the Built

Environment Committee in response to the City of Portland’s Better Housing by Design Discussion
Draft staff report.

o We feel strongly that the Discussion Draft report has identified important guiding

principles pertaining to people with disabilities. In particular, the report has done a commendable
job calling out the importance of high quality housing in multi-dwelling zones that advance
human health and equity. We hope and expect that the disability community will remain a focus
in subsequent policies.

e The requirement for visitable units is a start for improving the housing quality for people of
all ages and abilities. However, visitable housing should be considered a policy entry point, not
a final solution to housing accessible. We suggest continuing to explore ways to require

and incentivize accessible and/or universally designed housing. To that end, we would
encourage the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability to consider requiring all housing under the
Better Housing by Design Policies/multi-dwelling zone update to be visitable.

e We are pleased that “indoor” community facilities can be used to meet “outdoor

area” requirements. Please note that some people in mobility devices (and people, in
general) would prefer to have covered space or be indoors for more than half of the year in
Portland.

Sincerely,
Portland Commission on Disability’s Accessibility in the Built Environment Committee

421 SW 6th Avenue, Suite 500 « Portland, Oregon 97204 | portlandoregon.gov/oehr


https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/670123
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/670123

March 19, 2018

City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
Attn: Better Housing by Design Project

1900 SW 4™ Avenue, Suite 7100

Portland, OR 97201

VIA EMAIL at betterhousing@portlandoregon.gov
Dear Sir/Madam,

On behalf of the City’s Urban Forestry Commission, I’d like to offer comments on the Better Housing By
Design discussion draft report.

In general, we are excited by the emphasis on creating green space in the higher density areas, and
allowing developers flexibility to achieve greenspace goals according to a range of housing design
layouts.

We do have a concern in the greenspace implementation as it relates to trees, especially large-form
trees. The health and stormwater benefits of large form trees vastly outweigh similar benefits of other
greenspace BMPs, such as green rooves and shrubs/herb gardens. The heat island benefits of a large
form tree are likewise superior to smaller trees and shrubs.

We want to ensure that the BHBD plan does not allow these other forms of landscaping to substitute for
large form trees, where such trees may fit available space.

On a related subject, please ensure that pervious buffer strips and the like have a required geometry
capable of supporting large form trees.

We also have specific questions about proposed code changes:
p. 43, 33.120.211 Floor Area Bonus Options, Sec 5¢2 Covenants.

This reads that trees must be replaced within the 50-year preservation period. Does this mean that if a
trees comes down in the first year, that the developer/owner can wait 49 years before replacing a tree?
We prefer language that gives a one-year only grace period to replace dead/diseased/dangerous trees.
Language elsewhere in this document discusses a ten-year period. We believe this same approach
should be used there, as well.

p. 46, 33.120.210.D Tree Preservation, subpar 2e, “Incentives for preserving larges trees.”

We understand that developers did not avail themselves of previous incentives. Can you tell us why you
think these new incentives will be used?

Finally, as a big picture question: what will be the impact to the City’s canopy density as a result of
BHBD? Will it decrease? We believe this analysis is important to complete before BHBD is finalized, as
increasing tree canopy in underserved neighborhoods is an important City goal, and much of BHBD is
focused on East Portland neighborhoods, areas of the City of Portland with the highest concentration of
people of color and lower income people.



We look forward to commenting further on future drafts of the BHBD plan. Thank you for your good
work.

Sincerely,

A
/) - (] N,y 77 —

;;fzj%aw/f §G§. /tmr(r({f/?/

Daniel Newberry i

Policy Committee Chair
Urban Forestry Commission

Cc: Vivek Shandas, Chair, Urban Forestry Commission; Jenn Cairo, City Forester



1900 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 5000

C|ty of Portland Portland, Oregon 97201
Telephone: (503) 823-7300

) .. TDD: (503) 823-6868
Design Commission FAX: (503) 823-5630

www.portlandonline.com/bds

Date: 03/15/2018

To: Bureau of Planning and Sustainability

From: Portland Design Commission

Re: Better Housing by Design — Discussion Draft Summary

The Portland Design Commission appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Better Housing by
Design — Discussion Draft Summary. The Commission’s comments are focused on items that have import to the
work Design Commission does on behalf of Council.

1. Proposal 10. Reduce Parking Requirements, Especially on Small Sites

e Parking requirements are proposed to be reduced while housing density is increased. This will likely
cause an increase in the amount of testimony we hear regarding parking. Because this is such a
contentious issue that is outside of our purview, we request that someone from BPS be available
during land use hearings to explain the zoning code process, the reasons behind reducing parking
requirements and to provide general education regarding the issue to members of the community who
are in attendance for this purpose.

2. Proposal 21 — Require Transportation and Parking Demand Management approaches in the multi-dwelling
zones

e Transportation demand management and parking demand should be part of a broader discussion that
includes vehicle sharing, on-demand vehicles, bike share, etc...as these together have a significant
effect on the pedestrian experience and often compete for limited space.

3. Proposal 8 — Allow Alternatives to Conventional Landscaping

e Ifinnovative types of green features are to be allowed to count toward meeting required landscaping,
we recommend that the current requirements for these be revised to ensure that they continue to
perform the same functions that landscape areas are currently required to perform. Also, we
recommend that only a fraction of required landscaping that is required at pedestrian level be allowed
to include innovative green features that occur at other levels. This will ensure that the pedestrian
realm continues to include landscape areas and is more consistent with current Guidelines.

4. Proposal 2 — Require 20 percent of units to be “visitable” for projects exceeding one unit per 2,000 sf. Of site
area

o While we agree with the intent of this requirement, accessibility issues are extensively covered with
federal and state requirements as well as current building codes (Note that a similar requirement
already exists through the Fair Housing Act).

e Additional zoning requirements have the potential to negatively impact the pedestrian realm where
project sites have even a minor grade change. Some of the possible impacts include:

1.Numerous long ramps in front/side setbacks. Based on current ADA requirements, a grade
change of 5ft (typical for many parts of the city) requires 60ft of ramp at 1:12 slope with an
intermediate landing.

2.Overall reduced coherency. Portions of developments meeting this requirement will likely
having a unique massing or building form compared to the rest of the development in order to
accommodate the change in grade.

e Werecommend that this be more closely studied in order to ensure that the result is a positive
response to Guidelines.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments,
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Julie Livingston, Chair Tad Savinar, Vice Chair Andrew Clarke
Jessica Molinar Sam Rodriguez Don Vallaster

Portland Design Commission

Cc: BDS staff
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February 23, 2018
Better Housing by Design Project:

The Sellwood-Moreland Improvement League (SMILE) is pleased to offer the following
comments on the Better Housing by Design Project (BHD) Discussion Draft Report. The
Sellwood-Moreland neighborhood is experiencing phenomenal growth with about 1,700
residential units in the development pipeline or completed since 2015, a 29% increase. We have
2.8 miles of mixed use corridor that has the zoned capacity to add thousands of additional
housing units. According to The Oregonian, our neighborhood has 3 of the City’s 12 privately
financed developments that have triggered the new inclusionary zoning rules and 39 of the 89
(44%) of the resulting affordable units. Our membership is concerned with preserving livability
and with the lack of affordable housing in our neighborhood. These comments consider the
phenomenal growth we are experiencing now, expected future growth, and the concerns of our
members. Specific recommendations are stated in bold so you can find them.

Proposal 1: Scale-base housing

We believe that BHD is narrowly focused on middle housing and is not accurately portraying or
considering the extreme housing types that could be built in the RM1 and RM2 zones.

e Extreme density increase: We believe that the number of units allowed should be
limited. We previously proposed retaining existing limits on market rate units and
allowing additional affordable units. Our neighborhood presently has a 4 story 30-unit
building on a 3080 sf lot zoned RHd in permit review (5603 SE Milwaukie, see attached
floorplan). It has footprint of about 2200 sf which can fit on proposed multifamily-zoned
lots with 5000 sf or more, about 950 or 73% of multifamily-zoned lots in our
neighborhood. Using this as a template for a building on a 5000 sf lot, a two story 15
unit building in the proposed RM1 zone and a three story 25-unit building in the
proposed RM2 zone, and possibly greater, are feasible on 5000 sf lots with the base FAR.
Present zoning would allow a maximum of 2 and 5 units, respectively. Thus the proposal
would increase zoned density at least 5-8 fold. In addition, we have one private RH
project now in review that is 100% affordable housing and would qualify for the double
FAR bonus (5434 SE Milwaukie, 4 stories, 28 units, 1835 sf footprint, see attached site
plan). Because private development with 100% affordable housing is feasible in our
neighborhood at present, the bonuses for only 50% affordable housing would increase



density on some lots 10-16 fold. The zoning code (Title 29 --29.30.290) requires a
minimum unit size of only 100 sf for single-room occupancy development allowed in
RM2, RM3 and RM4. This level of development, now happening in Seattle, would
increase density much more. We have learned to expect that allowed density will happen
— when 45-foot-tall mixed use buildings were first zoned for our neighborhood it was
commonly but incorrectly assumed they would never be built. Some of the BHD
proposals listed below would favor construction of high density apartments in
multifamily zones compared to mixed use zones.

o BHD does not acknowledge or recognize that such high density development is
possible. For the RM1 zone, the maximum density shown in the staff report is a
fourplex, not a 15- or 28- unit apartment building. Ongoing development in our
neighborhood shows that 4 story 28 unit apartment buildings on 5000 sf lots
would be feasible in the RM1 zone with the maximum bonuses which are given
for only 50% affordable housing (the existing project is 100% affordable). For
the RM2 zone, a 27 unit building on a 15000 sf lot is shown, only about one-third
of the feasible density under the proposed rules. Much denser single-room
occupancy development is not portrayed in the RM2 zone. BHD should
accurately portray possible development under the proposed zoning rules.
The maximum number of units should be provided using fire and building
standards. If BHD assumes there is a practical limit to the number of units
built in a zone (such as the fourplex shown for RM1), it should be codified as
the maximum allowed density, similar to what the Residential Infill Project has
done.

0 We are concerned that the extremely dense development this proposal would
allow would increase traffic and parking congestion near our corridors which
would reduce the viability of small businesses, increase crowding in our
neighborhood schools, hinder emergency vehicle access, and reduce vehicular,
pedestrian, and bicycle safety (especially along narrow streets). The Report states
“Proposed code changes will help ensure that new development in the multi-
dwelling zones better meets the needs of current and future residents, and
contributes to the positive qualities of the places where they are built” (bottom
page 2). BHD should consider and evaluate the cumulative impacts of
proposed increased density and ongoing development throughout our
neighborhood.

0 One example of inequities between proposed zones BHD fails to recognize is the
Transportation and Parking Demand Management requirements (TDM, proposal
21). TDM should apply to all zones or to all building types it is appropriate
for regardless of zone. TDM applies to RM2 developments of greater than 10
units but development in RM1 is exempt from TDM. Thus, a 15-unit
development in RM1 would not have a TDM requirement but an identical
development in RM2 would. Because TDM is required in mixed use zones,
construction of dense apartments would be more economical in RM1 than RM2
and mixed use zones. At the February 19, 2018 Southeast Uplift Land Use and



Transportation Committee meeting, BHD explained that TDM would not be
appropriate for townhomes and thus it was not applied to RM1. Apartment
buildings can be built in RM1 and townhomes can be built in RM2, so limiting
TDM based on zoning rather than building type would be illogical and
ineffective.

o A second example is the on-site parking exemption for lots 7500 sf and smaller
(proposal 10). Using the previously described template, a 5000 to 7500 sf
multifamily lot could have over 30 units and would not be required to have
parking. (Note that page 31 of the staff report only mentions triplexes and
fourplexes). If it were far from frequent transit, as some of our corridors are, an
abutting 30+ unit development zoned commercial would be required to have
parking. This would make construction of large apartments far from transit more
economical in multifamily zones than mixed use zones. To eliminate this
inequity, waive the parking requirement for small lots only where there is
frequent transit.

e The proposal fails to consider that, rather than middle housing, oversized single family
homes are possible thus making RM1 the new McMansion zone. Under the proposed
rules, an oversized single family home with an ADU could continue to be built on 5000
sf lots in RM1. In our neighborhood, ADUs are sometimes used as short term rentals and
these do not contribute to the housing supply. If the housing market continues to favor
development of oversized houses over middle housing, the RM1 zone could become a
McMansion zone with the minor inconvenience of including a small minimal ADU. In
addition, the smaller FAR limits proposed by the Residential Infill Project for single
family zones increase the likelihood of McMansion construction in RM1 zones where
FAR is greater.

0 We believe BHD should limit the size of an individual unit to prevent
construction of oversized single family homes in the RM1 zone. We proposed a
0.5:1 FAR per unit limit for R2.5 zones for the Residential Infill Project. A
similar 2500 sf/unit limit would be appropriate for BHD. About 88% (462) of
R2/RM1 lots in our neighborhood are 5000 sf or larger.

0 The side setback for single family homes on full size lots should remain at 5
feet. In the proposed zoning code (120.220.B.3.d), the side setback for single
family homes is proposed to be reduced from 5 to 3 feet to improve the aesthetics
of single family homes on skinny lots. Only about 10% of R2 lots in our
neighborhood are skinny lots (less than 3600 sf). As written, this provision would
apply to full size lots (about 90% of our R2 lots) and thus would reduce the side
setback for a McMansion on a full size lot from 5 to 3 feet. A multifamily
building on a full size lot, however, would have a five foot setback. This loophole
would further increase the advantage of building McMansions in the RM1 zoned
compared to single-family zones (where the side setback is 5 feet).

e We endorse the 35 foot height limit for the RM1 zone.



Proposal 3: Affordable housing

SMILE continues to believe that any increase in zoned density in our neighborhood
should be dedicated to affordable housing. Previously we advocated for retaining the
existing maximum density limits for the R1 and R2 zones and allowing a 100% unit
bonus for affordable housing. This was not adopted by BHD; perhaps the affordable
housing bonus should be greater to make this proposal feasible. Our proposal would
provide needed affordable housing rather than additional market rate housing and allow
increased housing diversity. If our proposal is not feasible, we invite a dialog on the
concept and how to make it feasible.

In our neighborhood, 5434 SE Milwaukie is a 4-story 28 unit private RH development in
review that is 100% affordable housing and has only a 1835 sf footprint (see attached site
plan). BHD would allow this private building on any 5000 sf RM1 or RM2 lot with only
50% affordable housing. Thus, based on ongoing development in our neighborhood,
1) the assumption that the deep affordable housing bonuses (double FAR, increased
coverage, and increased height for only 50% affordable units) would only be used
by nonprofits is incorrect and should be deleted, 2) BHD should reconsider the
seemingly overly-generous affordable housing bonuses, and 3) BHD should consider
that profitability and development capacity vary by neighborhood and that
different incentives for different neighborhoods would optimize affordability and
livability (as defined in City planning documents) citywide.

Proposal 5: Commercial uses along corridors

We endorse proposals allowing limited commercial uses along corridors. North
Westmoreland lacks retail and is not a walkable neighborhood despite the presence of
frequent transit; this proposal would help correct this problem.

Proposal 8: Allow alternatives to conventional landscaping

We endorse the overall concept, but recommend that an eco-roof not be given equal
weight as landscaping. An eco-roof should not replace ground-level landscaping which
enhances the pedestrian space near the building.

Proposal 10: No required parking on lots smaller than 7500 sf

As previously mentioned, the on-site parking requirement for small lots should be
waived only where there is frequent transit to prevent inequities between adjacent
multifamily and commercial zones that would make building dense apartments more
economical in multifamily zones than mixed use zones. Some of our streets in the multi-
family zone are very narrow and thus dense development allowed by BHD would reduce



safety and walkability. Limiting the density of units would partially mitigate increased
hazards caused by this proposal.

Proposal 11: Limit garages along street frontages

e We endorse the proposed limits on garages.

e Fewer curb cuts that serve multiple cars are better than more curb cuts that only serve one
car. Excessive curb cuts convert the sidewalk to a driveway, discouraging pedestrians.
Where possible, limit curb cuts to every 50 feet and they should serve more than one
vehicle.

Proposal 14: Simplify side setback regulations

e We endorse a 5 foot side setback.

e We oppose a 3 foot setback for single family homes on standard lots (120.220.B.3.d)
as previously discussed. A 3 foot side setback for narrow lots is reasonable. This would
be a significant change in our neighborhood and should have been part of the staff report.

Proposal 21: Transportation and Parking Demand Management Requirements

e As previously mentioned, TDM should apply to all zones or to all building types it is
appropriate for regardless of zone.

Other proposals:

e We endorse proposals 7 (shared outdoor space), 9 (limit impervious areas), 12
(entrance orientation), 13 (front setback), 15 (height transitions), and 16 (division of
large building facades).

These comments were approved by the SMILE Board of Directors on February 21, 2018. If you
would like any clarifications on these comments, please contact our Land Use Committee Chair
David Schoellhamer at land-use-chair@sellwood.org.

Sincerely,

bt gk

Joel Leib
President, Sellwood-Moreland Improvement League
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Floorplan for 5603 SE Milwaukie, presented to the SMILE Land Use Committee December 7,
2016. The lot is 3080 sf and is zoned RHd. The building has a 2214 sf footprint. Subsequent
application 2017-287029-000-00-CO for a 4-story 30 unit building is under review.
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Memorandum

To ICA Board

From Dean Gisvold

Date March 6, 2018, for board meeting March 8

Re: Better Housing By Design (BHD) - major changes for multifamily zones

BHD represents the efforts of Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (BPS) to address issues
regarding the so-called "missing middle housing™ in multifamily dwelling (MFD) zones. The
Mixed Use project addressed the missing middle issues, in mixed use zones, and RIP is trying to
deal with missing middle housing in single family zones. BHD focuses on the MFD zones of
which the Irvington Historic District (IHD) has three, currently R-1, R-2, and RH. BHD will
change the nomenclature to RM1, RM2, RM3, and RM4 - see Attachment C for details.

Context: BHD is the most significant rewriting of the zoning code in multifamily zones for
many years. Ten percent of the City's land area is in MFD zones. The IHD has approximately
7 blocks of RM1, 20 blocks of RM2, 8 blocks of RM3, and 5 half blocks of RM4. All of the
MFD zones are located within, and covered by the IHD regulations and historic review. BHD
does not seek to make changes to the historic review criteria, which has been in effect in the IHD
since October, 2010, or to the areas covered by MFD zones.

IHD has 193 buildings in the R1 zone, RM2 under BHD (118 contributing), 60 in the R2 zone,
RM1 under BHD (48 contributing), and 59 in the RH zone, RM3 and RM4 under BHD (44
contributing). This means IHD has 102 multifamily zoned sites where demolition is allowed for
potential replacement with larger, denser construction. Please review the map-Attachment A-
for the locations of the proposed four multifamily zones in Irvington.

A pro argument is that BHD may provide economic incentives for replacing some of the low-
density parking-centric housing units built in the 1960s and 1970s in the RM2 zone. However,
by providing such incentives, BHD may increase demolition of presently "affordable™ housing,
labeled noncontributing, for those folks below 80% or 100% medium family income (MFI).
BHD may also increase pressure on the contributing single family houses and some older
apartment buildings in the RM2 zone. We need to look carefully at the details of BHD to
determine if it will lead to "better housing", as promised, and actually provide more missing
middle housing, described as duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, and courtyard units.

Attachment B is a summary of the four broad areas covered by BHD, and lists the 21 proposals,
some of which are discussed in this memo.

Proposal 1, Regulate development (density) by building scale and size, not the number of
units. Again, see Attachment C for comparisons of maximum and minimum density by zone.

l1|Page



The major change wrought by BHD is eliminating the unit-based limits in favor of floor area
ration (FAR) based limits for R2 and R1 zones (RH zone is already regulated by FAR, not by
units). In practice, this means that in the R1 zone, RM2 under BHD (193 buildings covering
266 5000-sq. foot lots), instead of allowing no more than 5 units on a 5000 square foot lot (one
unit per 1000 square feet), the limit will be a maximum floor area (regardless of the number of
units) of 7500 square feet of building (using the base 1.5 to 1 FAR) + plus bonuses, if
applicable. Assuming 750 square foot units, that would allow 10 units instead of just 5 on a
5000 square foot lot. If unit size was 500 sq. feet, 15 units would be possible. Neither example
would be a duplex, triplex, fourplex, or courtyard apartment.  The number of units will also be
affected by the zone details, such as lot coverage, height, front, side, and rear setbacks, and
landscape and outdoor area requirements, and by HR criteria relevant to the IHD.

Unit size and number are the critical issues raised by BHD. The discussion draft states the
problem, but it does not provide all of the answers.

"Historically, low-rise, multi-dwelling areas provided a diversity of "middle housing" types, such
as duplexes, fourplexes, townhouses, and courtyard apartments. These two- to three-story
housing types provide housing density at a scale not much taller than single family houses.

Many of these, however, could not be built today in Portland's most common multi-dwelling
zone, R2, because they exceed unit density limits" (discussion draft, page 20).

If you looked at the pictures of the missing middle housing examples on page 20 of the
discussion draft or walk the Irvington streets between Tillamook and Broadway, you will see
many examples of the missing middle, because the IHD historically allowed such duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes, 3 story apartment buildings, and courtyard apartments. BHD wants more
of what the IHD already has, but will BHD as proposed caused such housing to occur.

The discussion draft does not acknowledge that high density development is possible with FAR,
such as the 500 square foot example discussed above. A good example of what we do not want,
if the goal is the missing middle, is another 4-story apartment building like the one located at 15"
and Hancock, built before historic review, which has forty-three 450 sg. foot apartments with no
elevator, no air, and no parking. Such building does not provide missing middle housing.

BHD, like RIP, has aspirational hopes that the proposed changes will cause developers to build
MM housing, but the market will dictate what happens. If small high density units are selling,
that is what will be built.

We want a thorough review of adding minimum unit size and maximum number of units
that will in fact produce the housing BHD wants. We do not know what those numbers
should be. The next draft of BHD should accurately portray possible developments under
the proposed zoning rules, and the maximum number of units that could be provided using
the applicable setbacks, heights, lot coverage, and fire and building standards.

Other reasons to zero in on unit size and number of units is that extremely dense development, as

allowed by BHD, will increase parking congestion in MF zones. Along the Broadway and NE
15" corridors, each with frequent bus service, no parking is currently required within 500' of the
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bus routes. That extends into the neighborhood to roughly half-way between Hancock and
Tillamook. Unfortunately, historic review says nothing about parking availability for
multifamily housing. In fact, the multifamily structures built between 1910 and 1948 (of which
there are quite a few in the IHD) generally did not have parking provided.

Another comment about FAR issues. Please note that the two RH zones, now RM3 and RM4,
have FARs of 2 to 1, and 4 to 1, respectively. We have argued during this 5 year Comp Plan
process for no more than 2 to 1 FAR for the RH zone in the historic district. We were mostly
successful except for the five half blocks zoned RM4 in green (the Central City portion of IHD)
on the attached map. We would like to see a change to 2 to 1 for the RM4 zone; the higher
the FAR the more pressure put on surrounding areas to be similar.

"Visitable' Units

The new requirement for visitable units has merit, but it needs more work, again to make it
work in the context of the missing middle. Visitable is not ADA. Visitable units could have
ground level accessibility, but upper level bedrooms.

" ... the draft code amendments include new requirements for "visitable" units. For projects
with unit densities exceeding one unit per 2,000 square feet of site area . . . at least 20 percent of
units must have ground levels with a no-or low-step entry, wider hallways and doors (at least 34
inches wide), and living space and a bathroom wide enough for wheelchairs. These visitability
requirements would allow multi-level units, but would ensure that one level of the unit can be
accessible to visitors or residents with mobility limitations. . . . This proposal is intended to help
increase the amount of housing that meets the needs of people of all ages and abilities"
(discussion draft, page 21).

Affordable housing is dealt with in three ways. BHD provides a bonus of an additional FAR of
50% for inclusionary zoning development, an additional FAR of 100% for retention of low
income housing, and an additional FAR of 25% for projects with 3-bedroom units.

Inclusionary Housing. "Projects using this bonus would need to meet recently adopted
inclusionary housing requirements for 20 percent of units to be affordable to those earning no
more than 80 percent of MFI, or 10 percent of units affordable at 60 percent of MFI" (discussion
draft, page 23).

Deep affordability. "It would also allow 10 feet of additional height and an additional 10
percent of building coverage for qualifying projects. To qualify, projects will need to have at
least 50 percent of on-site units affordable to households earning no more than 60 percent of
MFI, a significantly greater amount and level of affordability than required by inclusionary
housing" (discussion draft, page 23).

Three-bedroom units. "It would provide 25 percent additional FAR for projects in which at

least 50 percent of units have three bedrooms and are affordable to households earning no more
than 100 percent of MFI (discussion draft, page 23).
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Transfer of Extra FAR

The good news here is that BHD now proposes to allow contributing resources to transfer extra
FAR out of historic districts and get paid for it if there is a viable market for FAR transfers, and |
believe there currently is. This is a new proposal added after the last discussion draft. This
should help with upkeep and maintenance of contributing resources.

Bonus FAR for affordable housing is treated differently than transferred FAR.

FAR Transfer - landmarks and contributing resources can sell and transfer extra FAR out of
historic districts, but no FAR can be sold and transferred into an historic district.

FAR Bonus options -
e Mandatory and voluntary inclusionary zoning developments and 3-bedroom developments
can use bonus FAR in an historic district.
e Low income or deep housing affordability bonus cannot be used in an historic district.

More context. The almost adopted Central City Plan covers a small portion of the IHD and
does not allow the use of bonuses or FAR transfers in historic districts for fear of the additional
pressure on historic resources, which is consistent with the changes in BHD.

For historic districts, we support the following: the use of FAR bonus for inclusionary
zoning and 3-bedroom developments, but the use of bonus FAR for the RM1 zone should
be capped at 1.5 to 1, and for the RM2 the cap should be 2 to 1. No bonus FAR should be
allowed in the RM3 and RM 4 zones, which are already 2 tol and 4 to 1, respectively. We
support the restrictions on FAR transfers relative to historic districts.

While we are talking about bonuses, | propose for discussion that any incentive or subsidy or
bonus, such as additional bonus FAR, additional units, waiver of parking requirements, or waiver
of system development charges should require the property owner to agree, among other things,
that the property will not be used for short term rentals, and that the property will participate in a
city approved parking management plan that covers the property area.

Transportation and Parking Demand Management requirements, proposal 21.
"This proposal would add Transportation and Parking Demand Management (TDM)
requirements to most of the multi-dwelling zones. TDM strategies are intended to
help reduce drive-alone trips and to limit transportation impacts of new development,

while providing people with incentives to ride transit, walk, bike, and carpool.

"TDM requirements were previously adopted for the commercial/mixed use zones,
and would now also apply to the higher-density multi-dwelling zones — RM2, RM3,
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and RM4 (R1 and RH) — which allow a similar scale of residential development. The
RM1 (R2/R3) zone is not being included, as some TDM approaches are not suited to
the small-scale housing types common in that zone. TDM requirements would only
apply to sites that are close to frequent transit service (e.g., within 500 feet from
frequent bus lines), in recognition of the more limited transportation options outside
of these areas.

"Where the requirement applies, a TDM plan will be required of developments that
add 10 or more new residential units to a site. The TDM requirements allow an
applicant/building manager to adopt a preapproved "off the shelf” TDM plan. As an
alternative, an applicant may choose to develop a custom TDM plan through a
Transportation Impact Review.

"Pre-approved TDM plans will consist of the following components:

e Multimodal financial incentives: One-time multimodal financial incentives,
equivalent in value to an annual TriMet pass (currently $1,100), will be required for
each residential unit. Options will be provided for the use of these funds to be applied
toward TriMet passes for residents, bike share memberships, or car share programs.

e Education and Information: Print materials about walking, bicycling, transit, and
other transportation options will be made available to building tenants and employees
and displayed in building common areas.

e Surveys: Building operators will be required to participate in an annual
transportation options survey."

TDM should apply to all zones and to all building types -- it is appropriate regardless of
zone, given the amount of on-street parking already existing in the area from Tillamook
South, which will worsen as the Comp Plan and its component pieces kick in.

Setback requirements.

The side setback for single family homes on full size lots should remain at 5 feet. In the
proposed zoning code (120.220.B.3.d), the side setback for single family homes is proposed to
be reduced from 5 to 3 feet to improve the aesthetics of single family homes on skinny lots. As
written, this provision would apply to full size lots and would reduce the side setback for a single
family house on a full size lot from 5 to 3 feet. A multifamily building on a full size lot,
however, would have a five foot setback. This loophole should be closed.

Alternatives to conventional landscaping.

We support the overall concept, but recommend that an eco-roof not be given equal weight
as landscaping. An eco-roof should not replace ground-level landscaping which enhances the
pedestrian space near the building.

No required parking on lots smaller than 7500 sf

5|Page



The on-site parking requirement for small lots should be waived only where there is
frequent transit to prevent inequities between adjacent multifamily and commercial zones that
would make building dense apartments more economical in multifamily zones than mixed use
Zones.

Minimum Density.

BHD fails to consider that the minimum density in RM1 could allow an oversized single family
home, a "McMansion." Under the proposed rules, an oversized single family home with an
ADU could meet the minimum density rule on a 5000 sf lot in RM1. BHD should close this
loophole.

Transition rules from multi-zone to single family zones is a good idea, but needs more work
regarding single family homes in multifamily zones, which is common in the IHD. Note:
the condos across from Safeway deal fairly we;; with the transition from 5 stories on Broadway
to the 2-1/2 stories on Schuyler.

Commercial uses along corridors. The only relevant corridor in the IHD is Broadway which
already has commercial uses. The use could be on Broadway and one-half block into the
neighborhood, which also seems reasonable, given the current commercial uses in the
neighborhood.

The following proposals seem reasonable, but are not discussed:
- proposed limits on street facing garages (proposal #11),
- shared outdoor space (proposal #7),
- limit impervious areas (proposal #9),
- entrance orientation (proposal #12),
- front setback (proposal #13), and
- division of large building facades (proposal #16).

Conclusion.

The BHD discussion draft tells us on page 2 that "Between now and 2035, 80 percent of the
roughly 120,000 new housing units developed in Portland will be in multi-dwelling buildings."
Couple this with the fact that the MFD zones in the IHD have more than twice the zoning
capacity for housing needed for 2035, the IHD has opportunities to develop needed housing in
the MFD zones NOT in the R5 SFD zone, which predominates to the north of MFD zones.
The City should focus on fleshing out a reasonable BHD, and move RIP to another day.

dpg/private/ica/BHD/better housing by design memao to board 3/8/18
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Major Proposals — where to find them in the Zoning Code amendments

Attachment B

Proposal Code Reference Pages

Diverse Housing Options and Affordability

1. Regulate by building scale instead of unit density. 33.120.210 38-41

2. Require visitable units. 33.120.232 92-93

3. Prioritize affordable housing by increasing inclusionary housing 33.120.211 42-47
development bonuses and through a family housing bonus.

4, Provide incentives for preserving trees and existing affordable 33.120.210.D 40-43
housing through transfers of development rights.

5. Allow small-scale commercial uses on major corridors and near 33.120.100.B 15-23
transit stations.

Outdoor Spaces and Green Elements

6. Require residential outdoor areas in high density zones. 33.120.240 98-99

7. Require shared common areas for large sites. 33.120.240 100-103

8. Allow alternatives to conventional landscaping. 33.120.235 96-97

9. Limit large surface parking lots and asphalt paving. 33.266.130.C.4 178-179

10. Reduce parking requirements, especially on small sites. Tables 266-1 & 266-2 | 172-175

Building Design and Scale

11. Limit front garages and structured parking along street 33.120.283 144-149
frontages.

12. Require building entrances to be oriented to streets or to 33.120.231 86-89
courtyards.

13. Require front setbacks that reflect neighborhood patterns and 33.120.220.B B64-65
limit privacy impacts. Table 120-3 39

14. Simplify side setback regulations and reduce barriers to 33.120.220.B 62-65
development on small sites. Table 120-3 39

15. Require building height transitions to single-dwelling zones. 33.120.215.B 58-61

Table-120-3 39

16. Require large building facades to be divided into smaller 33.120.230 83-85
components.

East Portland Standards and Street Connections

17. Continue East Portland mid-block open areas through 33.120.220.B 62-67
requirements for deep rear setbacks.

18. Require street frontages wide enough for quality site design and | 33.120.206 36-37
to provide space for new street connections in East Portland Map 120-2 164-165
centers.

19. Calculate development allowances prior to street dedication to 33.930.025 192-193
facilitate street connections.

Other Major Proposed Amendments

20. Strengthen minimum density requirements. 33.120.212 48-51

33.258.060 170-171

21. Require transportation and parking demand management 33.266.410 184-185
approaches in the multi-dwelling zones.

January 2018 Better Housing by Design Project—Discussion Draft Page 1
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Attachment C

Language to be added is underlined
Language to be deleted is shown in skrikathrough

Table 120-3
Summary of Development Standards in Multi-Dwelling Zones

Standard R3 RM1-R2 RM2 AL RM3 RH RM4 RX
Maximum FARBessity Yunitper |Lusibper | Llunitper FAR of FAR of FAR of
(See 33.120.210265) 3,000 2000 1000 2tol 4t01 4tol
aFed e FFed Lzt
FAR of FAR of
ltol l5tol
S aras Sead ]
Minimum Density tunitper | 1unitper 1 unit per 1 unit per 1 unit per 1 unit per
(See 33.120.212205) 2.750sg. f, | 2,500sq. ft. | 1,430sq. ft. | 1,000sq. ft. [ 1,000 sq. ft. [ 500 sq. ft.
ofsite area | ofsitearea | of site area | of sitearea | of site area of site area
MaxirrarBase Height 358 4835 ft. 25M5 ft. 25465 ft. 75/100 ft. 100 ft.
(See 33.120.215) F5/100 8
Step-down Height (see 35.120.215.8.2
- Within 25 ft. of lot line abutting RF- 35 ft. 35 ft. 35 ft. 35 ft. 35 ft.
R2.5 zones
- Within 15 ft. of lot line across a local
service street from RF—R2.5 Zones 35ft 35 ft. 35 ft. 35 ft. 35 ft.
Minimum Setbacks
- Front building setback 10f 10 ft. 103 ft. 100ft. 5ft. 0 ft.
Hal: — — T s e
- Side and rear building SaaTabla 5 ft. [1] 5ft. [1] 5/10ft. [1] | 5/10ft 1] 0 ft.
setback. 1204 SeeTable SeeTable SeeTable
1204 1204 1204
- Lot line abutting RF — R2.5 zoned 5ft. 10 ft. 10 ft. 10 ft. 10 ft.
lot
Garage entrance 18§ 18 ft. S5l18ft. 5118 ft. 5/18 ft. 5/18ft
sethack (See 33.120.220)
Maximum Setbacks
(See 33.120.220)
Transit Street or 205 20 ft. 20 ft. 201ft. 10ft. 10 ft.
Pedestrian District
Max. Building Coverage 459 cf e | 50% of site | 60% of site | 85% of site | 85% of site 100% of site
(See 33.120.225) area area area area area area
Manx. Building Length No Yes Yes No No No
(See 33.120 230)
Min. Landscapad Area 35% of cite | 30% of site | 20% of site | 15% of site | 15% of site none
[See 33.120.235) areq area area area area
Required Qutdoor Areas
(See 33.120.240) Yes Yes Yes YasMe Yas No
Notes:
[1] See 33.120.220.B.2 for eastarn pattern area special rear building setback.ifthe-base FAR-is-2 to-L thenthe
maximumwith honycic 25801 Hithe haco EAR s 410 'Ij+h o the maxicnumowith bonye jic S to 1
January 2018 Better Housing by Design Project—Discussion Draft Page 39
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East Portland Actlon Plan

Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
City of Portland

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 7100
Portland, Oregon

March 15, 2018
Re: Better Housing By Design

Dear Better Housing By Design Project Team,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Better Housing By Design
Discussion Draft (January, 2018). We strongly support efforts by the Bureau of
Planning and Sustainability to create an improved framework for affordable multi-
unit development in East Portland and citywide.

Given our history and population, East Portland has been uniquely impacted by
Oregon’s unprecedented housing crisis. Decades of disproportionately low levels of
public investment, particularly in housing, have left our region falling further
behind and our community experiencing severe trauma due to housing instability.

The East Portland Action Plan (EPAP) was convened in 2009 by the City of
Portland, Multnomah County and U.S. Senator Jeff Merkley to provide leadership
and guidance to public agencies and other entities on how to strategically address
community-identified issues and allocate resources to improve livability and
prevent displacement in East Portland.

EPAP’s community-generated plan, which was approved by the Portland City
Council, include mandates to work to “assist in stabilizing low income
residents/families” (EPAP Goal SN.1), “encourage housing that is attractive to
households with a range of incomes” (EPAP Goal HD.5.6), and “improve the
appearance, quality and safety of existing housing stock.” (EPAP Goal HD.2)

Preventing housing displacement, stabilizing low-income families, and improving
our region’s substandard housing stock are core goals of the East Portland Action
Plan. We appreciate the opportunity to work with BPS to achieve these goals.



With this effort in mind, we are pleased to offer our support to the following plan
elements:

The Affordable Housing FAR Bonus. Our City is in dire need of affordable homes.
We believe that it is critical that our planning efforts encourage production of these
needed homes while avoiding concentrating poverty in already disadvantaged areas
of the City. By implementing the draft’s incentives, which offer additional Floor-
Area Ratio (FAR) in exchange for guarantees of affordability, we can create
economically integrated apartment buildings throughout the City at minimal public
cost. As a result, low- and moderate-income families will be able to live in all areas
of town at a price that they can afford.

Use of FAR instead of Unit Numbers as a metric. East Portland’s diverse families
need a housing supply that meets their culturally-specific needs. In particular,
recent immigrant families in East Portland have difficulty finding homes with
adequate bedrooms for their larger families and their traditional multi-generational
family structures. To date, the City’s production of regulated affordable homes has
been dominated by smaller units, thereby offering little to these families.

By measuring affordability incentives by space instead of units, we believe that
developers will be more likely to work to accommodate this unmet need.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to give input on this draft and we want to
express our gratitude for your efforts to keep EPAP included in this process.

Best Wishes,
Nf’M& YU ' g M l;
Nick Sauvie John Mulvey
Co-Chair, Housing Subcommittee Co-Chair, Housing Subcommittee
East Portland Action Plan East Portland Action Plan
cc: Cupid Alexander, Office of Mayor Ted Wheeler

Andrea Valderrama, Office of Mayor Ted Wheeler

Bill Cunningham, Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
Leslie Lum, Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
Shannon Callahan, Portland Housing Bureau

Michelle DePass, Portland Housing Bureau
Participating Members, East Portland Action Plan



March 15, 2018
To:  Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
RE: Better Housing By Design (BHBD)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the BHBD Discussion Draft. I have worked
in partnership with the City of Portland for the last 32 years, developing affordable housing
and working on neighborhood improvement projects for ROSE and Southeast Uplift. With
Better Housing By Design, the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability is making a sincere
effort to address the housing affordability crisis in Portland. There are many things to like in
the proposals, as well as some things that are concerning.

Given the severity and duration of the affordable housing crisis in Portland, BPS should
prioritize policies that make production of multi-family housing more efficient. Policies that
are unduly subjective and create barriers to project approval should be avoided.

I will categorize my comments as Green Light (recommendations I support), Yellow Light
(proceed with caution,) and Red Light (recommendations that would hinder affordable
housing production).

GREEN LIGHT:

Multi-dwelling zones

The revision of the residential zones, including moving from a framework based on units to
one based on Floor Area Ration (FAR) is a welcome change. Likewise the opportunity to
increase FAR and transfer development rights for affordable housing. I encourage BPS not
to decrease the effectiveness of the affordable housing bonus by providing too many other
options to obtain the bonus.

Allowing small scale commercial uses on corridors and near transit stations can help
property owners and entrepreneurs increase their income, expand the availability of
services, and create a richer neighborhood environment.



Affordable housing priority

The 50% bonus FAR, the 50% of units threshold for units up to 60% of Median Family
Income (MFT), and 25% bonus for moderate-income family housing are valuable
improvements.

Reduce parking requirements
This will allow more housing to be built, and create more flexibility and choice in site
design.

YELLOW LIGHT:

Visitable units

Visitability is a worthwhile goal and far too little of the housing built today in Portland is
accessible to people with disabilities. There are costs associated with this requirement and
waivers should be available for sites that are unsuited to visitability, for example ones with
steep slopes.

Limit large surface parking lots and asphalt
I support this as a way to meet the city’s sustainability goals, but I hope BPS looks closely at
whether these percentages will work for prototypical developments.

Setbacks

Designers should have options to maximize the potential of various sites. Setbacks may
waste usable space in urban locations. They may create relatively useless open space in the
front of buildings at the expense of other parts of the site that may offer more privacy or
sunlight. It is a mistake to require new development to match setbacks of adjacent buildings.
Zoning should shape the future of the built environment and not the past.

RED LIGHT:

Require residential outdoor areas and shared common areas in high density zones

This is a worthy goal, but it will limit the number of units produced, increase the cost of
construction, and prevent some projects from being built. Open space should not be the
priority, given the affordable housing crisis, the urbanization of the city, and the prevalence
of parks and green space in most parts of the city.

Require building height transitions to single-dwelling zones
This is another measure that limits the development potential of sites and increases costs. I
often hear city officials say, “The neighborhoods (and by this they mean well-off



homeowners) won'’t like that,” but I never hear that “The homeless person or family paying
half their income for rent” won’t like it” because housing that could be built isn’t.

Deep rear setbacks in East Portland

Designers should have flexibility to take advantage of the physical features of various sites.
This may or may not be at the rear of the site. This is also a clear disincentive to
development in East Portland, which shouldn’t be penalized for decades of disinvestment
and poor government decision-making.

On balance, BPS has proposed a valuable set of policy proposals. The affordable housing
community is eager to work with the City of Portland to make these new policies as
effective as possible.

Sincerely,

Nick Sauvie
Executive Director



Urban Design Panel

Portland and Oregon Members of the American Institute of Architects, American Planning Association and American Society of Landscape Architects

March 8, 2018
Bill Cunningham
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability

Portland, Oregon
BETTER HOUSING BY DESIGN —- COMMENTS ON DRAFT CODE PROPOSALS

Bill,

The Urban Design Panel appreciates the thoughtfulness of the proposals and hard work you
and your staff have put into this initiative. We are especially appreciative of your presentation to
the Panel on February 20" and have compiled the following comments for your consideration as
you move into the next phase of code development. They are arranged according to the four
major proposal areas.

Diverse housing options and affordability

The Panel supports the shift to regulating density by total floor area rather than by the number
of units. This has the potential to be a game changer by allowing much more flexibility in how
units are designed and configured on a site and making it much easier to provide a mix of
affordable and market rate housing. While we did not take a position on the density bonus
provisions, they appear to be generous enough to achieve the goal of producing significant new
affordable units. It would be ideal to test the thresholds through an economic analysis to see
what their likely impact would be in combination with the inclusionary zoning requirements.
Transferring development rights should also have a positive impact. Allowing small scale
commercial uses along corridors in residentially zoned areas should have a positive impact in
creating more opportunities for local services and increasing the walkability and social
interaction that make neighborhoods vibrant places.

While requiring visitable units is a commendable goal, the 20% requirement may place a
significant constraint on some projects, especially small ones. Has this figure been analyzed to
determine its viability?

Urban Design Panel membership and the processes and professional standards utilized by the UDP in their review of
projects and policies are endorsed by the Boards of Directors of AIA Portland, ASLA Oregon and the Oregon Chapter
of the American Planning Association. The project-specific opinions of UDP members do not necessarily represent
the opinions of their respective Boards of Directors.

403 NW 11" Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97209-2903



Urban Design Panel

Portland and Oregon Members of the American Institute of Architects, American Planning Association and American Society of Landscape Architects

Outdoor spaces and green elements

These proposals for outdoor areas and alternative landscaping will be a real benefit to providing
both needed outdoor spaces and more flexible and creative designs. Reducing the required
parking enables more units to be built on a site, and with less cost. Ideally this will mean less
costly, more affordable units. We have a few suggested edits:

1. Consider changing the term “Green Elements” to “Landscape Elements” for clarity

2. Common areas should strive to be contiguous, or somehow functional

3. Alternatives to conventional landscaping could include functional landscapes such as
living machines or food uses

Building design and scale

Limiting the garage frontage to 50%, requiring building entrances to be oriented to the street or
courtyards and the other provisions of this section should greatly improve the walkability of
these areas, addressing a major drawback of many existing housing projects.

East Portland standards and street connections

Identifying the special needs of East Portland is an important new innovation for the zoning
code. lts different street patterns and deeper lots, many with significant tree stands, demand
different solutions. The solutions proposed appear to be well conceived and address the very
real problems this area has experienced. The proposals for requiring deep rear setbacks are
particularly important given the types of development that have occurred recently.

Other major proposed amendments

Minimum density requirements certainly need to be strengthened in order to help create more
complete communities in this area of large blocks and scattered development patterns. Parking
demand management approaches that are tailored to this area are also needed.

Respectfully submitted by the UDP Executive Committee on behalf of the Urban Design Panel.

Dave Otte, AlA Brian Campbell, FAICP Jean Senechal Biggs, ASLA

Bob Boileau, AIA, AICP John Spencer, AICP Brian Stuhr, ASLA

Urban Design Panel membership and the processes and professional standards utilized by the UDP in their review of
projects and policies are endorsed by the Boards of Directors of AIA Portland, ASLA Oregon and the Oregon Chapter
of the American Planning Association. The project-specific opinions of UDP members do not necessarily represent
the opinions of their respective Boards of Directors.

403 NW 11" Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97209-2903



SULLIVAN S (FULCH

Neighborhood Association Portland, OR

Sullivan’s Gulch Neighborhood Association, c/o Holladay Park Plaza, 1300 NE 16™ Ave., Portland, Oregon 97232
http://www.sullivansgulch.org

March 19, 2018

Bill Cunningham

City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 7100

Portland, OR 97201

Subject: Better Housing By Design Discussion Draft Comments
Dear Bill:

I am submitting this letter on behalf of the Sullivan's Gulch Neighborhood Association (SGNA) in
response to the City’s request for comments on the subject proposal to amend the City’s multi-
family housing zones. The SGNA Board reviewed a summary of the draft proposal at its March 14
meeting. SGNA is generally supportive of the proposal to rename the City’s multi-family residential
zoning districts and alter the approach to regulating development density. We submitted responses
using the on-line BHBD Comment Form. We have several concerns and recommendations that we
would like the City to consider as you move to the next phase and implementation.

SGNA is concerned that the form-based design requirements, while meeting the need for clear and
objective standards so that the new development in RM1 and RM2 zones may be reviewed under a
Type 1 approval process, do not provide sufficient guidance to ensure that new development is
compatible with existing development themes and patterns in our neighborhood. We would like to
see some language introduced into the code that references acknowledged City design guidelines
that are contextual to the character found in different parts of the City. Such guidance should not
be proscriptive with regard to building style, materials, color, etc. They should allow for diversity
and experimentation but with an eye toward compatible development forms. In our inner-northeast
neighborhood, for example, the design guidelines that the City adopted in the Albina Plan would
provide a good starting point for a set of flexible guidelines that would be suitable in most of inner
NE and SE Portland. We would like to work with the City to develop such guidelines as a way to
encourage designers/developers to seek compatibility with prevalent design characteristics.

SGNA supports the proposed FAR bonus proposal provided that it affords no alteration to the
height limit or coverage ratio of buildings without going through an adjustment process.

SGNA supports the concept of development rights transfer. We think that the tree and historic
structure preservation TDR should be limited in distance so that the housing inventory benefit
accrues to the neighborhood. We also recommend that the City administer a TDR bank for all
eligible TDR transfers to facilitate these exchanges and, in limited circumstances, purchase the


http://www.sullivansgulch.net/

Sullivan’s Gulch Neighborhood Association
Page 2 of 2

TDR to provide liquidity and certainty on the 'sending’ side of the exchange. There likely will be
many more 'sending"’ offers than 'purchasing" offers.

We support the proposal to allow commercial uses in the RM zones within corridors with the
caveat that the scale of commercial spaces is limited, for example live/work units, or small leasable
ground floor/mezzanine and maker spaces that do not exceed the foot-print of a typical small retail
shop. That limit could be 1000 sq. ft. for example.

SGNA has reservations about the proposal to require that large MFR developments need to include
a TDM program. We feel that the City needs to do more to provide incentives to residents in all
MFR districts to abandon their cars. Design guidelines should encourage taxi/car share pick
up/drop-off locations, short duration car share services, and transit pass discounts, to name a few.
The financial burden that the proposed requirement imposes on large private MFR development is
likely to hurt the affordable housing aims the City seeks. The City should adopt incentives and
fund programs that help offset part of the financial burden that the TDM requirement will impose
on large scale MFR development. We would rather see the City approach this issue systemically in
all multi-family residential districts and not just target large developments.

SGNA also is concerned that the proposed minimum density requirement may lead to an
acceleration of SFR demolitions. We would like the City to consider language that would exempt
this requirement for property owners that retrofit existing structures to add living quarters in
existing homes by converting them to boarding houses, co-housing, or stand alone apartments. A
standard for such conversions is needed so that owners of older single-family structures have an
incentive to consider retrofitting these buildings by meeting reasonable MFR density targets.

Lastly, SGNA would like to see the City develop metrics for the BHBD project and monitor if the
changes are having the desired effect. The program includes a specific set of goals. These need to be
expressed in quantitative measurable terms so that over time we can monitor if it is working. There
is no discussion of this in the program.

Sincerely,

DJ Heffernah, Chair
SGNA Land Use and Transportation Committee



Good Afternoon —

We want to thank you for the amount of time and effort that has been put into the development of the
Better Housing by Design Discussion Draft. We recognize the priority that staff has put on reaching out
to non-profit developers and community organizations to ensure that the code amendments respond to
the needs of the city’s most vulnerable populations. We also recognize and appreciate staff’s efforts to
incorporate the varied and numerous opinions and perspectives that exist within Portland.

Below is an overview of our thoughts and recommendations on the BHBD Discussion Draft. We’d be
happy to discuss any of the below with staff if that would be helpful.

Proposal 1: FAR

e We support the switch to FAR for all zones within the multi-family zones, especially with the

inclusion of a bonus structure/incentive for family-sized units.
Proposal 2: Visitability

e We propose that the baseline trigger for requiring visitable units be increased to better spread
the cost implications across units — ideally one unit per 3,000 square feet of site area. This
baseline should also consider when this might trigger the requirement for elevators on projects
that would not otherwise need to provide them — a substantial cost impact for small to medium
sized projects.

e The exemption language should also include language mirroring the Residential Infill Project’s
visitability code language. Specifically 33.405.060.C.2 — however, we did suggest to RIP staff that
the slope be 7% as opposed to 10% based on site case studies we conducted. We also requested
that it be clarified if “nearest right-of-way” is inclusive of alleyways — as it seems that this would
not meet the purpose of the standards if it is.

e Visitable bathroom: Requiring “a 60-inch diameter circle with no obstructions” combined with
FAR and lot coverage limitations creates a spatial challenge for compact designs that have
limited space on the ground floor. Instead, we would recommend exploring opportunities for
other visitable bathroom standards, such as the “hammerhead” pivot standard, and/or
reinforcement in walls next to toilets for future installation of grab bars.

e Cost implications: while we don’t have the capacity to do an intensive cost implication of these
standards ourselves, we encourage staff to look into this further and consider the potential cost
burden on non-profit developers who cannot simply pass-through costs with increased rents or
sale prices. Of specific concern are increased concrete work needed for retaining walls if a
ramp/accessible route is being constructed in lieu of stairs, and meeting stormwater
requirements if constructing a ramp where permeable pavers aren’t an option (this can
translate to needing to use permeable concrete which comes at a higher cost than standard
concrete, and/or a larger drywell which impacts cost and buildable area for a project).

e There are competing incentives/requirements between the required visitability and the option
to reduce the setback in RM2-RM4 if the ground floors are raised 2 feet above sidewalk level.
We would suggest the baseline setback be reduced to 0/5-ft vs 5/10-ft in RM2 and RM3, and a
O-ft setback in RM4 to better respond to these competing values.

e We would highly recommend staff look into the placement allowances for ramps and
landscaping/screening requirements and setback requirements and how this impacts building
design, access, and number and placement of units on the ground-floor.

Proposal 3: Affordable Housing Bonuses




Consult affordable housing development experts, including public funders such as PHB and
OHCS, on how fully realizing the deep affordability bonuses may be limited by funding

sources. Although LIHTC funding does roughly scale with total development cost, local gap
funding sources are often limited to fixed amounts - thereby making additional development in
LIHTC funded projects unlikely even with increased density allowances. That said, so long as this
proposal isn’t coming at the cost of something else, we support the inclusion of more flexibility
in how affordable housing projects can be designed including increased FAR, height, and lot
coverage. We would also push for a reduction in setbacks for these same guidelines as well
(both in the basic bonus as well as the “special” bonus for affordability).

We strongly support the inclusion of a bonus for family-sized units and one that is at a higher
MFI and not tied to permanent affordability. We would suggest staff look at the possibility of
tying this (and other affordability bonuses) to SDC waivers, as is already done in the tree code
(11.50.040.C.1.b.(4)). We would be interested in being a part of the conversation around
program design and length of time required for affordability.

Proposal 5: Small-scale commercial uses

We support this proposal. However, we would suggest that an additional FAR allowance be
associated with commercial uses in order to support the commercial uses without taking away
potential residential units.

Proposals 6 & 7: Outdoor spaces

We appreciate the differing requirements for sites above/below 20,000 SF. We would also
suggest that staff explore an option for incentivizing shared common space versus requiring it.
i.e. —a lower SF per unit for shared common areas versus individual common areas. And/or
consider exemptions for sites that are within walking distance of a park.

We also support the option to count indoor community spaces toward the common area
requirement.

While we value the need and intention of required outdoor space, we do encourage staff to
again evaluate the layers of requirements that come with outdoor space, setbacks, lot coverage
limits, accessible entries, and where/how these various items can or cannot intersect and how
this impacts our ability to provide affordable housing. The more requirements and restrictions
that are put on a project, the less creative and flexible we can be with our design in order to
meet program goals and requirements for the project. This also increases design time and costs.
We would prefer an incentive model on items such as outdoor space rather than a mandate.

Proposal 9: Limiting large surface parking lots and asphalt

While we support the need and purpose of this element, we would encourage staff to explore
exemptions/alternatives for affordable housing developments as the cost difference between
asphalt and the alternative materials proposed is substantial.

Proposal 10: Parking requirements

We highly support removing parking requirements for sites up to 7500 SF and believe this aligns
well with the RIP parking proposal as well. In addition, we also would recommend increasing
the lot size threshold to 10,000 SF.

Proposals 14 & 15 Setbacks and step-downs

We strongly support the simplification of the side and rear setbacks. However, we recommend
the setback be reduced on sites that are 10,000 SF or less that are building more than 55’ tall in
the RM3 and RM4. This seems excessive and complicated especially when combined with
required step-downs next to single-family zones.

We highly recommend increasing the step-down height in the RM3 — RX zones to 45’. The
current proposal designates the step-down height to be 35’. In practical terms, this means any



affordable housing project above three stories will need to step down. This change lowers the
number of affordable housing units that can be produced in infill multifamily buildings and
renders the remaining units less useful to residents. The 35’ step-down height, as proposed,
benefits adjacent sites in terms of “compatibility” at the cost of providing new, well-designed
housing. Due to the building code, there is a dramatic escalation in the cost of constructing
buildings over 4 stories. By eliminating area for the buildable envelope on the fourth floor, we’ll
need to build taller to recover lost units. This makes the entire project more expensive and less
feasible. Additionally policy that regulates step-downs complicates the buildable envelope of a
given site, meaning the internal layout of the building must fit within a complex shape. This is
important because in designing housing there is always a trade-off between the internal layout
of the building, which benefits residents, and the external form of the structure. By
complicating the external form, internal elements like unit layouts, corridors, stairwells and
elevators are affected. By prioritizing the external form of the building in terms of requiring
step-downs, the code is prioritizing the neighbor’s compatibility concerns over the well-being of
the people who reside inside the building. We view the recommendation of a 45’ step-down
height as a compromise, as it aligns the code with building code and other cost drivers and still
furnishes additional “compatibility.”

Proposal 21: Required TDM

o  While we appreciate the effort to coordinate across bureaus and agencies with this item, we are

concerned about the cost burden associated with this for affordable housing developers as well
as the one-off impact of the policy as written. We would encourage staff to continue
conversations with agencies such as TriMet and PBOT to come up with incentive programs that
cross bureaus without burdening affordable housing developers with solutions such as those
proposed.

Other Topics

We would encourage staff to explore the opportunity for increasing opportunities along and within

proximity to transit corridors by shifting current R2 zones to RM2 zones with the code update. These

exist often in the Interstate URA, which currently have high opportunity for affordable housing

development thanks to current funding streams, such as along the Martin Luther King Jr Blvd corridor,

Albina/Mississippi corridor, and Interstate Avenue corridor.

In general, we again encourage staff to consider the many push-pulls that exist in affordable housing.
Not only are we responding to code requirements, but we also having funding requirements and
programming goals that must be met as well. With every additional layer of requirements, the harder it
becomes to make affordable housing projects pencil. The most flexibility you can provide our projects,
the better. Again, we commend you for the ways you have started to do this already in Better Housing
by Design and truly appreciate the time and effort that has been made to incorporate our feedback. We
look forward to continuing our conversations as this project progresses.

The PCRI Team

Julia Metz
Associate Housing Developer
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March 19, 2018

City of Portland Bureau of Planning & Sustainability
Attn: Better Housing by Design Project

1900 SW 4th Ave Suite 7100

Portland OR 97201

Re: Better Housing By Design Discussion Draft
To: Better Housing by Design project staff, and whomever else it may concern:

Portland is facing an acute housing shortage. In particular, our city has a dearth of housing options that are
available to lower- and middle-income households. One contributing factor is the lack of multi-dwelling housing
options across the city -- both in terms of the sparse availability of any land zoned for multi-dwelling housing, and
within the entitlements given by those zones.

We are very grateful for staff’s time and dedication to craft zoning regulations that will allow us to house more
Portlanders more affordably, and offer a wider range of housing choices than are currently available. We support
the goals and general policy direction being set by the Better Housing by Design code reforms, especially those
measures meant to simplify and clarify regulations and make building housing more cost-effective. We also
support the project goal of encouraging development patterns that improve walkability and transit access in East
Portland.

The members of Portland for Everyone stand together to ask for more housing, and especially more affordable
housing, for Portland residents. We reviewed the Discussion Draft with one overarching question in mind: “Will
this plan meaningfully expand housing options and increase affordability for Portlanders in most neighborhoods?”

To ascertain whether a plan helps achieve this goal, we looked for policies that will: adequately increase the
supply of housing; increase the range and quality of housing types possible to build in Portland; and offer
meaningful incentives that make nonprofit and/or affordable housing projects competitive. We believe the Better
Housing by Design Discussion Draft meets some of these goals well. We especially support those policies that
regulate development intensity by scale (FAR), rather than by number of units. We also support added incentives
for affordable housing, reduced parking requirements, and landscaping flexibility. However, we believe the
following changes are necessary to improve the proposal’s ability to meet its own stated goals:

e Increase maximum Floor Area Ratios (FARs) and bonus FARs in RM1, RM2, and RM3 so that there
is a discernible difference between standards currently being proposed for Portland’s neighborhood
residential zones and denser multi-dwelling zones.

e Reduce minimum requirements for sites 7,500 square feet or less, including setbacks and
landscaping.



e Consider where maximum heights, FAR limits and/or step-down requirements may unintentionally
render affordable housing bonuses unusable, counter to the proposal’s intentions.

e Ensure that affordable housing development is feasible in East Portland: Don’t layer on so many
conditions in pursuit of perfect urban form that affordable housing development is stymied.

e Map more higher-density multi-dwelling zones along key corridors. There are a few places in
particular where up-zoning would help implement the Comprehensive Plan.

We recommend the following specific changes:

Overarching recommendations:

e Upzoning certain places along key corridors would both support Comprehensive Plan goals and
complement the surrounding context. Staff should revisit those places where lower-density RM zones are
mapped adjacent to medium-density CM zones. One option could be to create an overlay that gives
greater development allowances for RM2 and RM3 lots abutting high frequency transit and
existing commercial hubs. These areas could be defined as all Neighborhood and Civic Corridors.

e Also upzone existing R-2 in areas on or near transit streets to RM2 to take advantage of the
opportunity there. Some locations for this change include:

o Between NE MLK and 7th, from NE Thompson to Fremont,
o Between NE Glisan and Sandy, and NE 30th and 32nd,

o SE Division between 50th and 77th, and

o SE Francis to SE Powell, from 41st to 43rd.

e Energy efficiency is an important factor for both long-term affordability and climate mitigation. Staff should
explore ways to promote increased energy-efficiency in the multi-dwelling zones. To ensure that
regulations do not accidentally penalize high performance projects with thick, energy-efficient walls,
Portland could consider a model such as the “Floor Space Exclusion to Accommodate Improved Building
Performance” employed by Vancouver BC. To actively promote energy-efficiency, consider adding a
bonus or exemption for projects meeting specific efficiency criteria. For example, for Earth
Advantage Multifamily Gold and Platinum certified buildings exclude the full thickness of exterior walls
from FAR calculations.

Development Standards:

e Increase both minimum densities and maximum FAR for most multi-dwelling zones so they are
appreciably different from what staff is already considering throughout Portland’s residential
neighborhoods. Modify the following zone standards to:

o RMH1 - One unit per 2,500 sf
o RM2 - One unit per 1,000 sf, with base FAR of 2.5:1 and bonus FAR of 3.5:1
o RM3 & RM4 - One unit per 750 sf, with base FAR of 3:1 and bonus FAR of 5:1

e RM2 zones mapped on Transit Streets and near Mixed Use Zones should have comparable FAR and
heights, rather than the lack of transition and “gap tooth” effect that is zoned for currently.

e Stepping down to 35 ft on site in RM3 & RM4 will not be feasible in many cases. Because
construction techniques change, we suggest that a more realistic standard for RM3, RM4 and RMX would
be stepping down to 45 ft when adjacent to neighborhood zones.

e Note where currently maxing out FAR through an affordable housing bonus would also max out height
and building coverage limitations. In these instances, there remains close to no flexibility for any design or
massing (re)distribution requirements (such as stepping down to meet the residential zone adjacency
height standard). It becomes impossible - even for affordable housing builders - to meet both
requirements at once. Consider providing additional height or building coverage in these instances.

Diverse Housing Options & Affordability:

We support staff's move towards a FAR-based code for multi-dwelling zones. We agree that this will allow greater
flexibility, open up housing choices, and re-legalize many desirable building types that are currently outlawed. We
also support significant development bonuses for affordable housing, and transfers of development rights for tree
preservation, historic preservation and preservation of existing affordable housing. We ask staff to consider:



Accessibility minimum requirements should be triggered at three units, rather than two (or require
20% of homes be visitable for projects exceeding one unit per 3,000 square feet of site area). This would
ensure that there is not an outsized impact on small project costs.

Mirror height measurement procedures proposed in the Residential Infill Project for multi-dwelling
zones. This would create better consistency across Portland’s zoning code.

There are competing and incompatible standards proposed on p.21 & p.41 regarding setbacks and
visitability requirements: If a developer opts to raise the ground floor 2’ to improve privacy and access
smaller setbacks, they would likely no longer meet the minimum accessibility requirement for a zero- or
one-step entry. Similarly, stormwater management requirements become much harder to meet when
accessibility requirements for small projects will result in ramps or other additions to impervious surfaces.
We recommend adopting standards for building specifications that will allow for future adaptability, rather
than requiring all projects to meet stringent standards upon construction.

Allow bonuses for deeper affordability and three-bedroom units to be utilized together (rather than
separately, as proposed) for maximum benefit to lower- income Portland families.

Consider the implications of layered requirements (such as outdoor space and where it can/can’t be
located, landscaping requirements, parking, setbacks, etc) on the ability to meet the many other demands
on affordable housing projects. Funding is typically prioritized only for the housing units themselves.
Although shared amenities may provide quality of life benefits and other positive impacts for a
development project, too many prescriptive requirements can limit a project’s ability to respond to
competing priorities among codes, funders, and others. BPS staff should consult with PHB staff and other
affordable housing development experts to better understand this dynamic.

Consult affordable housing development experts, including public funders such as PHB and
OHCS, on how fully realizing the deep affordability bonuses may be limited by funding sources.
Although LIHTC funding does roughly scale with total development cost, local gap funding sources are
often limited to fixed amounts - thereby making additional development in LIHTC funded projects unlikely
even with increased density allowances.

Where small-scale commercial uses are allowed, grant FAR to offset housing losses/ enact a no net
housing capacity loss policy on these sites.

Outdoor Spaces and Green Elements:

We support staff’s proposal to limit impacts and cost-drivers such as parking minimums. We also like the
approach of allowing stormwater planters/ecoroofs to contribute to the landscaping requirements. This will greatly
improve smaller project cost efficiencies and improve many site layouts. In addition, we ask staff to:

Expand the parking minimum exemption throughout all multi-dwelling zones. Portland should be
moving toward a parking allowance system, rather than minimum requirements. We should allow for
parking when it makes sense, but also allow for maximum cost-effectiveness and flexibility in all cases.
Develop less stringent landscaping requirements for sites less than 7,500 sf.

When shared common areas are provided, such as a central courtyard, allow for 0’ side setbacks,
and allow them to count double that of individual areas toward meeting the per-unit common area
requirement. This would greatly incent combined outdoor spaces.

(Proposal 9): Further study is needed regarding the cost-impact of the proposal to limit the amount of
asphalt paving (especially cost impacts on affordable housing projects). Consider excluding covered
parking, such as carport structures, from surface parking limits.

In addition, the City should develop a long-term strategy to site, fund, and build more public parks in East
Portland, independent of zoning and building requirements.

Building Design & Scale:
We support proposals to limit garages on street frontages, to simplify standards for side and rear setbacks, and to
require building entrances to be oriented to streets or courtyard. We ask staff to consider:

Reduce front setbacks to 5 ft everywhere, and to 0 ft everywhere if the ground floor is 2 ft or more
above street level.
Reduce the current minimum 10 ft side setback for RM3 and RM4 buildings over 55 ft tall.



e Reduce front setbacks and side street setbacks to zero for U-shaped courtyard developments as long as
the courtyard is 25% or more of the frontage, and at least 10 ft deep.

East Portland Standards & Street Connections:

We appreciate East Portland’s unique design and development challenges, but we ask staff to consider how well-
intentioned requirements might, all told, result in the provision of less housing and especially less affordable
housing in East Portland. Specifically:

e The image featured on BHD materials, Leander Court developed by ROSE Community
Development, would not be allowed under the standards proposed in this BHD Discussion Draft:
Development stretches back too deep on the lot, into what is proposed to be required center-block open
space. While opening up the middle of East Portland blocks should be encouraged in some cases to
promote better connectivity, there are also cases where making this a requirement will result in many
projects that are well-suited to deeper lots becoming infeasible.

As always, the members of Portland for Everyone will continue to push our local elected and City officials to make
equitable and forward-thinking land use decisions that will:

Allow plenty of affordable and diverse housing types in every Portland neighborhood,
Prioritize the housing needs of historically and currently under-served populations,
Prioritize housing for humans over shelter for cars,

Allow more people to live in areas with good access to transportation, parks, and services,
Create and maintain economically diverse neighborhoods.

We thank staff again for their time and their dedication to creating a Portland where ALL of our residents are
housed securely and affordably.

Sincerely,

//?/ /{?’u///ﬂ '
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Madeline Kovacs
Coordinator, Portland for Everyone

1000 Friends of Oregon
133 SW 2nd Ave, Suite 201
Portland OR 97204



The University Park Neighborhood Association's Land Use & Transportation Committee (LUTC) requests
that the Staff and Planning & Sustainability Commission consider the following comments on the
Discussion Draft of the Better Housing By Design documents.

General Observation One: More Outreach to Affected Communities Members of our committee
participated in workshops at Staff's request. However, this process has been pushed through very
quickly and without sufficient notice and publicity. The UPNA Land Use Committee does not believe
there has been enough outreach into the community to solicit input from all the stakeholders and
emerging communities throughout Portland. In particular we are concerned about the diversity of the
participants as to race, age, and disability as well as geography.

General Observation Two: Insufficient Outreach to ALL Affected Neighborhoods While East Portland is
rightfully called out because of its unique land use and development patterns, insufficient effort was
made by BDS Staff to include the opinions of other neighborhoods such as those along Lombard,
Interstate, Powell and Sandy in the development of these documents.

General Observation Three: Overall an excellent job. The document has many illustrations and is
remarkably easy to understand.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

1) RM1 Height Limit of 35 feet - The UPNA LUTC supports the 35 foot limit since it is closer to the 30 ft
for R2.5 and R5 that abut the Lombard corridor.

2) Tree & Affordable Housing Preservation -- The UPNA LUTC requests that developers be granted the
option for Transferable Development Rights OR bonus height/FAR/Coverage. This will increase the
flexibility for localized and innovative designs while promoting financial/economic viability for
developers. UPNA is particularly concerned about maintaining the tree canopy, particularly for large
trees and TDRs might not be a sufficient incentive in some cases. Staff has not provided evidence that
the TDR proposal will be a greater incentive than the current bonus.

3) Garages limited to 50% of frontage for RM1 - UPNA LUTC supports.

4) Sound Insulation and Solar Water Heating Bonuses -- UPNA LUTC opposes dropping the current
bonuses for solar water heating and sound insulation. Improved sound insulation will improve the
livability of the residents, and solar water heating or PV should be encouraged. Staff has not provided
sufficient evidence or data that these bonuses should be dropped.

5) TDM Expanded to RM1 -- The UPNA LUTC requests that the requirement for TDM (Transportation
Demand Management) be extended to RM1 and RM2. Since the RM1 and RM2 that will be near transit
lines such as Lombard already are not required to have off-street parking, requiring TDM will advance
the goals of the Portland & Comprehensive Plans to increase transit and active transportation usage or
modal split.

6) Commercial size -- UPNA LUTC requests that the commercial limit (p 27) should be increased from
1,000 sf to 1,250 sf or waived entirely. Limiting to 1,000 sf is a good incentive for small shops, but it
might be too small for day cares, sandwich shops, since it limits the street face to @ 20 feet. The Staff
and Discussion Draft do not provide a rationale for why 1,000 sf maximum was instituted.



Thank you for considering these comments. Should you have any questions, please contact Tom
Karwaki.

Thomas Karwaki
Chair, Land Use & Transportation Committee University Park Neighborhood Association
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March 18, 2018

Mayor Ted Wheeler MayorWheeler@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Dan Saltzman dan@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Amanda Fritz amanda@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Nick Fish nick@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Chloe Eudaly chloe@portlandoregon.gov
1221 SW 4th Ave, Room 130

Portland, OR 97204

City Planner Bill Cunningham Bill.Cunningham@portlandoregon.gov
Better Housing by Design betterhousing@portlandoregon.gov
Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 7100, Portland, OR 97201-5350

Re: RNA Letter for Better Housing by Design Project
Dear Mayor Wheeler, Commissioners and Mr. Cunningham:

The RNA would like to thank Bill Cunningham and his team at BPS for having clear materials that are easy to follow. Such
clear, simple, and well-defined documents, images, and renderings were a boon to our community’s ability to review, process,
and agree to support of the following points.

The RNA Supports the following recommendations as-written:

1. Regulate development intensity by the size of the building, instead of numbers of units.
2. Require higher-density development to include visitable units.

4. Provide incentives for preserving existing affordable housing and trees through transfers of development rights.
5. Allow small-scale commercial uses on major corridors and near transit stations

8. Allow alternatives to conventional landscaping.

9. Limit large surface parking lots and asphalt paving.

11. Limit garages to no more than 50 percent of building street frontages.

12. Require building entrances to be oriented to streets or to courtyards.

15. Require building height transitions to single-dwelling zones.

20. Strengthen minimum density requirements.

The RNA Supports the following with changes:

6. Require residential outdoor areas in high density zones. (220,000 sqft)
We request that outdoor or green space requirements be the larger 48 sqft for all sizes of properties.

7. Require shared common areas, such as courtyards, for large sites more than 20,000 square feet.
We request that common areas be an element be for all sizes of properties

10. Reduce parking requirements.
We would like to see more parking permit programs or zones to better prevents the current tragedy of the commons
occurring near dense residential and commercial areas with street parking.

13. Require front setbacks that reflect neighborhood patterns and limit privacy impacts.
The proposed standard doesn’t seem flexible enough. Perhaps have different standards for RM-zones that are
interior to a neighborhood vs. those that are on transit corridors.

14. Simplify side setback regulations and reduce barriers to development on small sites.
Allow for zero side setbacks on sides adjacent to other RM-Zones or Commercial Zones provided that green space is
then used elsewhere in the project.



Mayor Wheeler
March 17, 2018
Page 2

16. Require large building facades to be divided into smaller components
Would like to see the requirements reduced from 100’ to 50’; meaning 50’ frontages wouldn’t need a notch, but
anything larger would. This opinion is shared both by the RNA and the Division Design Initiative

The RNA is split or not offering a stance on:

3. Prioritize affordable housing by:
While the RNA supports affordable housing for a more economically diverse neighborhood; opinions differ greatly
on how to get or enforce affordable housing.

17, 18, or 19. As these pertain to East Portland

21. Require transportation and parking demand management approaches.
While we like the idea, it should be for a longer term and more than just bus passes. Or we should approach parking
strategies better to prevent abuse of free parking and let the markets decide how to get best incentivize people to
live in units without parking.

Minority Position
The RNA recognizes the project is in the early phases, and would appreciate Bill Cunningham and his team presenting the
topic to the community to learn more about the project before sending a letter.

Thank you for all your hard work and outreach regarding the Better Housing by Design Project. And thank you for
considering our requests.

Sincerely,
Erik Matthews AIA
Chair, Richmond Neighborhood Association

Matt Otis
Chair, Land Use + Transportation Committee, Richmond Neighborhood Association

cc: SE UPLIFT: Muz Afzal



Discussion Draft: Public Meetings and Meetings with Community

Groups and Organizations

The table below lists the dates and locations of meetings staff had with the public or
organizations to discuss the Discussion Draft.

Event/Organization

Venue

Date

Urban Forestry Commission

City Hall - Lovejoy Room
1221 SW 4th Ave

Thursday, January 18,
2018

Discussion Draft Open House - Central

1900 Building
1900 SW 4" Ave

Wednesday, January 31,
2018

Discussion Draft Open House - East

Ride Connection — Gateway
9955 NE Glisan St

Thursday, February 8,
2018

Historic Landmarks Commission 1900 Building Monday, February 12,
1900 SW 4" Ave 2018

EPAP Housing Subcommittee EPNO Office Monday, February 12,
1017 NE 117th Ave 2018

EPNO Land Use & Transportation Committee | EPNO Office Wednesday, February 14,
1017 NE 117th Ave 2018

Development Review Advisory Committee 1900 Building Thursday, February 15,
1900 SW 4" Ave 2018

Portland Coalition for Historic Resources Architectural Heritage Center Thursday, February 15,
701 SE Grand Ave 2018

SEUL Land Use & Transportation

Southeast Uplift
3534 SE Main St

Monday, February 19,
2018

Urban Design Panel (AlA, APA, ASLA)

Center for Architecture Portland
403 NW 11th Ave

Tuesday, February 20,
2018

Meeting

5441 SE Belmont St

Portland Design Commission 1900 Building Thursday, February 22,
1900 SW 4" Ave 2018

NECN Land Use & Transportation NECN Wednesday, February 28,
4815 NE 7th Ave 2018

Discussion Draft Stakeholder Working Group | TaborSpace Thursday, February 22,

2018

Wilkes Neighborhood Association

St. George Antiochian Church
2101 NE 162nd Ave

Tuesday, March 6, 2018

PCRI and ROSE CDC PCRI Wednesday, March 7,
6329 NE Martin Luther King Jr Blvd | 2018

1900 Building Lobby Display 1900 Building March 7-20, 2018
1900 SW 4" Ave

Portland Business Alliance Land Use
Committee

Portland Business Alliance
200 SW Market St

Thursday, March 8, 2018

PCOD - Accessible and the Built Environment
Subcommittee

Portland Housing Bureau
421 SW 6th Ave

Friday, March 9, 2018

Housing Oregon

Housing Oregon
1207 SW Broadway #400

Wednesday, March 14,
2018

East Portland Residential Outdoor Spaces
Workshop

Rosewood Initiative
16126 SE Stark St

Wednesday, March 14,
2018

NWDA Planning Committee

Coho Theater
2257 NW Raleigh St

Thursday, March 15, 2018

May 2018
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Event/Organization

Venue

Date

SWNI Land Use Committee

Multnomah Arts Center
7688 SW Capitol Hwy

Thursday, March 15, 2018

HAND St. Philip Neri Church Carvlin Hall Tuesday, March 20, 2018
2408 SE 16th Ave
LRS Architects LRS Architects Thursday, March 22, 2018

720 NW Davis St # 300

North Portland Land Use Group

Historic Kenton Firehouse
8105 N Brandon Ave

Thursday, March 22, 2018
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