March 2019

EXHIBIT B

Better Housing by Design

Appendix A
Guidance from the Comprehensive Plan

This document provides a compilation of goals and policies from the 2035 Comprehensive Plan that
provide guidance regarding development in the multi-dwelling zones. These policies serve as a basis for
the Proposed Draft zoning code proposals. In summary, policies especially relevant to the multi-
dwelling zones call for development to:

1. Accommodate housing growth, especially in and around centers, corridors, and transit station
areas.

2. Contribute to providing a diversity of housing types, including an adequate supply of affordable
housing and physically-accessible housing.

3. Provide healthy and safe environments for residents, with design that supports active living.
4. Provide pedestrian-oriented environments that are accessible to people of all ages and abilities.

5. Contribute to providing a network of safe and accessible street and pedestrian connections,
especially around centers and transit stations.

6. Use design that responds to and enhances the positive qualities of context, including the distinct
characteristics of Portland’s five neighborhood pattern areas.

7. Integrate nature and green infrastructure into the urban environment, avoid environmental
impacts, and reduce impervious surfaces and urban heat island effects.

8. Use resource-efficient design and development approaches.

This document groups Comprehensive Policies under each of the above topics.
Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policy Related to Multi-Dwelling Development

1. Accommodate housing growth, especially in and around centers, corridors, and transit
station areas.

* Goal 3.C - Focused growth. Household and employment growth is focused in the Central City
and other centers, corridors, and transit station areas, creating compact urban development in
areas with a high level of service and amenities, while allowing the relative stability of lower-
density single-family residential areas.

* Goal 3.D - A system of centers and corridors. Portland’s interconnected system of centers and
corridors provides diverse housing options and employment opportunities, robust multimodal
transportation connections, access to local services and amenities, and supports low-carbon
complete, healthy, and equitable communities.
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Policy 3.2 - Growth and stability. Direct the majority of growth and change to centers, corridors,
and transit station areas, allowing the continuation of the scale and characteristics of Portland’s
residential neighborhoods.

Policy 3.12 - Role of centers. Enhance centers as anchors of complete neighborhoods that
include concentrations of commercial and public services, housing, employment, gathering
places, and green spaces.

Policy 3.14 - Housing in centers. Provide housing capacity for enough population to support a
broad range of commercial services, focusing higher-density housing within a half-mile of the
center core.

Policy 3.32 - Housing. Provide for a wide range of housing types in Town Centers, which are
intended to generally be larger in scale than the surrounding residential areas. There should be
sufficient zoning capacity within a half-mile walking distance of a Town Center to accommodate
7,000 households.

Policy 3.36 - Housing. Provide for a wide range of housing types in Neighborhood Centers, which
are intended to generally be larger in scale than the surrounding residential areas, but smaller
than Town Centers. There should be sufficient zoning capacity within a half-mile walking
distance of a Neighborhood Center to accommodate 3,500 households.

Policy 3.39 - Growth. Expand the range of housing and employment opportunities in the Inner
Ring Districts. Emphasize growth that replaces gaps in the historic urban fabric, such as
redevelopment of surface parking lots and 20th century auto-oriented development.

Policy 3.48 - Integrated land use and mobility. Enhance Civic Corridors as distinctive places that
are models of ecological urban design, with transit-supportive densities of housing and
employment, prominent street trees and other green features, and high-quality transit service
and pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

Policy 3.52 - Neighborhood Corridors. Enhance Neighborhood Corridors as important places
that support vibrant neighborhood business districts with quality multi-family housing, while
providing transportation connections that link neighborhoods.

Policy 3.53 - Transit-oriented development. Encourage transit-oriented development and
transit-supportive concentrations of housing and jobs, and multimodal connections at and
adjacent to high-capacity transit stations.

Policy 3.56 - Center stations. Encourage transit stations in centers to provide high density
concentrations of housing and commercial uses that maximize the ability of residents to live
close to both high-quality transit and commercial services.

Policy 3.58 - Transit neighborhood stations. Encourage concentrations of mixed-income
residential development and supportive commercial services close to transit neighborhood
stations. Transit neighborhood stations serve mixed-use areas that are not in major centers.

Policy 4.20 - Walkable scale. Focus services and higher-density housing in the core of centers to
support a critical mass of demand for commercial services and more walkable access for
customers.
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Policy 5.5 - Housing in centers. Apply zoning in and around centers that allows for and supports
a diversity of housing that can accommodate a broad range of households, including multi-
dwelling and family-friendly housing options.

Policy 5.6 - Middle housing. Enable and encourage development of middle housing. This
includes multi-unit or clustered residential buildings that provide relatively smaller, less
expensive units; more units; and a scale transition between the core of the mixed use center
and surrounding single family areas. Where appropriate, apply zoning that would allow this
within a quarter mile of designated centers, corridors with frequent service transit, high capacity
transit stations, and within the Inner Ring around the Central City.

Policy 5.8 - Physically-accessible housing. Allow and support a robust and diverse supply of
affordable, accessible housing to meet the needs of older adults and people with disabilities,
especially in centers, station areas, and other places that are proximate to services and transit.

Policy 5.22 - New development in opportunity areas. Locate new affordable housing in areas
that have high/medium levels of opportunity in terms of access s to active transportation, jobs,
open spaces, high-quality schools, and supportive services and amenities.

Policy 5.23 - Higher-density housing. Locate higher-density housing, including units that are
affordable and accessible, in and around centers to take advantage of the access to active
transportation, jobs, open spaces, schools, and various services and amenities.

Policy 5.31 - Household prosperity. Facilitate expanding the variety of types and sizes of
affordable housing units, and do so in locations that provide low-income households with
greater access to convenient transit and transportation, education and training opportunities,
the Central City, industrial districts, and other employment areas.

Policy 5.32 - Affordable housing in centers. Encourage income diversity in and around centers
by allowing a mix of housing types and tenures.

Contribute to providing a diversity of housing types, including an adequate supply of
affordable housing and physically-accessible housing.

Goal 5.A - Housing diversity. Portlanders have access to high-quality affordable housing that
accommmodates their needs, preferences, and financial capabilities in terms of different types,
tenures, density, sizes, costs, and locations.

Goal 5.D - Affordable housing. Portland has an adequate supply of affordable housing units to
meet the needs of residents vulnerable to increasing housing costs.

Policy 4.15 - Residential area continuity and adaptability. Encourage more housing choices to
accormmodate a wider diversity of family sizes, incomes, and ages, and the changing needs of
households over time. Allow adaptive reuse of existing buildings, the creation of accessory
dwelling units, and other arrangements that bring housing diversity that is compatible with the
general scale and patterns of residential areas.

Policy 5.4 - Housing types. Encourage new and innovative housing types that meet the evolving
needs of Portland households, and expand housing choices in all neighborhoods. These housing
types include but are not limited to single-dwelling units; multi-dwelling units; accessory

March 2019 Better Housing by Design Project — Revised Proposed Draft Page 3

Appendix A



dwelling units; small units; pre-fabricated homes such as manufactured, modular, and mobile
homes; co-housing; and clustered housing/clustered services.

Policy 5.5 - Housing in centers. Apply zoning in and around centers that allows for and supports
a diversity of housing that can accommodate a broad range of households, including multi-
dwelling and family-friendly housing options.

Policy 5.6 - Middle housing. Enable and encourage development of middle housing. This
includes multi-unit or clustered residential buildings that provide relatively smaller, less
expensive units; more units; and a scale transition between the core of the mixed use center
and surrounding single family areas. Where appropriate, apply zoning that would allow this
within a quarter mile of designated centers, corridors with frequent service transit, high capacity
transit stations, and within the Inner Ring around the Central City.

Policy 5.7 - Adaptable housing. Encourage adaption of existing housing and the development of
new housing that can be adapted in the future to accommodate the changing variety of
household types.

Policy 5.8 - Physically-accessible housing. Allow and support a robust and diverse supply of
affordable, accessible housing to meet the needs of older adults and people with disabilities,
especially in centers, station areas, and other places that are proximate to services and transit.

Policy 5.9 - Accessible design for all. Encourage new construction and retrofitting to create
physically-accessible housing, extending from the individual unit to the community, through the
use of Universal Design Principles.

Policy 5.19 - Aging in place. Encourage a range of housing options and supportive environments
to enable older adults to remain in their communities as their needs change.

Policy 5.23 - Higher-density housing. Locate higher-density housing, including units that are
affordable and accessible, in and around centers to take advantage of the access to active
transportation, jobs, open spaces, schools, and various services and amenities.

Policy 5.31 - Household prosperity. Facilitate expanding the variety of types and sizes of
affordable housing units, and do so in locations that provide low-income households with
greater access to convenient transit and transportation, education and training opportunities,
the Central City, industrial districts, and other employment areas.

Policy 5.32 - Affordable housing in centers. Encourage income diversity in and around centers
by allowing a mix of housing types and tenures.

Policy 5.36 - Impact of regulations on affordability. Evaluate how existing and new regulations
affect private development of affordable housing, and minimize negative impacts where
possible. Avoid regulations that facilitate economically-exclusive neighborhoods.

Policy 5.38 - Workforce housing. Encourage private development of a robust supply of housing
that is affordable to moderate-income households located near convenient multimodal
transportation that provides access to education and training opportunities, the Central City,
industrial districts, and other employment areas.
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Policy 5.39 - Compact single-family options. Encourage development and preservation of small
resource-efficient and affordable single-family homes in all areas of the city.

Policy 5.43 - Variety in homeownership opportunities. Encourage a variety of ownership
opportunities and choices by allowing and supporting including but not limited to
condominiums, cooperatives, mutual housing associations, limited equity cooperatives, land
trusts, and sweat equity.

3. Provide healthy and safe environments for residents, with design that supports active
living.

Goal 5.C - Healthy connected city. Portlanders live in safe, healthy housing that provides
convenient access to jobs and to goods and services that meet daily needs. This housing is
connected to the rest of the city and region by safe, convenient, and affordable multimodal
transportation.

Policy 4.10 - Design for active living. Encourage development and building and site design that
promotes a healthy level of physical activity in daily life.

Policy 4.11 - Access to light and air. Provide for public access to light and air by managing and
shaping the height and mass of buildings while accommodating urban-scale development.

Policy 4.12 - Privacy and solar access. Encourage building and site designs that consider privacy
and solar access for residents and neighbors while accommodating urban-scale development.

Policy 4.13 - Crime-preventive design. Encourage building, site, and public infrastructure design
approaches that help prevent crime.

Policy 4.14 - Fire prevention and safety. Encourage building and site design that improves fire
prevention, safety, and reduces seismic risks.

Policy 4.25 - Residential uses on busy streets. Improve the livability of places and streets with
high motor vehicle volumes. Encourage landscaped front setbacks, street trees, and other
design approaches to buffer residents from street traffic.

Policy 4.87 - Growing food. Increase opportunities to grow food for personal consumption,
donation, sales, and educational purposes.

Policy 5.47 - Healthy housing. Encourage development and maintenance of all housing,
especially multi-dwelling housing, that protects the health and safety of residents and
encourages healthy lifestyles and active living.

Policy 5.49 - Housing quality. Encourage housing that provides high indoor air quality, access to
sunlight and outdoor spaces, and is protected from excessive noise, pests, and hazardous
environmental conditions.

Policy 5.51 - Healthy and active living. Encourage housing that provides features supportive of
healthy eating and active living such as useable open areas, recreation areas, community
gardens, crime-preventive design, and community kitchens in multifamily housing.
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Policy 5.52 - Walkable surroundings. Encourage active transportation in residential areas
through the development of pathways, sidewalks, and high-quality onsite amenities such as
secure bicycle parking.

Policy 5.53 - Responding to social isolation. Encourage site designs and relationship to adjacent
developments that reduce social isolation for groups that often experience it, such as older
adults, people with disabilities, communities of color, and immigrant communities.

4. Provide pedestrian-oriented environments that are accessible to people of all ages and
abilities.

Policy 3.4 - All ages and abilities. Strive for a built environment that provides a safe, healthful,
and attractive environment for people of all ages and abilities.

Policy 4.5 - Pedestrian-oriented design. Enhance the pedestrian experience throughout
Portland through public and private development that creates accessible, safe, and attractive
places for all those who walk and/or use wheelchairs or other mobility devices.

Policy 4.6 - Street orientation. Promote building and site designs that enhance the pedestrian
experience with windows, entrances, pathways, and other features that provide connections to
the street environment.

Policy 4.7 - Development and public spaces. Guide development to help create high-quality
public places and street environments while considering the role of adjacent development in
framing, shaping, and activating the public space of streets and urban parks.

Policy 4.8 - Alleys. Encourage the continued use of alleys for parking access, while preserving
pedestrian access. Expand the number of alley-facing accessory dwelling units.

Policy 4.20 - Walkable scale. Focus services and higher-density housing in the core of centers to
support a critical mass of demand for commercial services and more walkable access for
customers.

Policy 9.58 - Off-street parking. Limit the development of new parking spaces to achieve land
use, transportation, and environmental goals, especially in locations with frequent transit
service. Regulate off-street parking to achieve mode share objectives, promote compact and
walkable urban form, encourage lower rates of car ownership, and promote the vitality of
commercial and employment areas. Use transportation demand management and pricing of
parking in areas with high parking demand. Strive to provide adequate but not excessive off-
street parking where needed, consistent with the preceding practices.

5. Contribute to providing a network of safe and accessible street and pedestrian
connections, especially around centers and transit stations.

Goal 9.B - Multiple goals. Portland’s transportation system is funded and maintained to achieve
multiple goals and measurable outcomes for people and the environment. The transportation
system is safe, complete, interconnected, multimodal, and fulfills daily needs for people and
businesses.
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* GOAL 9.F - Positive health outcomes. The transportation system promotes positive health
outcomes and minimizes negative impacts for all Portlanders by supporting active
transportation, physical activity, and community and individual health.

* Policy 3.18 - Accessibility. Design centers to be compact, safe, attractive, and accessible places,
where the street environment makes access by transit, walking, biking, and mobility devices
such as wheelchairs, safe and attractive for people of all ages and abilities.

* Policy 3.19 - Center connections. Connect centers to each other and to other key local and
regional destinations, such as schools, parks, and employment areas, by pedestrian trails and
sidewalks, bicycle sharing, bicycle routes, frequent and convenient transit, and electric vehicle
charging stations. Prepare and adopt future street plans for centers that currently have poor
street connectivity, especially where large commercial parcels are planned to receive significant
additional housing density.

* Policy 3.37 - Transportation. Design Neighborhood Centers as multimodal transportation hubs
that are served by frequent-service transit and optimize pedestrian and bicycle access from
adjacent neighborhoods.

* Policy 3.54 - Community connections. Integrate transit stations into surrounding communities
and enhance pedestrian and bicycle facilities (including bike sharing) to provide safe and
accessible connections to key destinations beyond the station area.

* Policy 3.97 - Eastern Neighborhoods active transportation. Enhance access to centers,
employment areas, and other community destinations in Eastern Neighborhoods by ensuring
that corridors have safe and accessible pedestrian and bicycle facilities and creating additional
secondary connections that provide low-stress pedestrian and bicycle access.

* Policy 3.99 - Western Neighborhoods active transportation. Provide safe and accessible
pedestrian and bicycle connections, as well as off-street trail connections, to and from
residential neighborhoods.

* Policy 4.23 - Design for pedestrian and bicycle access. Provide accessible sidewalks, high-gquality
bicycle access, and frequent street connections and crossings in centers and corridors.

* Policy 9.17 - Pedestrian transportation. Encourage walking as the most attractive mode of
transportation for most short trips, within neighborhoods and to centers, corridors, and major
destinations, and as a means for accessing transit.

* Policy 9.18 - Pedestrian networks. Create more complete networks of pedestrian facilities, and
improve the quality of the pedestrian environment.

* Policy 9.47 - Connectivity. Establish an interconnected, multimodal transportation system to
serve centers and other significant locations. Promote a logical, direct, and connected street
system through street spacing guidelines and district-specific street plans found in the
Transportation System Plan, and prioritize access to specific places by certain modes in
accordance with policies 9.6 and 9.7:

o Policy 9.6 - Transportation strategy for people movement. Implement a prioritization
of modes for people movement by making transportation system decisions according to
the following ordered list:
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=  Walking

= Bicycling

= Transit

=  Taxi/ commercial transit f shared vehicles

= Zero emission vehicles

=  Other single-occupant vehicles

When implementing this prioritization, ensure that:

= The needs and safety of each group of users are considered, and changes do not
make existing conditions worse for the most vulnerable users higher on the
ordered list.

=  All users’ needs are balanced with the intent of optimizing the right of way for
multiple modes on the same street.

= When necessary to ensure safety, accommodate some users on parallel streets
as part of a multi-street corridor.

= lLand use and system plans, network functionality for all modes, other street
functions, and complete street policies, are maintained.

= Policy-based rationale is provided if modes lower in the ordered list are
prioritized.

6. Use design that responds to and enhances the positive qualities of context, including the
distinct characteristics of Portland’s five neighborhood pattern areas.

* Goal 4.A - Context-sensitive design and development. New development is designed to

respond to and enhance the distinctive physical, historic, and cultural qualities of its location,
while accommodating growth and change.

* Policy 3.42 - Diverse residential areas. Provide a diversity of housing opportunities in the Inner
Ring Districts’ residential areas. Encourage approaches that preserve or are compatible with
existing historic properties in these areas. Acknowledge that these areas are historic assets and
should retain their established characteristics and development patterns, even as Inner Ring
centers and corridors grow. Apply base zones in a manner that takes historic character and
adopted design guidelines into account.

* Policy 3.91 - Inner Neighborhoods residential areas. Continue the patterns of small, connected
blocks, regular lot patterns, and streets lined by planting strips and street trees in Inner
MNeighborhood residential areas.

* Policy 3.92 - Eastern Neighborhoods street, block, and lot pattern. Guide the evolving street
and block system in the Eastern Neighborhoods in ways that build on positive aspects of the
area’s large blocks, such as opportunities to continue mid-block open space patterns and create
new connections through blocks that make it easier to access community destinations.

* Policy 3.93 - Eastern Neighborhoods site development. Require that land be aggregated into
larger sites before land divisions and other redevelopment occurs. Require site plans which
advance design and street connectivity goals.
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* Policy 3.94 - Eastern Neighborhoods trees and natural features. Encourage development and
right-of-way design that preserves and incorporates Douglas fir trees and groves, and that
protects the area’s streams, forests, wetlands, steep slopes, and buttes.

* Policy 3.96 - Eastern Neighborhoods corridor landscaping. Encourage landscaped building
setbacks along residential corridors on major streets.

* Policy 3.98 - Western Neighborhoods village character. Enhance the village character of the
Woestern Neighborhoods’ small commercial districts and increase opportunities for more people
to live within walking distance of these neighborhood anchors.

* Policy 3.100 - Western Neighborhoods development. Encourage new development and
infrastructure to be designed to minimize impacts on the area’s streams, ravines, and forested
slopes.

* Policy 4.1 - Pattern areas. Encourage building and site designs that respect the unique built
natural, historic, and cultural characteristics of Portland’s five pattern areas described in
Chapter 3: Urban Form.

* Policy 4.2 - Community identity. Encourage the development of character-giving design
features that are responsive to place and the cultures of communities.

* Policy 4.3 - Site and context. Encourage development that responds to and enhances the
positive qualities of site and context — the neighborhood, the block, the public realm, and
natural features.

* Policy 4.16 - Scale and patterns. Encourage design and development that complements the
general scale, character, and natural landscape features of neighborhoods. Consider building
forms, scale, street frontage relationships, setbacks, open space patterns, and landscaping.
Allow for a range of architectural styles and expression.

* Policy 4.25 - Residential uses on busy streets. Improve the livability of places and streets with
high motor vehicle volumes. Encourage landscaped front setbacks, street trees, and other
design approaches to buffer residents from street traffic.

* Policy 4.30 - Scale transitions. Create transitions in building scale in locations where higher-
density and higher-intensity development is adjacent to smaller-scale single-dwelling zoning.
Ensure that new high-density and large-scale infill development adjacent to single dwelling
zones incorporates design elements that soften transitions in scale and limit light and privacy
impacts on adjacent residents.

* Policy 4.46 - Historic and cultural resource protection. Within statutory requirements for owner
consent, identify, protect, and encourage the use and rehabilitation of historic buildings, places,
and districts that contribute to the distinctive character and history of Portland’s evolving urban
environment.

* Policy 4.48 - Continuity with established patterns. Encourage development that fills in vacant
and underutilized gaps within the established urban fabric, while preserving and complementing
historic resources.
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7. Integrate nature and green infrastructure into the urban environment, avoid
environmental impacts, and reduce impervious surfaces and urban heat island effects.

Goal 4.C - Human and environmental health. Neighborhoods and development are efficiently
designed and built to enhance human and environmental health: they protect safety and
livability; support local access to healthy food; limit negative impacts on water, hydrology, and
air quality; reduce carbon emissions; encourage active and sustainable design; protect wildlife;
address urban heat islands; and integrate nature and the built environment.

Policy 3.7 - Integrate nature. Integrate nature and use green infrastructure throughout
Portland.

Policy 3.20 - Green infrastructure in centers. Integrate nature and green infrastructure into
centers and enhance public views and connections to the surrounding natural features.

Policy 4.4 - Natural features and green infrastructure. Integrate natural and green
infrastructure such as trees, green spaces, ecoroofs, gardens, green walls, and vegetated
stormwater management systems, into the urban environment. Encourage stormwater facilities
that are designed to be a functional and attractive element of public spaces, especially in
centers and corridors.

Policy 4.73 - Design with nature. Encourage design and site development practices that
enhance, and avoid the degradation of, watershed health and ecosystem services and that
incorporate trees and vegetation.

Policy 4.74 - Flexible development options. Encourage flexibility in the division of land, the
siting and design of buildings, and other improvements to reduce the impact of development on
environmentally-sensitive areas and to retain healthy native and beneficial vegetation and trees.

Policy 4.75 - Low-impact development and best practices. Encourage use of low-impact
development, habitat-friendly development, bird-friendly design, and green infrastructure.

Policy 4.76 - Impervious surfaces. Limit use of and strive to reduce impervious surfaces and
associated impacts on hydrologic function, air and water quality, habitat connectivity, tree
canopy, and urban heat island effects.

Policy 4.77 - Hazards to wildlife. Encourage building, lighting, site, and infrastructure design and
practices that provide safe fish and wildlife passage, and reduce or mitigate hazards to birds,
bats, and other wildlife.

Policy 4.83 - Urban heat islands. Encourage development, building, landscaping, and
infrastructure design that reduce urban heat island effects.

8. Use resource-efficient design and development approaches.

Policy 4.18 - Compact single-family options. Encourage development and preservation of small
resource-efficient and affordable single-family homes in all areas of the city.

Policy 4.19 - Resource efficient and healthy residential design and development. Support
resource efficient and healthy residential design and development.
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* Policy 4.60 - Rehabilitation and adaptive reuse. Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of
buildings, especially those of historic or cultural significance, to conserve natural resources,
reduce waste, and demonstrate stewardship of the built environment.

* Policy 4.61 - Compact housing. Promote the development of compact, space- and energy-
efficient housing types that minimize use of resources such as smaller detached homes or
accessory dwellings and attached homes.

* Policy 4.62 - Seismic and energy retrofits. Promote seismic and energy-efficiency retrofits of
historic buildings and other existing structures to reduce carbon emissions, save money, and
improve public safety.

* Policy 4.69 - Reduce carbon emissions. Encourage a development pattern that minimizes
carbon emissions from building and transportation energy use.

* Policy 4.70 - District energy systems. Encourage and remove barriers to the development and
expansion of low-carbon heating and cooling systems that serve multiple buildings or a broader
district.

* Policy 4.71 - Ecodistricts. Encourage ecodistricts, where multiple partners work together to
achieve sustainability and resource efficiency goals at a district scale.

* Policy 4.72 - Energy-producing development. Encourage and promote development that uses
renewable resources, such as solar, wind, and water to generate power on-site and to
contribute to the energy grid.

* Policy 5.39 - Compact single-family options. Encourage development and preservation of small
resource-efficient and affordable single-family homes in all areas of the city.

* Policy 5.50 - High-performance housing. Encourage energy efficiency, green building practices,
materials, and design to produce healthy, efficient, durable, and adaptable homes that are
affordable or reasonably priced.

* Policy 9.55 - Parking management. Reduce parking demand and manage supply to improve
pedestrian, bicycle and transit mode share, neighborhood livability, safety, business district
vitality, vehicle miles traveled [VMT) reduction, and air quality. Implement strategies that
reduce demand for new parking and private vehicle ownership, and that help maintain optimal
parking occupancy and availability.

* Policy 9.58 - Off-street parking. Limit the development of new parking spaces to achieve land
use, transportation, and environmental goals, especially in locations with frequent transit
service. Regulate off-street parking to achieve mode share objectives, promote compact and
walkable urban form, encourage lower rates of car ownership, and promote the vitality of
commercial and employment areas. Use transportation demand management and pricing of
parking in areas with high parking demand. Strive to provide adequate but not excessive off-
street parking where needed, consistent with the preceding practices.
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March 2019

EXHIBIT B
Appendix B Better Housing by Design

Code Modeling — Prototypes

The purpose of these prototypes was to model draft multi-dwelling zoning code development standards to illustrate and assess potential built outcomes and to consider
how the various regulations work in relationship to each other. Project staff used the prototypes to assess if the draft base and bonus floor area ratios (FAR) for the
multi-dwelling zones are achievable, given the other development parameters, such as maximum building height, site coverage, and required setbacks.

MNotes on the Code Modeling Prototypes and Parameters Development Standards : ' RH

= Zone names: uses current zones. The current R3 and R2 zones are proposed to be New Proposed Zone : RM3/RM4
combined into the new RM1 zone (the proposed standards for this new zone Base FAR TJ5to1 1tol 15to1 2tolf4tol
correspond to those shown for the R2 zone code modeling prototypes). Bonus FAR 1175to01 | 15to01 275t01 | 3tol/6tol

=  Prototype site locations: based on common inner neighborhood and eastern Max. Height 35 35’ 45 65 /75
neighborhood site configurations. Manx. Building Coverage | 45% 50% 50% 85%,

= Development standards: modeled on basic development standards in the Proposed Min. Front Setback 10 10 10 0 /0
Draft. See table —shading indicates standards that are the same as current regulations. Side/Rear Setback 5’ 5 5 g
Mot shown on the table are standards for th_e Deepe_r Housing Afford E!b_l'lit}r E!ﬂn_ us Duldoor Space J Unit aBsq fL | 28sq it | aBsaft | 36/48sq. fr.
(modeled for prototypes 2, 4, 8 and 10), which provide 10 feet of additional height and Landscaping % 0% % T

an additional 10% building coverage for qualifying projects.

= Eastern Portland rear sethback: Eastern Portland prototypes used a rear setback equivalent to 25% of site depth.

= Step down height: R1 inner neighborhood prototypes were modeled assuming rear of site abuts single-dwelling zoning, with height limited to 35 feet for a 25-foot
distance from rear property line.

=  Outdoor space: all prototypes show outdoor space as common area (regulations also allow private outdoor spaces such as balconies). Large prototype sites
modeled the draft requirement for outdoor common area equal to 10 percent of site area.

=  FAR modeling and numbers of units: prototypes illustrate maximum base and bonus FARs, but this is not intended to indicate the likelihood or economic feasibility
of this scale. Except for the townhouse variants, modeling assumed approximately 1,000 square feet per unit (gross — including shared hallways/stairways).

= Parking: assumes site locations close to frequent transit, where no parking is required for projects with up to 30 units.

= RH (4 to 1 FAR) prototypes: prototypes 10 and 11 did not model the 10-foot side/rear setbacks proposed in the Discussion Draft for buildings taller than 55 feet.
Code Modeling Outcomes

The code modeling showed that the draft development parameters can accommodate the proposed base and bonus FARs, although the bonus FARs almost entirely fill

the potential building envelope defined by the building height, coverage and setback parameters. The modeling also showed that requirements for outdoor common
areas and Eastern Portland deep rear setbacks would not prevent the maximum FARs from being achieved.

Additional Information: See Appendix C for a summary of an analysis of the economic feasibility of the proposed base and bonus FARs, based on these prototypes.
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I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

SITE R3 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 80" x 150°
Area: 12,000 SF Max FAR: 0.75 - 1 FAR:0.71 :1
Allowable Building Floor Area: 9,000 SF Building Floor Area: 8,500 SF
Max Height: 35 Height: 30°
Minimum Front Setback: 10’
Minimum Side Setback: 5
Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
o]
=]
Max Building Coverage: 45% (5,400 SF) Building Coverage: 2,850 SF
Required Landscaping: 35% of site area Landscaping: 4,200 SF
Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 240 SF
(shown as part of common area)
Required Common Area: 0% Common Area: 400 SF
0 10 20 40
ey | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 5
Number of Units: 5
Unit Area: 1,450 SF
Garage Area: 260 SF
Total Area: 1,710 SF
LEGEND

PROTOTYPE 1 | R3 ZONE - BASE FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD | TOWNHOUSE VARIANT

Otak
e~/ 1\

01.04.2018




150

=)

MAN

o

SITE R3 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 80" x 150°
Area: 12,000 SF Max FAR: 1.125 - 1 (With Bonus) FAR: 11251
Allowable Building Floor Area: 13,500 SF Building Floor Area: 13,500 SF
Max Height: 35 Height: 30°
Minimum Front Setback: 10’
Minimum Side Setback: 5
Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
=]
=]
Max Building Coverage: 45% (5,400 SF) Building Coverage: 4,500 SF
Required Landscaping: 35% of site area Landscaping: 4,200 SF
Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 576 SF
(shown as part of common area)
Required Common Area: 0% Common Area: 576 SF
0 10 20
ey | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 5
Number of Units: 12
Average Unit Area: 1,020 SF
1000007010 90%
LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

PROTOTYPE 1 | R3 ZONE - BONUS FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

SITE R2 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 50" x 100’
Area: 5,000 SF Max FAR: 1 :1 FAR:1:1

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &

Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 5,000 SF
Max Height: 35’

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 5

Max Building Coverage: 50% (2,500 SF)
Required Landscaping: 30% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 0%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

Building Floor Area: 5,000 SF

Height: 20

Building Coverage: 2,500 SF
Landscaping: 1,500 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 192 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 400 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 0
Number of Units: 4

Average Unit Area: 1,173 SF
10000000 93%

PROTOTYPE 2 | R2 ZONE - BASE FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN
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SITE R2 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 50" x 100’
Area: 5,000 SF Max FAR: 1.5 - 1 (With Bonus) FAR:15:1

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &

Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 7,500 SF
Max Height: 35’

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 5

Max Building Coverage: 50% (2,500 SF)
Required Landscaping: 30% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 0%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

Building Floor Area: 7,500 SF

Height: 30°

Building Coverage: 2,500 SF
Landscaping: 1,500 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 288 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 400 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 0
Number of Units: 6

Average Unit Area: 1,122 SF
1000007010 90%

PROTOTYPE 2 | R2 ZONE - BONUS FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOQOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN
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SITE R2 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 50" x 100’
Area: 5,000 SF Max FAR: 2 : 1 (With Deeper Affordability Bonus) FAR: 2 :1

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 10,000 SF

Max Height: 45

Minimum Front Setback: 10

Minimum Side Setback: &'

Minimum Rear Setback: &

Max Building Coverage: 60% (3,000 SF)
Required Landscaping: 30% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 0%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

Building Floor Area: 10,000 SF

Height: 40°

Building Coverage: 2,500 SF
Landscaping: 1,500 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 384 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 400 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 0
Number of Units: 8

Average Unit Area: 924 SF
10000000 4%

PROTOTYPE 2 | R2 ZONE - DEEPER AFFORDABILITY BONUS | INNER NEIGHBORHOQOD
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SITE R2 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 95" x 180°
Area: 17,100 SF Max FAR: 1 :1 FAR: 0.94 -1

-=F = =

AT PPN FY]

(TP

SIS,

SIS SIS S S S

N

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &

Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 17,100 SF
Max Height: 35’

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
Max Building Coverage: 50% (8,550 SF)
Required Landscaping: 30% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 0%

Required Parking Stalls: 3

Building Floor Area: 16,096 SF

Height: 20

Building Coverage: 8,048 SF
Landscaping: 5,130 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 624 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 624 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 9
Number of Units: 13

Average Unit Area: 885 SF
10000000 M%

PROTOTYPE 3 | R2 ZONE - BASE FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD
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SITE R2 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 95" x 180°
Area: 17,100 SF Max FAR: 1 :1 FAR:09:1

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 17,100 SF
Max Height: 35’

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
Max Building Coverage: 50% (8,550 SF)
Required Landscaping: 30% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 0%

Required Parking Stalls: 2

Building Floor Area: 15,390 SF

Height: 30°

Building Coverage: 5,130 SF
Landscaping: 5,130 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 432 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 432 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 9
Number of Units: 9

Unit Area: 1 450 SF

Garage Area: 260 SF
Total Area: 1,710 SF

PROTOTYPE 3 | R2 ZONE - BASE FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD | TOWNHOUSE VARIANT
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SITE R2 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 95" x 180°
Area: 17,100 SF Max FAR: 1.5 - 1 (With Bonus) FAR: 141 :1

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 25650 SF
Max Height: 35’

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
Max Building Coverage: 50% (8,550 SF)
Required Landscaping: 30% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 0%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

Building Floor Area: 24 144 SF

Height: 30°

Building Coverage: 8,048 SF
Landscaping: 5,130 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 1,008 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 1,008 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 9
Number of Units: 21

Average Unit Area: 888 SF
10000000 7%

PROTOTYPE 3 | R2 ZONE - BONUS FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD
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100 SITE R1 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 100" x 100°

Area: 10,000 SF Max FAR:15:1 FAR:15:1
Allowable Building Floor Area: 15,000 SF Building Floor Area: 15,000 SF
Max Height: 45 Height: 30°

Minimum Front Setback: 10
Minimum Side Setback: 5

\ 2 Minimum Rear Setback: 5
k 7 Max Building Coverage: 60% (6,000 SF) Building Coverage: 5,000 SF
Required Landscaping: 20% of site area Landscaping: 2,000 SF
Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 720 SF

(shown as part of common area)

Required Common Area: 0% Common Area: 720 SF

Sy | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 0
GROUND FLOOR PLAN
Number of Units: 15
Average Unit Area: 863 SF
I 0001 0D00T0 86%

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area

B s
[ ] priveway/Parking
[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg Note: Prototype shows the building height step-

. ) - ) down required adjacent to single-dwelling zoning,
AN\ Maximum Additional Site Coverage which limits building height to 35 feet within a 25-
_________ Maximum Height & foot distance of abutting lots with single-dwelling

Setbacks Envelope zoning.

PROTOTYPE 4 | R1 ZONE - BASE FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD voszos Otak 4
/| \



100° SITE R1 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 100" x 100°

Area: 10,000 SF Max FAR: 2 25 : 1 (With Bonus) FAR: 2251
Allowable Building Floor Area: 22 500 SF Building Floor Area: 22 500 SF
Max Height: 45 Height: 40°

Minimum Front Setback: 10
Minimum Side Setback: 5
Minimum Rear Setback: 5

=
=]
< Max Building Coverage: 60% (6,000 SF) Building Coverage: 5,625 SF
Required Landscaping: 20% of site area Landscaping: 2,000 SF
Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 1,152 SF
(shown as part of common area)
Required Common Area: 0% Common Area: 1,152 SF
0 10 20 40
Sy | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 0

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

Number of Units: 24
Average Unit Area: 793 SF
010 0000T0T10 8%

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area

B s
[ ] priveway/Parking
[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg Note: Prototype shows the building height step-

. ) - ) down required adjacent to single-dwelling zoning,
AN\ Maximum Additional Site Coverage which limits building height to 35 feet within a 25-
_________ Maximum Height & foot distance of abutting lots with single-dwelling

Setbacks Envelope zoning.

PROTOTYPE 4 | R1 ZONE - BONUS FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOQOD moszos Otak 4
/| \



100° SITE R1 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 100" x 100°

Area: 10,000 SF Max FAR: 3 - 1 (With Deeper Affordability Bonus)  FAR:3:1
‘ Allowable Building Floor Area: 30,000 SF Building Floor Area: 30,000 SF

Max Height: 55’ Height: 50°
Minimum Front Setback: 10°

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: &

001

[ 3 4 Max Building Coverage: 70% (7,000 SF) Building Coverage: 6,100 SF

Required Landscaping: 20% of site area Landscaping: 2,000 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 1,440 SF
(shown as part of common area)
Required Common Area: 0% Common Area: 1,440 SF
0 10 20 40
Sy | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 0

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

Number of Units: 30
Average Unit Area: 826 SF
010 0000T0T10 8%

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area

B s
[ ] priveway/Parking
[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg Note: Prototype shows the building height step-

. ) - ) down required adjacent to single-dwelling zoning,
AN\ Maximum Additional Site Coverage which limits building height to 35 feet within a 25-
_________ Maximum Height & foot distance of abutting lots with single-dwelling

Setbacks Envelope zoning.

PROTOTYPE 4 | R1 ZONE - DEEPER AFFORDABILITY BONUS | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD nozes Otak 4,
/| \
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

SITE R1 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 200" x 100’
" Area: 20,000 SF Max FAR:15:1 FAR:15:1
Allowable Building Floor Area: 30,000 SF Building Floor Area: 30,000 SF
Max Height: 45 Height: 30°
Minimum Front Setback: 10’
Minimum Side Setback: 5
% M Minimum Rear Setback: 5
C e 3
Max Building Coverage: 60% (12,000 SF) Building Coverage: 10,000 SF
Required Landscaping: 20% of site area Landscaping: 4,000 SF
Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 1,248 SF
(shown as part of common area)
r
Required Common Area: 10% Common Area: 2,000 SF
0 10 20 40
Sy | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 16

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Number of Units: 26 (13 / Building)
Average Unit Area: 865 SF
I 0000000 5%

Note: Prototype shows the building height step-
down required adjacent to single-dwelling zoning,
which limits building height to 35 feet within a 25-
foot distance of abutting lots with single-dwelling
Zoning.

PROTOTYPE 5 | R1 ZONE - BASE FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD

01.04.2018 Otak 13
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &

Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 45,000 SF
Max Height: 45’

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 5

Max Building Coverage: 60% (12,000 SF)
Required Landscaping: 20% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 10%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

SITE R1 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 200" x 100°
" Area: 20,000 SF Max FAR: 2.25 - 1 (With Bonus) FAR: 2251

Building Floor Area: 45,000 SF

Height: 40°

Building Coverage: 11,550 SF
Landscaping: 4,000 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 1,920 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 2,000 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 8

Number of Units: 40
Average Unit Area: 961 SF
1000001010 8%

Note: Prototype shows the building height step-
down required adjacent to single-dwelling zoning,
which limits building height to 35 feet within a 25-
foot distance of abutting lots with single-dwelling
Zoning.

PROTOTYPE 5 | R1 ZONE - BONUS FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOQOD

01.04.2018 Otak 14
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SITE R1 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 95" x 180°
Area: 17,100 SF Max FAR: 15:1 FAR: 1431

L

HASS SIS,

WM’J/W/
707

N

N\

7

:

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 25650 SF
Max Height: 45’

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
Max Building Coverage: 60% (10,260 SF)
Required Landscaping: 20% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 0%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

Building Floor Area: 24 375 SF

Height: 30°

Building Coverage: 8,125 SF
Landscaping: 3420 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 912 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 912 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 9
Number of Units: 19

Average Unit Area: 983 SF
000000010 76%

PROTOTYPE 6 | R1 ZONE - BASE FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD
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SITE

R1ZONE STANDARDS

BUILDING PROTOTYPE

Dimensions: 95 x 180

L
G /
7AIIIIIS gs

]

Area: 17,100 SF

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Max FAR: 2.25 : 1 (With Bonus)
Allowable Building Floor Area: 38 475 SF

Max Height: 45’

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
Max Building Coverage: 60% (10,260 SF)
Required Landscaping: 20% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 0%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

FAR: 190 :1
Building Floor Area: 32,500 SF

Height: 40°

Building Coverage: 8,125 SF
Landscaping: 3420 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 1,392 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 1,392 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 9
Number of Units: 29

Average Unit Area: 8561 SF
000000010 76%

PROTOTYPE 6 | R1 ZONE - BONUS FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD
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061

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

SITE R1 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 190" x 180°
Area: 34,200 SF Max FAR: 15:1 FAR: 148 1

0 10 20 40
- —

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &

Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 51,300 SF
Max Height: 45’

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
Max Building Coverage: 60% (20,520 SF)
Required Landscaping: 20% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 10%

Required Parking Stalls: 8

Building Floor Area: 50,707 SF

Height: 30°

Building Coverage: 16,902 SF
Landscaping: 6,840 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 1,824 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 3,420 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 16
Number of Units: 38

Average Unit Area: 1,078 SF
I 0000000 8%

PROTOTYPE 7 | R1 ZONE - BASE FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

SITE R1 ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 190" x 180°
Area: 34,200 SF Max FAR: 2.25 - 1 (With Bonus) FAR: 208 -1

0 10 20 40
- —

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 76,950 SF
Max Height: 45’

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
Max Building Coverage: 60% (20,520 SF)
Required Landscaping: 20% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 10%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

Building Floor Area: 71,200 SF

Height: 40°

Building Coverage: 17,800 SF
Landscaping: 6,840 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 2 880 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 3,420 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 25
Number of Units: 60

Average Unit Area: 869 SF
010 0000T0T10 8%

PROTOTYPE 7 | R1 ZONE - BONUS FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 100" x 100"
Area: 10,000 SF Max FAR: 2 : 1 FAR:2:1
Allowable Building Floor Area: 20,000 SF Building Floor Area: 20,000 SF
Max Height: 65 Height: 30°
Minimum Front Setback: 10’
Minimum Side Setback: 5
Minimum Rear Setback: 5
Max Building Coverage: 85% (8,500 SF) Building Coverage: 6,666 SF
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area Landscaping: 1,500 SF
Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 864 SF
(shown as part of common area)
Required Common Area: 0% Common Area: 864 SF
0 10 20 40
W™= | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 0

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Number of Units: 18
Average Unit Area: 964 SF
10000000 8%

PROTOTYPE 8 | RH ZONE - BASE FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 100" x 100°
Area: 10,000 SF Max FAR: 3 : 1 (With Bonus) FAR: 297 1

0 10 20 40
- —

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &

Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 30,000 SF
Max Height: 65

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 5

Max Building Coverage: 85% (8,500 SF)
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 0%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

Building Floor Area: 29,700 SF

Height: 50°

Building Coverage: 5,000 SF
Landscaping: 1,500 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 1,440 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 1,440 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 0
Number of Units: 30

Average Unit Area: 842 SF
010 0000T0T10 8%

PROTOTYPE 8 | RH ZONE - BONUS FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD
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100° SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 100" x 100°

Area: 10,000 SF Max FAR: 4 - 1 (With Deeper Affordability Bonus) ~ FAR: 4 : 1
Allowable Building Floor Area: 40,000 SF Building Floor Area: 40,000 SF
& \ Max Height: 75 Height: 70
\ Minimum Front Setback: 10’
N Minimum Side Setback: 5
A 1 Minimum Rear Setback: 5
& o
»! [ | || 8
\ Max Building Coverage: 85% (8,500 SF) Building Coverage: 5,715 SF
[
A
\ Required Landscaping: 15% of sie area Landscaping: 1,500 SF
Iy
[
\ Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 2,016 SF
A (shown as part of common area)
Required Common Area: 0% Common Area: 2,016 SF
0 10 20 40
W™= | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 0

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

Number of Units: 42
Average Unit Area: 806 SF
010 0000T0T10 8%

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

% g
L R e

PROTOTYPE 8 | RH ZONE - DEEPER AFFORDABILITY BONUS | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD noes Otak
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 200" x 100°
" Area: 20,000 SF Max FAR: 2 : 1 FAR: 195 :1
Allowable Building Floor Area: 40,000 SF Building Floor Area: 39,000 SF
Max Height: 65 Height: 40°
Minimum Front Setback: 10’
Minimum Side Setback: 5
M Minimum Rear Setback: 5
=
=

o 10 20 40
— —

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Max Building Coverage: 85% (17,000 SF)
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 10%

Required Parking Stalls: 8

Building Coverage: 9,750 SF
Landscaping: 3,000 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 1,824 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 2,000 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 8
Number of Units: 38 (19 / Building)

Average Unit Area: 820 SF
0100000010 8%

PROTOTYPE 9 | RH ZONE - BASE FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 60,000 SF
Max Height: 65

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 5

Max Building Coverage: 85% (17,000 SF)
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 10%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 200" x 100°
" Area: 20,000 SF Max FAR: 3 : 1 (With Bonus) FAR:3:1

Building Floor Area: 60,000 SF

Height: 50°

Building Coverage: 13,150 SF
Landscaping: 3,000 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 2, 304 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 2,304 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 18
Number of Units: 48

Average Unit Area: 975 SF
00000000 78%

PROTOTYPE 9 | RH ZONE - BONUS FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD

01.04.2018 Otak 23
Mk




GROUND FLOOR PLAN

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &

Setbacks Envelope

100 SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 100" x 100"
IS, Area: 10,000 SF Max FAR: 41 FAR:4:1
= of {// 7. “"7’.:// 7. ‘4: Allowable Building Floor Area: 40,000 SF Building Floor Area: 40,000 SF
Max Height: 65 Height: 50°
Minimum Front Setback: 0
Minimum Side Setback: 5
Minimum Rear Setback: 5
Max Building Coverage: 85% (8,500 SF) Building Coverage: 8,000 SF
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area Landscaping: 1,500 SF
Required Outdoor Space: 36 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 1,296 SF
(shown as part of common area)
Required Common Area: 0% Common Area: 1,296 SF
0 10 20 40
W™= | Required Parking Stalls: 8 Provided Parking Stalls: 8

Number of Units: 36
Average Unit Area: 873 SF
10000000 79

Note: The 36 units in this prototype would tngger
mandatory inclusionary housing requirements and
allowances for additional FAR.

PROTOTYPE 10 | RH ZONE - BASE FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 100" x 100"
Area: 10,000 SF Max FAR: 6 : 1 (With Bonus) FAR: 599 -1
Allowable Building Floor Area: 60,000 SF Building Floor Area: 59,850 SF
Max Height: 75 Height: 70
Minimum Front Setback: 0
Minimum Side Setback: 5
Minimum Rear Setback: 5
Max Building Coverage: 85% (8,500 SF) Building Coverage: 8,500 SF
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area Landscaping: 1,500 SF
Required Outdoor Space: 36 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 1,404 SF
(shown as part of common area)
Required Common Area: 0% Common Area: 1,404 SF
0 10 20 40
W™= | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 9

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &

Setbacks Envelope

Number of Units: 39
Average Unit Area: 1,284 SF
10000000 84%

PROTOTYPE 10 | RH ZONE - BONUS FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 100" x 100"
Area: 10,000 SF Max FAR: 7 : 1 (With Deeper Affordability Bonus) FAR: 684 - 1
Allowable Building Floor Area: 60,000 SF Building Floor Area: 68,400 SF
Max Height: 85 Height: 80°
Minimum Front Setback: 0’
Minimum Side Setback: 5
Minimum Rear Setback: 5
Max Building Coverage: 85% (8500 SF) Building Coverage: 8,500 SF
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area Landscaping: 1,500 SF
Required Outdoor Space: 36 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 1,728 SF
(shown as part of common area)
Required Common Area: 0% Common Area: 1,728 SF
0 10 20 40
W™= | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 0

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Number of Units: 48
Average Unit Area: 1,288 SF
1000007010 90%

PROTOTYPE 10 | RH ZONE - DEEPER AFFORDABILITY BONUS | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 80,000 SF
Max Height: 75

Minimum Front Setback: 0

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 5

Max Building Coverage: 85% (17,000 SF)
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 36 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 10%

Required Parking Stalls: 25

SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 200" x 100°
" Area: 20,000 SF Max FAR: 4 -1 FAR: 4 :1

Building Floor Area: 79,900 SF

Height: 60°

Building Coverage: 13,775 SF
Landscaping: 3,000 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 2,664 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 2, 664 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 25
Number of Units: 74

Average Unit Area: 901 SF
10000000 8%

Note: The 74 units in this prototype would tngger
mandatory inclusionary housing requirements and
allowances for additional FAR.

PROTOTYPE 11 | RH ZONE - BASE FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOOD
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200 SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 200" x 100’
A AT AP e i Tt St o St sy f S S e g , " Area: 20,000 SF Max FAR: 6 - 1 (With Bonus) FAR: 5.78 - 1
: ', 1 Allowable Building Floor Area: 120,000 SF Building Floor Area: 115,675 SF
|
J Max Height: 75 Height: 70
Minimum Front Setback: 0
Minimum Side Setback: 5
- M Minimum Rear Setback: 5
> — 3
Max Building Coverage: 85% (17,000 SF) Building Coverage: 17,000 SF
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area Landscaping: 3,000 SF
Required Outdoor Space: 36 SF / unit Required Outdoor Space: 3,168 SF
(shown as part of common area)
r
Required Common Area: 10% Common Area: 3,168 SF
0 10 20 40
ey | Required Parking Stalls: 0 Provided Parking Stalls: 30
GROUND FLOOR PLAN

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Number of Units: 88
Average Unit Area: 1,127 SF
1000001010 8%

PROTOTYPE 11 | RH ZONE - BONUS FAR | INNER NEIGHBORHOQOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

0 10 20 40
T —

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

Allowable Building Floor Area: 86,800 SF
Max Height: 65

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
Max Building Coverage: 85% (36,890 SF)
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 10%

Required Parking Stalls: 21

SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 140" x 310°
Area: 43,400 SF Max FAR: 2 - 1 FAR: 181 :1

Building Floor Area: 78,652 SF

Height: 40°

Building Coverage: 19,663 SF
Landscaping: 6510 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 2, 928 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 4,340 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 24
Number of Units: 61

Average Unit Area: 1,074 SF
10000000 8%

Note: The 61 units in this prototype would tngger
mandatory inclusionary housing requirements and
allowances for additional FAR.

PROTOTYPE 12 | RH ZONE - BASE FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN

0 10 20 40
T —

LEGEND

I Required Outdoor Area
[ ] Required Landscape Area
[ ] Remaining Site Area
s

[ ] priveway/Parking

[ ] priveway/Parking Under Bidg

AN Maximum Additional Site Coverage

Maximum Height &
Setbacks Envelope

SITE RH ZONE STANDARDS BUILDING PROTOTYPE
Dimensions: 140" x 310°
Area: 43 400 SF FAR: 272 1

Max FAR: 3 : 1 (With Bonus)
Allowable Building Floor Area: 130,200 SF

Max Height: 65

Minimum Front Setback: 10’

Minimum Side Setback: 5

Minimum Rear Setback: 25% of site depth
Max Building Coverage: 85% (36,890 SF)
Required Landscaping: 15% of site area

Required Outdoor Space: 48 SF / unit

Required Common Area: 10%

Required Parking Stalls: 0

Building Floor Area: 117,978 SF

Height: 60°

Building Coverage: 19,663 SF
Landscaping: 6510 SF

Required Outdoor Space: 4, 224 SF
(shown as part of common area)

Common Area: 4,340 SF
Provided Parking Stalls: 31
Number of Units: 88

Average Unit Area: 1,080 SF
I 0000000 8%

PROTOTYPE 12 | RH ZONE - BONUS FAR | EASTERN NEIGHBORHOOD
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Appendix C - Part 1 EXHIBIT B

Better Housing by Design - Feasibility Analysis

MEMORANDUM

To: Tyler Bump, Senior Economic Planner
City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability

From: Dan Guimond and David Schwartz,
Economic & Planning Systems

Subject: Multi-Dwelling Unit district density bonus
residual land value analysis; EPS #153070

The Economees of Land Use

Date: May 18, 2018

This memorandum outlines the process, objectives, and findings of an
analysis the City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (BPS)
engaged Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) to undertake regarding
whether proposed density bonuses would create sufficient additional
residual land value to compensate for newly-established regulatory
requirements in Multi-Dwelling Unit zone districts.

Summary of Findings

1) For sale townhomes continue to be the most feasible development
type in the lower density RM1 zone in inner neighborhoods due to
market conditions.

2) Rental stacked flat development types in the RM1 zone are feasible,
especially in eastern neighborhoods where rents could support this
development type over ownership townhomes.

3) Larger multifamily ownership development types in the RM2 and
RM3 demonstrate higher feasibility than rental buildings when the
market can support this development type.

4} The affordable housing density bonus in the RM2 and RM3 zones are
marginally effective for rental development types that cross the

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. threshold for compliance with the Inclusionary Housing (IH)

730 1 7th Street, e R . - -
Sl ibioa ‘_‘:l"'{_ ) program. Development in this product type could still be feasible
Denver, CO BO202-3511 . o :

303 623 3557 al depending on market conditions and supportable residual values.

303 623 9049 fax

Denver
Loz Angeles
Cakland

Sacramento

WWW.epsys.com I153070-Overview Memao-051818. docx
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Process

The process began with discussions with City BPS staff to understand specific goals and desired
outcomes of the effort. After developing a preliminary modeling framework, EPS met with and
interviewed numerous developers that are active in areas of the city, primarily those active in
MDU zone districts. One purpose of these meetings was to gain an understanding of the market's
perspective and receptivity to the proposed entitlement changes. Another purpose of the
meetings was to open lines of communication with the specific developers to seek review of
critical cost and revenue assumptions that would be used in the modeling framework. It should
be noted that EPS also obtained additional feedback from numerous other developers who were
contacted by telephone to be interviewed.

Objectives

The City is currently in the process of substantially re-writing its Multi-Dwelling Unit (MDU) zone
districts. Whereas the zone districts were previously defined on a per-unit basis, the City would
like to move to a FAR basis to be consistent with the approach in other zones in the city. Because
the City has observed under-building in a few geographies that include MDU zone districts, this
analysis is intended to demonstrate the changes to the MDU zones do not disincentivize higher
density development. The core objectives of this effort are to:

+ Re-evaluate the IH density bonus under each MDU zoning category, and to

+ Identify whether the proposed density bonus under each zoning category is sufficient to
offset the "costs"” associated with the new IH ordinance requirements, new construction
excise tax (CET), and revamped system development charges (SDC).

Several guiding questions are also at the root of the City's motivation to recalibrate these MDU
zone districts.

+ Can the City facilitate better use of its entitlements?

* What is the value of the zoning flexibility and density bonus increase in each district?

+  Will the market shift from townhomes to stacked flats (i.e. rental or apartment projects) if
more flexibility is allowed in these zone districts?

Technical Analysis

To accommodate these technical questions, EPS structured a static pro forma to understand the
residual land value (RLV) and profitability implications of four regulatory program scenarios (for
each development prototype). That is, for each development prototype, performance metrics
were calculated for the following regulatory scenarios:

= MNoIH or CET

+ IH and CET, but no incentives

+ IH and CET, with current incentives
+ IH and CET, with bonus FAR
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It is intended that the composite of this technical analysis will assist in quantifying the value
created by additional entitlements (i.e. bonus FAR) and whether or not that value is sufficient to
compensate for the "costs” associated with regulatory requirements (i.e. IH and CET) that are
perceived to be one explanation of the market’s hesitation to build in some of the MDU zones.

Prototype assumptions

To inform the technical analysis, the City BPS worked with OTAK to identify a series of
prototypical development scales and building forms in three zone districts: R1, R2, and RH. In
total, 12 building form prototypes were designed, including townhome and stacked flat concepts.
Each prototype was scaled in total building square footage, open space, set-back requirements,
height, site dimensions, lot coverage, common area, number of units, average square feet of
units, and the number of parking spaces, if any.

+ Prototype #2 — Inner neighborhood R2 zone (50x100 lot) — stacked flats, townhomes

+ Prototype #3 — Eastern neighborhood R2 zone (95x180 lot) — stacked flats, townhomes
+ Prototype #4 — Inner neighborhood R1 zone (100x100 lot) — stacked flats, townhomes
+ Prototype #6 — Eastern neighborhood R1 zone (95x180 lot) — stacked flats, townhomes
+ Prototype #8 — Inner neighborhood RH zone - (100x100 lot) - stacked flats

+ Prototype #10 — Inner neighborhood RH zone (100x100 lot) — stacked flats

+ Prototype #12 — Eastern neighborhood RH zone (140x310 lot) - stacked flats

Inputs and Assumptions

Development Program

The development program assumptions used were structured initially with the City and OTAK.
Additionally, feedback from the development community active with projects in the close-in
neighborhoods—East Portland, Northeast Portland—and other outer neighborhoods were
consulted at length to vet the initial development program assumptions, development costs, and
appropriate ranges of supportable market sales prices and rents, depending on neighborhood.
For the proforma, the parameters of prototypes were simplified to provide greater uniformity for
comparison of the impacts of regulatory and density changes on financial returns. Following are
the core type of assumptions used for each development prototype:

+ Site area: parcel sizes among the prototypes situated in R1 and R2 zones range between
5,000 and 17,100 square feet, and the parcel size of prototypes in the RH zones are either
10,000 or 43,100 square feet.

« Total units: development programs in the R1 and R2 prototypes range between 2 and 29
units, but are generally smaller than 20 units, and the prototypes in the RH zones range
between 18 and 113 units.

+ Average unit size: while there is variation in the unit sizes and distribution of units within a
project, average unit sizes were applied uniformly to individual prototypes. Stacked flats
ranged between 775 and 975 square feet, and townhome units ranged between 1,400 and
2,050 square feet.
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s Gross floor area (GFA): the GFA was estimated based on the sum of total unit square footage

plus any gross square footage for tuck-under parking plus any space for common area, which
was relevant to the stacked flat projects. Common area was assumed at 10 percent of GFA in
smaller stacked flat projects and 15 percent of GFA in larger-scale projects.

« Parking: the development community was clear regarding the necessity of parking to meet
market demands for projects not close to transit. As such, each development program
includes parking. Stacked flat projects were structured with 1 parking space per 2 units, and
townhome projects were structured with 1 parking space per 1 unit.

Development Costs

The inputs and assumptions used for development costs were vetted with developers active in
the areas of MDU zone districts. While varying degree of details were discussed with developers
regarding components of total development costs, the following factors were used for the major
development program components:

+ Hard costs (HC): hard costs for projects of these scales ranged between $140 and $160 per
square foot, excluding parking costs, which are calculated separately. At this level of HC,
total development costs (TDC) for projects range between approximately $200 and $225 per
square foot (not including land), as shown in the tables below.

+ Parking: to give the modeling scenarios greater flexibility, parking costs on a per-space basis
were estimated separately. Feedback generally indicated that tuck-under spaces were most
common for these scale projects and were $30,000 per space. For the larger-scale projects in
which podium-style construction might be used, this factor was still considered reasonable
(translated as $100 per square foot HC) given that the GFA of parking was just one-third of
the floor plate at most in the highest density scenarios (RH).

+ Soft costs: as a percent of HC, the soft cost assumption was used as a gauge to calibrate the
total soft costs, which include independently calculated system development charges, and a
few other individual soft costs. Soft costs on each prototype evaluated ranged between 30
and 35 percent, consistent with the feedback from the development community.

¢ SDCs: included in the modeling were individual calculations of the SDCs for sanitary sewer,
stormwater, parks and recreation, as well as Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT). The
methodologies for calculating each SDC were pulled from the City’s respective websites (from
Portland Development Services) and applied as such to each pro forma, as shown in the
tables below. Each SDC was calculated according to the City's requirements and by the size
of unit or location in the city.

+ Inclusionary zoning: when applicable, the City’s recently established IH requirements were
applied to the prototypes exceeding the threshold of applicability of 20 units. Based on the
level of affordability, the appropriate incentives were also applied to each prototype by
relevant regulatory scenario, as described below.

+ Construction excise tax (CET): each prototype also includes the appropriate estimation of the
City's recently adopted CET, calculated with the International Code Council’s (ICC) Building

Valuation Data (BVD) for 2017.
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+ General liability insurance premium: to give the modeling structure additional flexibility and

nuance, a risk premium was included for all for-sale projects (i.e. stacked flat projects).
Based on feedback from insurance providers as well as the development community, this
premium typically increases GL insurance costs by approximately $10,000 per unit.

+ Construction loan interest carry: this soft cost also builds nuance into the pro forma, adding

additional costs associated with the financing of conventional debt used for the construction
of a project. This factor accounts for the construction loan interest rate, which ranges
between 5.5 and 6.5 percent depending on the scale of the project, the construction period—
which ranges between 10 and 16 months—and the loan to cost ratio, which is generally 75
percent for most (not all) developers.

Development Revenues

Again, the inputs and assumptions used for development revenue potentials were vetted with
developers active in the areas of MDU zone districts. And while the market supportability for
sales prices per square foot and rents per square foot per month vary greatly between districts
and parts of the city, low and high ranges were used in the model with sensitivities performed for
each. The following assumptions were used in the pro forma, related to revenue generation:

+ Market-rate sales prices: because the markets in which these zone districts are situated vary
widely, the model’s assumptions generally reflect sales prices not as strong as close-in
neighborhoods, but not as soft as eastern-most neighborhoods. Feedback from the

development community indicates a general consensus about price points converging around
the $450,000 mark. Some product price points for ownership stacked flats range between
$350,000 and $450,000, but for townhomes, price points are generally falling in the range of
$450,000 and $750,000 or higher. The model assumes stacked flat price points of $350,000
to $460,000 and assumes townhome pricing between $550,000 and $740,000.

+ Market-rate rents: the development community acknowledges that the market for rental
product is weaker than that of a few years ago. As such, rental projects are not as readily
feasible as they were. As with the market differences in sales prices, there are significant
differences between rental rates by market. For close-in neighborhoods, rental projects are
more capable of achieving rents around $3.00 per square foot, but neighborhoods in East
Portland struggle to achieve this high rent level. It should be noted that even at $2.85 per
square foot in East Portland (as assumed in the RH prototypes)—which reflect 120 percent
median household income (MHI) according to the Portland Bureau of Housing’s (PHB) 2018
income limits and affordable price maximums—that these prototypes as modeled possess
negative residual land values. It should also be noted that this general rental rate range has
been applied only to the stacked flat prototype configuration, whereas the townhomes when
analyzed as rental projects use lower market rents; i.e. given the size of units and
supportability of the market for high monthly payments, the model uses rents averaging
$2.00 per square foot for 4- and 5-bedroom products rather than $2.85 to $3.00.

+ Affordable housing sales prices: the maximum sales prices in the model are based directly on
the limits as defined by PHB's 2016 schedule of incomes, sales prices by unit size, and
maximum rents by unit size.

s+ Affordable housing rents: the maximum sales prices in the model are based directly on the
limits as defined by PHB's 2016 schedule of incomes, sales prices by unit size, and maximum
rents by unit size.
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Requlatory Reguirements & Incentives

In addition to the SDCs and CET costs, which are identified as components of soft costs
{calculated individually in the pro forma), EPS identified the following regulatory requirements for
each development prototype and scale:

+ Applicability of the IH ordinance

+ Application of IH options (i.e. providing 20 percent of units at 60 percent AMI or providing
10 percent of units at 80 percent AMI)

« Current density bonus under existing MDU zone districts

* Proposed density bonus for MDU zone districts

Proforma Modeling

The outcomes of the modeling are structured to identify a selection of metrics that, when
compared to one another, provide an understanding of whether or not and to what extent the
additional bonus FAR contributes a net positive offsetting effect of the costs associated with the
IH, CET, and revamped SDCs for each prototype in each of the MDU zone districts. Again, the
four scenarios are as follows:

« (A) No IH or CET

+ (B) IH and CET, but no incentives

# (C) IH and CET, with current incentives
+ (D) IH and CET, with bonus FAR

The following residual land value metrics are calculated in the model:

+ Difference in RLV between (A) and (B): this value identifies the “costs"” associated with the
regulatory requirements absent the incentives currently available.

+ Difference in RLV between (B) and (C): this value identifies to what extent the current
incentives offset the costs associated with current regulatory requirements.

+ Difference in RLV between (B) and (D): this value identifies to what extent the additional
bonus FAR offsets the costs associated with current regulatory requirements.
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Findings

For-Sale Prototypes

« R2: The proposed bonus has a net positive impact on the RLV of the lower-density prototypes
{#2 and #3), situated in the R2 district.

s+ R1: There is a slightly net negative impact to the prototype #4 in the R1 district when the
proposed bonus is applied to base zoning (increasing from 10 to 16 units). There is, however,
a more substantial net negative impact to the RLV to the prototype #6 in the R1 district
{increasing from 19 to 29 units). This impact is the result of crossing the 20-unit threshold
and requiring compliance with Inclusionary Housing program requirements. For the larger
building type utilizing the full density bonus to maintain parity with the base entitlement RLV,
achievable sales prices would need to increase beyond what is currently supportable in the
market.

+ RH: In the prototype #8, the proposed bonus has a net negative impact on the project’s RLV
where the additional density crosses the threshold of the IH policy applicability. The proposed
bonus has a net positive impact on RLV to the prototype #10 but not the prototype #12. The
scale of prototype #10 is smaller (54 versus 113 units) and is thus less sensitive to the
substantial increase in costs associated with: a) building more GFA; and b) building more
units that must satisfy the IH policy. This finding is also consistent with the understanding
that developers will utilize the density bonus to the extent that adding density does not
require a higher-cost building construction type.

+ Another finding of the RLV analysis relates specifically to prototypes #6 and #8. Because of
the wide range in land values throughout non-Central City Portland, this analysis does not
suggest that the proposed bonus FAR will not work in areas where the land value is actually
equal to or lower than the estimated RLV in the analysis. In other words, developments
under the proposed bonus FAR for prototypes #6 and #8 may still be feasible where land
values differ.

Figure 1
Residual Land Value Summary by Scenario (as for-sale projects)
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Rental Prototypes

BR2: As with this scale of for-sale projects, the proposed bonus has a net positive impact on
the RLV of the lower-density stacked flat prototypes in both inner and eastern neighborhoods
situated in the R2 district.

R1: There is also a slightly net positive impact to the prototype #4 in the R1 district when
the proposed bonus is applied to base zoning (increasing from 10 to 16 units). But there is a
substantial net negative impact to the RLV to the prototype #6 in the R1 district (increasing
from 19 to 29 units), because of the cost impacts of complying with the Inclusionary Housing
program requirements. Again, at this scale, the only compensating mechanism (i.e. change
in assumption yielding an accretive result to the RLV) would be an increase to the market
rents beyond what is currently supportable in the market.

BH: In the prototype #8, as with prototype #6, the additional density under the proposed
bonus means that a project crosses the threshold of the IH policy applicability. As such, the
RLV for the first three regulatory scenarios is net positive, but is negative in the proposed
bonus scenario. As for the other prototypes, the results indicate two patterns: 1) that the
Inclusionary Housing requirements have a net negative impact on RLV to these prototypes in
general; 2) that with the current incentive structures, the RLV is brought into a positive RLV;
and 3) that the additional density in projects of this scale does not increase RLV to market
supportable levels unless rents can be pushed beyond current market conditions.

In general, it should be clarified that the RLV in prototypes #10 and #12 under the proposed
bonus FAR are negative to the extent they are for a variety of reasons. While hard costs are
held constant and not assumed to cross a threshold into a higher density building
construction type, soft costs are applied consistently at 30 to 35 percent of hard costs, which
may be contributing to some degree of this negative RLV effect. The major reason why these
results are considerably more negative is that for each additional unit that can be built within
the form of the proposed bonus FAR, additional IH units must be set-aside.

Figure 2
Residual Land Value Summary by Scenario (as rental projects)

ResidualLand Value (per square-footoflotsize)
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S120000

S200U00

]

S80.00
SED
40

50,00 III ||| II "I

330
Frobotype 32 Frobobype #3 Prototyne £4 Prototype 85 Frobotype p-o. I
22000

SO0
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Table 1
Residual Land Value Summary by Scenario

Stacked flats Townhomes
wi 2 CET wi 2 CET wi IZ, CET wi IZ, CET
[ [current wi £, CET {no {current wi £, CET

wio Z, CET  incentives)  incentives) (bonus FAR)| wioZ.CET  incentives) incentives) (bonus FAR)

Prototype (as a for-sale project)

Prototype #2 524.15 $22 BS §22 B5 $41.85 $51.08 $40.78 $40.78 $40.78
Prototype #3 §76.51 §75.22 §75.22 58383 34067 $4B.37 $4B.37 $4B.37
Prototype #4 $7213 $70.30 §70.30 $60.64 $120.82 $127.35 $127.35 $127.35
Prototype #5 $97 47 $05.47 $05.47 $67.37 $00.00 $96.80 $96.80 $96.80
Prototype #5 $a5.00 $E2T5 $E2T5 57443 — — — —
Prototype #10 $152.02 $71.03 $151.35 $156.70 — — — —
Prototype #12 $55.05 §20.42 $67.54 $62 75 — — — —

Prototype (as a rental project)

Prototype #2 $18.27 $16.07 $16.07 $33.03 $87.73 $96.43 $36.43 $36.43
Prototype #3 §7E.24 $76.05 $76.85 $88.23 $60.01 $58.71 $58.71 $56.71
Prototype #4 574 41 $7258 §T258 §73.28 $151.55 $140.08 $140.08 $140.08
FPrototype #5 $82. 14 $80.15 $80.15 04 $06.30 504.10 504.10 410
FPrototype #5 $10.71 $8.37 $8.37 -530.68 — — — —
FPrototype #10 $30.75 -538.E2 $12.80 -50.57 — — — —
Prototype #12 825 -524.01 $.56 51770 — — — —

Source: Economic & Planning Sysiems
AT Porfinsd Ol Econoris SarvissMlodaiProject 7 - ML Armiysia] 1530078 DL locisd-0878 0.5 T - Scmrmry RLV par aql
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Market Considerations

The following analysis of findings deals with a disposition and development consideration in zone
districts where the additional density (via a bonus FAR) creates an opportunity to build a
different type of project, such as stacked flats as opposed to townhomes, in a neighborhood
where townhomes would be more commonplace.

+ The following figure provides a visual comparison of RLVs for prototypes in R1 and R2
districts showing the RLV of stacked flats versus townhomes as for-sale projects.

+ R2: The findings of the analysis for the prototype #2 indicate that under the proposed bonus
structure, townhomes have a slightly higher land value (this finding could also vary by
location depending on the actual cost of land), but that the prototype #3 in the R2 district
would have a higher RLV under the stacked flat configuration than a townhome. This would
imply that developers of this prototype in this particular zone would begin contemplating the
development of stacked flats (as for-sale projects) rather than townhomes.

+ R1: The findings of the analysis for prototypes #4 and #6 indicate that under current market
conditions, the townhome possesses a higher RLV than stacked flats (as for-sale projects).

Figure 3
Comparison of RLV Among Different Prototypes (as for-sale projects)
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Stacked flats w/ I1Z, CET M Stacked flats w/ IZ, CET M Townhomes w/ IZ, CET
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+ The following figure provides a visual comparison of RLVs for prototypes in R1 and R2
districts showing the RLV of stacked flats versus townhomes as rental projects.

+ R2: Because of the market supportability for high-enough rents in the townhome project,
these findings indicate that stacked flats as a rental project would have a higher RLV. The
finding is consistent for the prototype #3, as well.

+ R1: The findings of the analysis for prototypes #4 and #6 also indicate that townhomes as a
rental project would have lower RLVs than stacked flats.

Figure 4
Comparison

510,00

Stacked flats w/ IZ, CET m Stacked flats w/ IZ, CET m Townhomes w/ IZ, CET
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Comparison of RLV by Project Tenure

The following is a comparison of a the RLV for each of these project prototypes to illustrate the
consideration a developer might make in identifying whether or not to build a rental project, in
so far as these assumptions represent current market conditions of supply and demand for for-
sale and rental projects.

+ This graphic illustrates the difference between the RLV for rental prototypes compared to for-
sale prototypes under each scenario.

+ The findings indicate that, in general, under current market conditions, rental townhomes
have lower RLV than for-sale townhome projects, which is consistent with the market reality
that townhome projects are typically built as for-sale products.

+ The findings also indicate that for prototypes #3 and #4, the rental stacked flats generally
have a higher RLV than the for-sale iterations do. This would also be consistent with the
market reality that stacked flats of this scale (i.e. larger than 6 units) are typically brought to
the market as rentals, not for-sale products.

Following are summary tables representing the RLV calculations for each prototype under each
regulatory scenario.
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Table 2
Prototype 2 Pro forma
— Frototype 2 —
w I, Wi 2 CET Wi IZ, CET
wio I CET [mompentives) | [easrent Inoantivec) [bonus FAR)
Hacked Natc THe *hacksd Nats. THe ‘Stacknd fatc THE. Hacked Natc THe
Development Cocte
Congrucion Cogls
Hard oosts (per cofl ST OFA) § 650000 § 650000 § 2 SSO000 F 0 esO000f F S4E111 §  ES0,000
FParking Coss
‘Efnuctured, huck-under {per space) § 120000 3§ snom|§ 1mooo 3 snom| 5 snoom 3 0,000
i - i - | & - i - s - i -
Total (HC) § 7000 § 70000 Trem00 § 7000 |4 vtzean § Tigoo
2ot Cosis (por gof)
Sysiem Deveiopment Charges
‘Eanitary Sewer 1 13,388 § 1zmz | 5 13,348 _§ 1zpaz | 5 mmz§ 12,082
o Fa 1,165 " 2 1000 & 1,155 " 8 o000 [ 2 1,155 " & 1,000
Transportaton (FEOT) H 809 3 sEE| 5 5086 3§ se2| 5 12144 § 558
Paris & Recreaton 1 ®TTE § mz| § BT § =z 5 S51E4 § 5,102
Consiruction Exrise Tmes (CET) 3 5352 3 P 532 3 gz |3 aMs 3 5382
Cther 3ot Casts jas % of HC] H § 192500 3  7RENO|§  1SBS00 3 17TS00| § ISLSE §  17R.S00
Subiotal (3C, sxciuding ioan Interest camy) § I5E7s 5 D411 |§ 0 ma2IT § 00 DAMER|§ 0 407 § 0 DNTER|§ 38R 50 mTTER
=% oM % 3%, % % % =% 4% 7%
f— [ ]
Total (BC) § MEER § 244§  EA4AT §  IG0EM (4§ 2msdaT § 020 m0EM|§ 0 4PE1TE § 2EAEM
20C Waivers. H . - |s - 0§ -
CET Walvers 3 - 3 - 5 - 5 -
fntal Coct. ¢ Y B . T % 8
Total Deveiopment Cocte [TOC) feosksding land) 4 10sTEre §  BE4114 |4 1068437 §  BROEX1 |4 1068437 §  se0en1 |§  1EELEER 4 seasm
per it § imz §  47ROET|§ 4859 F 480311 | § 25458 § 48031 2saseT § 40
per GFA sqft 1 M § 131 5 M2 % 122 5 Mz § 125 13§ 182
L] 40,000 § 20,000 | § 40,000 § 20,000 | ¥ L0000 § 0,000
¥ 1457000 §F 147E000|F 1457000 § 147EDOO|§F 2985500 § 1476000
i - i - | & - i - s - i -
¥ 1457000 §F 147E000|F 1457000 § 147EDOO|§F 2985500 § 1476000
3 25,340} § 129,500 § (25,140 § (23,520 § H3Tm § (25, 520)
4 1427880 § 1448450 4§ 1837280 4 1448480 | 2M40TH ¥ 48 4E0
Unisversged Hurdie Rate L] (1427E5) § (1&4,548) § (142,788] § (e B § (42786} § (44,6281 § Hem= § (144, 548)
Leveraged Hurdie Raie L] [Fa R (21E572)| § [214,179) § (HESTI)| § 214,179 § (216,572 § (21,2685 § (215,57 2))
1ol i LENSg i LISlhd
Revanues - TOC = Rackiual Land Valus $ 120762 § 266384 | § 194248 3  24EEs7 | § 114248 §  24aEsT | §  20eEie §  MmaE7
Land Vaiue (per sqfty 5 2815 3 s10e | 5 z=as 3 m7E| s mEs 7|3 85 3 4378
Land Vaiue (per unity H S35 § 105485 | 3 s35e5 §  wAass | 3 s355 § 18486 | 5 53545 § 105486
E ] 5 WTAO § 55,400
3 3 3 - 3 -
‘Subloial Gross Anrunl Revenuss H 1nEm § @400 | § 111500 3 saea| § 111500 F seann| 3 sTam 3 35,400
Vacancy ¥ (55 ¥ 4220 § {5580 ¥ (£,52m) § 5580 ¥ 4,520 ¥ aImm ¥ 4,520}
Cperbonal Costs
DEM ¥ (17,000 § 185003 § 7,000 § 8,500 § (17,000 § {8,500 ¥ (25,500) ¥ (5,500}
Sl Froperty TRes A1) ]
NEd ] BeBEE # B1,880 | § 85,858 § B1.080 | # 5358 § #1880 | § 128736 % 1,580
{Gross Value of Rental Project § 137ATR 5 1,311,389 |§ 13RO 5 ML |§  1LFRI2 5 1311358 |5 2060SS3 5 1,311,358
Eaales Markefing Costs (a5 % of Gross) 3 27474 § (25237 § 7474 § 2EDT| § 27474 § 26,27 § #1211 § 25, 227
Net Prosssds of Rental Prajsct $ 13487 § 1285137 |§ 146798 § 1ZBE1IZ|§ 1348398 § 12mE132 |3 AT § 126132
P of Froperty Tax Exsmpbon H . - 1s - 0§ -
Todal Project Value [wi R-E incentivec) 4 134823% §  1,2BE132 [§ 1348298 §  12BEIIR | ¥ 148308 §  13mEE2 |§  LMEM2 § 1285032
Urieweraged Hurde Raie: L] (134,823 § (128513 § (124,623] § (128,513 § (124,823 § |'|23-513]|i (21,534 § (122,513))
Leweraged Hurde Raie L] 201,534) § (TE277| § (2,534 § 152.77m| § (2,584 § s, 7oy § (32931 § (152, 77|
Reenues, Less Profit § 194224 3 1002367 |§ 1444294 § 9092363 |F 144084 § 10803625 1760 3 105030
Revenuss - TOC = Rcidual Land Valus ¥ B3 §  tmoda | § BaBET § 13141 | 3 43T § LT % MBEIE §  mELTM
Land Ve (par 53t 5 1837 § ez |5 53T 5 =33 1557 3§ =3 |3 BnoE § .35

Scurce: Economic & Planning Systerm

R L]
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Table 3
Prototype 3 Pro forma

____Protofypes
wi i, w I, CET wil , CET
wio I CET (mompentives) | [owrrent Inoantivec) [bonus FAR)
Staoked flatc THs Haokesd Niats. THe Etsoked fabc THs Staoked THs
Davslopment Costs
Congiruciion Coss
Hard oosts (per cofl ST OFA) ¥ 2372067 § 23480 | § 2372067 § 1391480 |F 23067 § 2351480 | F 3656500 §F 2391480
FParking Coss
‘Einactured, uck-under (per SpEce) ¥ Hoooo §F oo | ¥ Zioooo § Ir00oo | § 20,000 ¥ Io,ooo | § 330000 §F ZT0,000
i = i = i = i = 1 = i = i = 1 =
Total {HT) $# DERLDET § 2,B81,480 |§ ZEB2DET § 2BE14E0 | § LEERMGT § 2861480 |§  2BBEEN0 §  2BE1480
Zalt.Cosis (por Gof)
Sysiem Deveiopment Charges
‘Eanliary Sewer ¥ 62,881 'i 54414 | § B8 'i s4414 'i 'ﬁ.’."ﬂ}-i 441
Stormier 2 3060 " & 1000 [ 2 3es0 "2 1,om [ & iosn " x 1,000
Transporizton [FBOT) ¥ ®/IZ F 2530% | § >332 0§ »IX|F a4s0 F X336
Farks & Recreaion ¥ M85z § Go4EE | § Mas2 § 94| ¥ 183580 § 28,486
Consinuction Excise Taes (CET) ¥ HEX F 2| § 2153 § Hiz|F B3EE §F 72
Other Soft Cosks (a5 % of HT) ¥ B4E51T § BEEITO | § HEST F EBE,IT0 | ¥ 995,700 § 855,370
Subloial (3C, exchading loan interest camy] ¥ B5E18Z § B4SEBE | § ETS,70E § BET,3ET | ¥ 3,708 § EBTET | § 1,354535 § BET 38T
s % o HG % 0% MR % % 33% % 3%
Consiruciion Loan Inerest 4 H3856 ¥ 2 G547 (F 84301 § BEMG | £ 24281 § BEMMG | 5 130205 5§  S6096
Total (BC) ¥ BAZODME §  BMATZ| § 84,088 BEZSNZ | 4 BE40EE ¥ BE3402 | § 1486740 § BEL 408
S0C Walvers ] - ¥ - ¥ {3250E) § -
CET Walvers 3 - 3 - | & (3318) § -
total Coct t ¥ - % - % (BEEDY) § -
Todal Devsiopmant Costs [TDC) fexshsding land) ] 324104 § 3E2EED |4 2648966 # 3814882 | 4 SEBIEE § sel4BE: | 438118 § 3E4883
per unit ¥ amoEs § I 184 | § mm ¥ AlEsH | § Izl ¥ 40iess | IFeE § 401,654
per GFA st ¥ X= § o | § s § HZ|F s § H2|F X8 § 2
Asvenusc & Valuation
130,000 ¥ 30,000 | § 120000 % 50,000 | ¥ 180,000 § =0,000
5957250 § S4s0500(|F 5957250 §  S440,500 | F B.248500 §F S5440500
- i - | & - i - i __Zsam 3 -
5957250 § S4s0500(|F 5957250 §  S440,500 | §F BAE2300 §F S5440500

[118,345) §  (a@O)( § (1199450 § (a0 5 (968.25E) §  (iDSBW)
EE18,906 § GANIEED | § GEIEI06 ¥ E3MME880 |3  AZBAGMAD §  EEMEH0

[=83,811)

456,300 § 2 3ME00|§ 455300 § 2 334B0| §F  GIIEND §  II4E00
- i - | & - i - li 2537 i -

456,300 § 2 3ME00| § 455300 § 2 334B00| §F G517 § 334800

[22B15) § 16740 § @2E5) § [16,74m| ¥ (20 § (15,740)

(55,2500 § (38,250 § (55,2500 § ELRL ] (85,0001 § (3=,250)

333 § L) L (35 L Gosil i U0Z00 § o (5340
|4.TRZ §  2BEBEE | § 0 BaTE: § 2 mames| $ E21087 § 28888

‘Gross WValue of Rental Project ¥ 5835630 § 4317256 | § 5536690 § 43T HSE | § SH3EE50 § 4,317,855 | ¥ B, 337,071 §  4.31T7.B56
‘Baies Marieting Costs (25 % of Gross) 3 (METM) 5 (B5IET) 3 (M6TIH 5 ee3T| § (115734) 5 BE35TI| 5 (IEET4) 3 (E5357)
Het Proossds. of Rental Projeot ] ETIBBEE § 4231480 | % E718,868 % 423189 |4 ETI8EEE % 4140 | 3 BITD2M § 4231488
PV of Property Tax Exemplion L] - ¥ - ¥ nr=e J -
Todal Project Valus [wi R-E Inssntivec) ] ETIBBEE § 4231480 | % E718,868 % 423189 |4 ETI8EER 3§ 4140 | 3 BIBZ1ET § 4231488
Unisweraged Hurdle: Raie § 1.9 §F (35| F (ST1.996) § (4231500 § (5719960 § 0 M3AS § (B1TIE3) §F (423450)
Lewraged Hurde Raie § (857993 §  (EMT2S)| § (857,993 § (E3LTXE| §F (BS7.983) §  (E3AT20 § (L2559 §F  (BM.7X5)
Resenues, Less Profit § 4 B892 3 774 | § 4561962 § JEOETT4 ([ F 4851962 § 3,506,774 | § EoaTEl § 3,055, 774
Revenust - TDC = Recidual Land Valus ] 1,337.868 § 4122 (§ 146807 # (BTN 1LHE8T # e 1) # 1608884 § (18, 190)|
Land Vishee (per sgff) ¥ TEM § 024 | § 7695 ¥ o= § 76595 § {1os)] ¥ |n § {1.06}|
] ¥ ¥ ¥ €553 § ¥
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Table 4
Prototype 4 Pro forma

___ Prototypes __
wi i, w I, CET wil , CET
wio I CET (mompentives) | [owrrent Inoantivec) [bonus FAR)
Staoked flatc THs Haokesd Niats. THe Etsoked fabc THs Staoked flatc THs
Davslopment Costs
Congiruciion Coss
Hard oosts (per cofl ST OFA) ¥ 157153 § 2660000 |§F 1571529 § 660000 | F 197528 §  ZEE0000 | F 3958447 § 2650000
FParking Coss
‘Einactured, uck-under (per SpEce) ¥ 20000 F 10,000 | § 240,000 F 150,000 | § 20000 ¥ is0,000 | ¥ 720000 §F 150,000
i = i = i = i = 1 = i = i = 1 =
Total {HT) # 2MEM § LE000 | §  ZEZE §  ZEI000D | RMVENE §  ZEI0000 | §  AET44T 2,818,000
Zalt.Cosis (por Gof)
Sysiem Deveiopment Charges
‘Eanliary Sewer E 1 48370 § E0460 | § 48370 F G040 | § 4237 § B04E0 | § TR OF 0,460
Stormier ] 230 % 1000 | & 230 ¥ 1,000 | & 12T 100 & 2310 % 1,000
Transporizton [FBOT) E 1 20240 § B0 | ¥ a0 F 28940 | § s B/l F 3= §F 8,140
Farks & Recreaion ¥ 5,340 § 10540 | § 21,580 § 05| ¥ 147104 §F 110,530
Consinuction Excise Taes (CET) ¥ 783 F 24138 | § 7B §F Hixm|F ZEEX §F 2,139
Other Soft Cosks (a5 % of HT) ¥ SE2.B82 § TO2500 | § 552582 § TOZSO0 | ¥ 96HE1Z § T, S00
Subloial (3C, exchading loan interest camy] ¥ TIET4Z § ST § T3634 § 926858 | § T3E34 § 206,868 | § 1,256428 § ‘o2, BEE
s % o HG % 3% 33% % 3%
£ Sm7 i
Total (BC) el § 1004451 | § L3TEEE ¥ LM44E1
S0C Walvers. E 1 - ¥ - ¥ - E 1 -
CET Walvers k ] - ¥ - 3 - k ] -
total Coct t ¥ - % - % E -
Toial Development Costs (TDC) fensheding land) $# DBBEED § ATERT4E |4 IATB0 §  3EMAE [ §  RMAIB0 §  JEMAE |§  E2E1130 ¥ BEMAE
per unit ¥ macEE § ISTE | F a1 §F |4z | F 413 §F e L 28196 §F 3ET.445
per GFA st ¥ 23§ oo | § 2 | §F 4§ bl -3 § a1y
Asvenusc & Valuation
] 100,000 | ¥ 150000 § 100,000
§ 6240000)% 7332000 § 6240000
i = i = 1 =
§ 6240000)F% 7332000 § 6240000
§ (124000 §  (MSEE40) §  (124.800)
4 B16200 |§ TABEM0 ¥ A TE2N
¥ [sM=20f §  (T8538) §F (611,520
¥ [(=728O § (1.097.B04) §  (H17.2BO)
i S19730 1% EWNISSE § S197.930
BBEEN §  1I7I4E8
BEel § 1Z7.35
6733 § o1,728
MR Rent Income ¥ E1,000 F 384000 | § I1.000 §F |4000 | F SE1E00 § 334,000
AH Rental Income i = i = 1 = i = i = 1 =
‘Bubloisl Gross. Armasl Revenues ¥ ¥ E1,000 F 384000 | § I1.000 §F |4000 | F SE1E00 § 334,000
Vacancy ¥ 17250 § (15,2003 § (17,5500 ¥ 18,200 § (17.550y § (15,200 ¥ 28,0200 § (13,200)
Cpembional Costs
OAM ¥ 2500 § 42,5005 § 42,5000 ¥ 500 § 42,5000 § 2,500 ¥ (68,0000 § (42,500}
Sl Property TRes i Ll L RRIC-2H Lozl i Uiy & (10230 e US Eo 11422
HOd ] F- T 0848 | § maE0 ¥ 0848 | ¥ EEN ¥ Hosse | ¥ 44B8T8 % 10,848
‘Gross WValue of Rental Project ¥ 44m3751 § 45973535 | § 4489761 § 4973535 | §F 48071 § 497353 | ¥ 7,183,618 § 4973535
Eaies Morheting Costs (36 % of Gross) §__(sa7es 5 saTw|3  mares 3 searn|3  @s7es) 3 S| 3 (waem 3 smaTy)
Net Procesds. of Rental Frojet $  A43BRBEE §  AET4064 |§ 4390888 §  AETADEM | 3  AG80E § 4574084 |§  TOSEEME ¥ AETADE4
P of Property Tax Exemplion k1 - £ - 5 - 5 -
Todal Project Valus [wi R-E Inssntivec) ] 4380088 § 4ET4084 |3 4388888 % 457404 | 4 4Aesed § 4574084 | 3 TOEEME §  AET4DE4
Unisweraged Hurdle: Raie § 1439997 §  (£37406)| §  (439,997) §  (487.406)| §  (439,967) § |4nr.4051|i (MO3,95) §  (£87.406)
Lewraged Hurde Raie § (6583935 § (TAMM| F (655935 §  (TALNO| §F  (ES8985) § (TALMON § (LOS59) §F (T30}
Resenues, Less Profit ¥ 3739971 § 4142565 | § 3738971 § A4M2UES|F AT/ § 4142955 | § 5983954 § 41420855
Revenust - TDC = Recidual Land Valus ] TR O} 1308 | § TETE1 ¥ 3860 | ¥ TEETE M| & TRREM ¥ H1E 504
Land Vishee (per sgff) ¥ T4 F 332| F 7258 § NEE|F 7258 § HE]|F 7RI § .85
Land Vishee (per unk) E 1 B5, 3 § T3 | §F 65,339 § TiM | § 5999 § EERLLE B9 § 31
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Table 5
Prototype 6 Pro forma
— Frototype 8
w Iz, w I CET wif I, CET
wio &, CET foinosnttves) | 2 (osventincsntves) | 2 (homusFAR) |
Staoisd fabc THs Haoked fatc THe ‘Etmoked Sabc THs Sinoiosd fabc THs
Devsiopmant Cocte
Consiucion Cogty
Hard gogty iper coft oT GEA) § 3ET0E0 § 4MEI00(F IET0E00 §  AME000(F 167000 § 4046000 |5  SE0ZEN0 § 45000
Parking Coss
‘Efnachred, ck-under (per SpEce) ¥ }0000 § oo | ¥ i IT0000 | § 000 § oo | ¥ ETOOOD §F ZTo,0oa
i - i = i = i = 3 = i - i = 3 =
Total {HC) $ 2570Ee § ANIEN0($ 2T0E00 $  ATIAD0M (4 AeTeS00 § 436000 |3 a4TZEN0 §  AMEIN
2ot Costs (por gof]
‘Eystem Deveiopment Chames
Eanitary Sewer § o803 F  M2TER(§  S1S03 §F maTER| R 0T 5 ImTER
o N 60 "2 1000 & o0 2 1000 [ 2 00" 2 1,000
Transportafion (FBOTH ¥ 38458 § ATHIE | § 3458 0§ 4THIE|F CHESE § 47,838
Farks & Recreaion ¥ 174688 § 187,998 | § 174688 § B|TIIE| § 2BEEXE F 187,518
Consruction Excise Taes (CET) ¥ 3z F IBTIT| § B2 §F WBTIT|F S0E4s § 3xB,717
Oiher Boft Costs {as % of HE) L3 ¥ 282,700 § 1,079,000 | § 20§ 1,075,000 | § 1,618200 § 1,073,000
Subinial (2C, exriedng ioan interest camy] ¥ 1301825 § 1418827 | § 1335007 § 1455344 | § 1, 35007 § 145534 | ¥ 2138550 § 1455344
=5 % of HC I 3% ) H% 4% 4% I 4%
5 1aaps|§  1padsg 5 1pa3es § Egss| 3 isle 3 13Sges
Tatal (2€) $ 1ATEMS §  LEELIZ (§ 1458382 §  LEBOLEAO (4 14383 §  1EOE0 |$ 2340418 §  LEMEW
2DC Walvers 5 - % - |5 wmzma s -
CET Wahers i - 5 - |s (E350) § -
rarmep— - % - % - % (BREM) # -
Total Development Coste [TDC) fexslding land) ¢ G3A0ES § EMS0IT($ M08 §  EBOREI0 (4 E420082 §  GE0E0 |3 ATERIM §  EBMREW
per unit ¥ 2BAD04 § MH53T | F - MTAE | §F =578 ¥ MTaEl F 28 §F MT.438
per GFA sqit ¥ xe § o3| ¥ AT ¥ 4| F aT ¥ i F 23 ¥ o
Revsnuss & Valuation
150,000 ¥ 170,000 | ¥ 120,000 F 170,000 | ¥ 2B0000 §F 170,000
§ S7067S0 § G5282000(F ATSTH § Smm |5 memo 5 azom
i - i - | & - i - i -
§ 6705 § 706750 § G5282000(F GBos7o0 § Smapm|§ izziossm 5 azcom
‘Exies Morketing Conty § (174135 5 (18564M| § (174935 §  (18564m| 5 (174135) 5 (@spem| 5 (e 3 (1ssean)
Tolal Bales Revenuss: $ BEMEIE § M0 |($ ESEINE § 000030 [ RENEIE § 8006380 |3 11880341 §  B08E380
Unieveraged Hordie Rzte § (EIAXED §(meE@e| 5 es3sm 5 moaes| 5 es3en; 5 (sosEnE)| Bo1996E34) 5 (509E3)
Leveraged Hurde Rt §OM2TEND (1354454 5 (127mE33 § 1354454 § (17RE8n § (13644sq| §o(47BLBSN) 5 (1354484
Exsenyes, Legs Frof i_72maT i TITE o TTMEE(E TIITI 5 TTMsc|s aoideg 5 T73ie0e
FRevanuss - TDC = Recldual Land Yalus ] 1,888,854 § 1,882 574 | § 1832681 # 1,856.708 | § 1 e § 1,856,208 | § 1,962 804 § 1.BEE, 288
Larsd Walee [per softh ¥ HTAT ¥ 2500 | § 8547 ¥ BEE0| § 2EAT F SEE|F BT3T % =5.80
Lared Wl [per unity E ] BE7.322 § EDIEZ | ¥ BET,363 § B02EZ| § BT3E3 § BO2BZ | § BlEE § E0,262
MR Rent Income ¥ E66,500 ¥ 20| § BEES00 ¥ v B ol H2e0n § 571,200
AH Rl Income i - i - | & - i - li sk i -
‘Eubloisl Gross Armenl Revenues ¥ BBES00 ¥ eFizo | § E66,500 ¥ 20| § BEES00 ¥ v B ol =81%E §F 571,200
Vacancy 0 imaMn §F 2amn(s @i 5 pasm| s oan 50 Eesan| s wTame) 3 RSED)
Dpembonal Coss
oaM §  (Memm § SREm( 5 ¢oasm 5 goaso| 5 oo4mm 50 Ensom| 5 gisasom 3 (sRSDO
Annl Fropery Tass A LS5O0
Hod [ EI0L2EX § 31T | # E10,263 § 43R17E | § 18,353 § S117E | ¥ Ti4ETE § 32178
‘Groas Vale of Renial Project ¥ Bie2051 § 6930252 | §F 81e4,051 ¥ B,8930852 | § A140E1 F B530,852 | § 114385 § 6530852
‘Baies Marieting Costs (25 % of Gross) 3 (Wi § (38675 (E3zen §  (wmeim| § (e3sen 3 (asiwl| 3 (3aTen § (138617)
Het Procssds. of Resrtal Projeot ] BODOTTE § B,7ER G | § 2000,770 ¥ BTHIZIE | § BDMTTO § E7E2236 | § 11208388 § A TERIAE
PV of Property Tax Exemphion £ - ¥ - L] 16744 § -
Total Project Valus [wi R-E Insendhec) ] BODOTTE § B,7ER G | § 2000,770 ¥ BTHIZIE | § BDMTTO § E7E223E | § 11228032 § A TERIAE
Unisveraged Hurdle Fnte 5 AW §F EeTRmEm( s moomT 5 gamm| 5 maomm 5 ermaxm| §oqiomem) 5 oeTRamm)
Leveraged Hurde Fnte § 200115 F (0IRES( § (1200018 § (LMEE)| § (120016 § (10883)| § (188133 § (108835
Rewmnues, Less Frofit 5 57734003 GS00GS5 § S77i400|§ GBO0ESS § 5773 A400|5  S95)7Ess § 5773400
Revenust - TDC = Recldual Land Valus ] 1,4D4.BEE § E 3| § 1.270,483 § (1R & 1,570,483 § x| ¥ TEEGME § (1= 290)
Land Vil (per sof) ¥ H2i14 § 555 § Bl.i5 § = ¥ ais F T.7= § 458 § {7.73)
Land Wk (per unk) E ] B34 § =581 | §F B3,164 3§ e | § 318 § E583 | § 57ET § £5,5931
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Table &
Prototype 8 Pro forma

— Frototype 8
- I, wi T, GET Wi I, GET
wio &, CET foinosnttves) | 2 (osventincsntves) | 2 (homusFAR) |
Stnoked Natc THe ‘Staoked Nate THe ‘Etacked Rabc THE Staoked THe
Devsiopmant Cocte
Congrucion Cogls
Hars cosis iper sof ST OFR) ¥ 2B34ESS —|% zEmaEm —|F ammEm —|¥ 4= -
Parking Coss
‘Sfructured, luck-under (per space) § Toom —|%  zwmoo0 —|% oo —]§% 4soom -
Saiacs (DT SORCEl [ E— = = = = = = =
Total (HC) # 3364858 § - |# 323B48ER ¥ - IR - # aBDOTME § -
2ot Costs (por gof]
ESystem Development Charges
Eanitary Sewer ¥ B7,066 —1 ¥ 7,066 —LE 130,559 -
o N za0 " — s 230" —F: 230" -
Transportaion [FEOT) ¥ 36,432 —| ¥ 35,432 —1% 54548 -
Farks B Recreaton §  1654m2 —|5 1esa4m2 —]5 axs -
Consiruction Exclse Tawes (CET) ¥ 17,844 —| ¥ Iz 544 —|F 38854 -
Ciher Soft Costs (as % of HC) §  TBA,BSS —| 3§  TEmEEs —15 120076 —
Sublotl (3C, exchuding oan interest camy| 5 1079%E5 § - |s 19028 § - |% t1iozEmm § - |5 15T0s= 5 -
% of HC 5w 3% —| 3 —
=i 50544 =
Tobal (BC) —|% 1imTzE —
S0C Walvers. ¥ - ¥ 422§ -
LCET Walvers —|i_ (38 =
total Coct Lt ] 4 - |8 (E2.260) # -
Total Development Coste [TDC) fexsdsding kand) § 438087 —|% 4384088 — |4 asseEm —|% oaGeEENE —
per unit § 2405 § - |s  wEm2 o § - |5 iEmz o3 - 15 Mums 3 -
per GFA st 5 20§ - s H1 § - |s M § - 15 21§ -
Asvenusc & Valuation Accumptions
¥ oo — ¥ @nmn —
—| % G555 — | ¥ BFa2om -
S i | |5 =meiem 3 -
— |5 (131,130) — |3 (a7
8426370 - $ eaxaTm § - §# aBE2im § -
Unisveraged Hurdie Rate F  (B4253T) — | % (842,537 —| ¥ (252" — % iB8R.2:3) -
Leversged Hurdie Rate § (563,805 — | %  [563,B08) —| ¥ [(953806) — 1 % 1332345 -
Bevenues. Less Profl £ S.401.565 =i S461.585 = |&i S&81.565 =i 1.5505M =
Revanues - TOC = Racidual Land Valus §  BG0BEE —| % sev.G0e —| ¢ e — 1% Teazma —
Land Vaiue (per sqity 5 =] — |3 8275 —|% =TS —1s T443 -
Land Vaiue (per unity 3 53545 5 53,545 5 53,545 3 45345
{Gross Vaiue of Rental Project § 53Tas2 —|% s3a7482 —|% sm:7a4sz —|5 74055 -
‘Bales Merkeiing Costs (a5 % of Gross) 3___{I0e s — | 2106549 — | & (io5s54m) — | i _sanim —
et Procesds of Rental Projeot $ GBIz § - |%4 szmimz % - |4 Gz § - |% T2ETaem % -
PV of Property Tax Exempbion ¥ - —|F 116544 -
Total Project Value [w! R-E Incenthves) $ GIOEZ § - |% szmumz % - |4 &Gz —1% T7.oee0e —
Unisraged Hurdle Faie § (=22 — |5 (=200 —|% (=m=zoen —|5 (msTaN -
Lewraged Hurde Rale F (TB31ET — | % (TE3137) —| ¥ (FER13T) — | % (1,088,611) -
Bevenues, Less Profit § 4437776 — |3 4437776 —|§ 447776 —|&_ 6168757 =
Revenues - TOC = Recidual Land Valus § W —| % B3, TIT —| % BT —]% (3masse —
Land Value (per st 5 o —|% 837 —|s B.37 —1s (FEET) -
Land Value (per uni) 3 43,508 5 43,508 5 43,508 3 40319
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Table 7
Prototype 10 Pro forma

— Frofotype 30 —
w Iz, w I CET wif I, CET
wio & CET fnomosntives) | 2 (ewveniincentives) | 2 (bomucFAR)
Staoisd fabc THs Haoked fatc THe ‘Etmoked Sabc THs Sinoiosd fabc THs
Development Cocte
Consirucion Costy
Liard osts (por coR OTOFR) ¥ SEsRES —|¥ =emetes —|® semsses —|F BasasE -
Parking Coss
‘Efnachred, ck-under (per SpEce) ¥ 520,000 —| % 540,000 —| % 540,000 —1% E00.000 -
Salincs D Snonl [ E—) = | e— = - = = =
Total {HEY $ eIREE § - |4 emaies # - |4 Tasesen § - |¢ spsEme § -
Zgft Cosls (por soi)
Bysizm Deveiopment Charges
‘Eanliary Sewer —1 % 261,158 -
‘i — | 2310 —_
Transportaion (FEOT) —|5 oaz=e —
Paris & Recreafion —1 % 4535478 -
Consiruciion Exclse Tawes (CET) — 1% 56,953 -
Oiher Boft Costs {as % of HE) — % 2,254 576 —
Sublobsl (32, exchuding loan Infsrest camy) - ¥ 3200533 § -
=5 % of HC —] I —_
= i _IT813 =
Total (8C) —|% a47Eeea —_
20C Waivers o B ] -
LCET Walvers —|E i ____Ta4am =
total Coct tr T - % (toasem § -
Total Development Coste [TDC) jenslsding land) ] B,58E.07Z — | % &40 — | % 90983350 — | % 12433345 —_
per unit 5 Doz § - |§ mmams o5 - | % =2ms s - |5 s 5 -
per GFA st ] M 0§ - | H2 5 - |% me § - |5 = 5 -
Asvenusc & Valuation Accumptions
E ] In0a — ¥ Ao — ¥ 480000 —
§ 11,160,000 —|% 13350000 —|5 15720000 -
N = | im0l = ik =
§ 11588800 % - | % tessso00 - |5 170§ -
30776 — |5 a7 — | 534784
4 MaET.0e § - |4 wieezEn § - |% moeEsm § -
Unieveraged Hordie Rate § (123050 —| % sz —| % 0.a1z5m —| 5 roassy -
Leveraged Hurdie Rate § [1,845555) —| % .mmassy —| % 2124y —| 5 izsEnmm -
Beyenues, Less Prof 10458315 =& _2ss3am0 —| & f2pessas = | i ta480006 =
FRevanuss - TDC = Recldual Land Yalus ] 1,630,243 —| % 718,260 — | % 1,613,488 — % 1,588 881 —_
Larsd Walee [per softh E ] 15302 —| % a3 —| % 151.35 — 1% 15570 -
Lared Wl [per unity E ] 51,268 ¥ 47,321 ¥ 23,151 E ] AT
‘Eubloisl Gross Armenl Revenues ¥ SoLiEDd ¥ - ¥ 200,512 ¥ - ¥ 1124180 § - ¥ 135138 F o
Vacancy 5 Ty —|% = —|% == —|5 e -
Cpembonal Costs
&M §  (HEmm —|% (26000 —|% (zvooom —|5 (32e00m -
Snnl Fropery Tass = = | e——dasl = =
) 4 BBEE § - | ¢ wnuT % - |4 THa0E # - |4 mEes0 § -
‘Groas Vale of Renial Project ¥ 0B5493 — | % 2,574,024 — | § 1232530 — | F #&4pi0Er -
Eaies Marketing Coss (25 % of Gross) 3 (A — | 2_LisT.380) — | M55 | e
Het Procssds. of Resrtal Projeot § 0481ENE & - E ] SETREM § - 4 1LmeEEa0 § - 4 14514818 § -
PV of Froperty Tax Exwemplion 5 13,408 —1% 23z -
Total Project Valus [wi R-E Insendhec) § 0481ENE & - E ] SETREM § - 4 1211088 — | % 1453R104 —_
Unimamraged Hurdie Fais § (1044153 —| % =enesy —| % 0.2om5m8 —| 5 45145 -
Leweraged Hurde Rale § (1,566,274 —| % 1451287 —| % ey —| 5 -
Rewenues, Less Profit § BETSES — |5 =3ospe2 — |5 wozs1308 — |5 1233753 =
Revenust - TDC = Recldual Land Valus ] E ] —| & {238, 1B6E] —| % 1T 578 —| % {BE.BED2) —_
Land Vil (per sof) ¥ LTS —| % {38.92) —| ¥ 1280 — 1% (=T -
Land Wk (per unk) E ] 43,508 ¥ 40,318 ¥ 0,355 E ] 20315

E17,136 §
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Table 8
Prototype 12 Pro forma

——Frotofype 17
wi I, Wi I CET Wi I, GET
wio I CET (mompentives) | [owrrent Inoantivec) [bonus FAR)
Sinoked Natc THe Saoked Nats. THE ‘stacknd fats THE. Sinnked THs
Devsiopmant Cocte
Congrucion Cogls
Hard soste (eer soR T OFA) §oazasa —[F 1zl — ¥ teseszms —|F neTE -
FParking Coss
‘Enuchured, luck-under (per Space) 5 530,000 —| % =2o,000 —|% =000 —]§ 13w -
Saiacs (DT SORCEl [ E— [—] | — = e =l =
Total (HC) EJRRET AT - |# maTizee ¥ - $ i mE § - § 18260708 § -
2ot Costs (por gof]
Sysiem Deveiopment Charges
Eanitary Sewer ¥ 382,775 r - -i 454 E7H r —_ '5 SaE2E - -
‘Eanrsnier £ 10,026 — [z 10,025 e ] 10,025 -
Transportation [FEOT) § 154,800 —| 35 1=ozss —|5 zmETIZ -
Parks & Recreation §  EBS,550 —| % =4z —|5 uwmasz -
Consruction Excise Tmes [CET) 3 56,143 —| 3% 1s3ss —|5 e -
Other Soft Costs (as % of HC) ¥ 3mT.HM — | & 38747 — ¥ 4B12ETE —
Sublotal (3C, exchuding inan interest camy) 5 4481974 § - |5 s4=zmEaz2 § - |5 osoosEsT § - |5 s&mEzZ 3 -
s % of HC % —| 5% - 6% — EE3 —|
= i BSASTY =
Tobal (BC) —|% TeaTas0 -
S0C Walvers. - F (1EaTE) § -
CET Walers —| & ___(som) =
iotal Coct- t 3 [173,588) % - E (208504 § -
Total Development Costs [TDC) fenshsding land) $ 1813263 —| % 1=m18e7 —| % 2E2METR — % meETeTE -
per unit 5 MILTET § - | F  me3mm 3 - | % ozmssm 3 - |5 e 3§ -
per GFA gt 3 == § - |5 HO § - |3 mT § - 13 = § -
Revsnuss & Valuation
¥ 10opnm —
§ 35223730 -
L2000 =
¥ 3651013 § -
3 (73030
§ AETTRET § -
¥ (357795 -
¥ (5356957 -
& 30412558 =
$ 7ERIE -
5 BXTE -
E AT A6
5 LDeda 5 LETTOE -
—| % 131280 —| 5 826 =
- ¥ 132300 0§ - ¥ ZBEISZE1 § -
—| % M5 — 1% (#17E) -
—| % (500 — 1% (67a00m -
= e L2lT = i_ILEim =
- $ Leieze 3 - #  ipaazm § -
‘Gross Walue of Rental Project 5 I2,497.757 —| % ms3ssss — |5 =25mssm — |5 31901304 -
Eies Marketing Costs (35 % of Gross) 3 (asanesn — |5 __z719 —=|5__is1mare —=|5__isza008 —
Net Procesds. of Rental Project $ M TELBE § - |% mmazn § - |4 EmEiERr % - |4 s4mesEs -
PV of Froperty Tax Exemplion 5 33,344 —\| % L5738 -
Todal Project Value [wi A-E incenthec) $ M TELME § - | ¢ mmazn § - | % 2530608 — |4 30EzecE -
Unieweraged Hurdle Raie: ¥ (17530 — | ¥ (2@m23a4 —| % (2.535156) — | ¥ (3,0e7.%25) -
Lewraged Hurde Rale ¥ (3230 — | ¥ (3,033,486) —| ¥ (3802734 — | ¥ 457153 -
Pewenues, Less Profit § 18,450,732 — & _17.185,754 —| i _HN.4EE08 — | i 2550730 =
Revenues - TOC = Recidual Land Value $ 36BN —| % r(1maz.088 —| % 34,358 —14% TLsn —
Land Ve (per 5ot 5 8IS —| 3% (2401} —|3 0.55 —13 (17.79) -
Land Value (per un) 1 43,508 ] 40,445 ] 0,703 ¥ #0450




Appendix C - Part 2
Better Housing by Design - Feasibility Analysis

MEMORANDUM

To: Tyler Bump, Senior Economic Planner
City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability

From: Dan Guimond and David Schwartz,
Economic & Planning Systems

Subject: Multi-Dwelling Unit district density bonus
residual land value analysis; EPS #153070

Date: October 28, 2018

The purpose of this memorandum is to update three of the prototypes
evaluated and reported in a memorandum dated May 18, 2018, to City
of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (BPS).

Prototype Updates

Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) was requested to perform a pro-
forma and feasibility analysis update to two of the development
prototypes identified in the previous modeling effort. The new
assumptions to be modeled were as follows:

1) Prototype 2 (stacked flat}: with 9 units, 555 gross square feet per
unit using a 90 percent efficiency factor, and zero parking spaces.

2) Prototype 4 (stacked flat): with 19 units, 790 gross square feet per
unit using an 85 percent efficiency factor, and zero parking spaces.

3) Prototype 4 (stacked flat): with 32 units, 700 gross square feet per
unit using an 85 percent efficiency factor, and zero parking spaces.
(This prototype is referred to in the memo as "Prototype 4B")

The following findings outline the results of the feasibility modeling and
provide comparisons to the original level of feasibility for greater depth
Econeric & Planning Systims, fnc. of understanding the results.
730 17th Street, Suite 630
Denvear, OO0 B0202-3511
303 623 3557 tel
303 623 9049 fax

Denver
Las Angeles
Cakland

Sacramento

WWW.ERSKSE. CoOm Appendix_C_PartZ_04_02_ 2019
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Findings

For-Sale Prototypes

R2: Under the conditions evaluated in the previous memorandum (dated May 18, 2018), the
bonus FAR scenario for Prototype #2 yielded a RLV of approximately $42, double the other
scenarios in Prototype #2. In this current configuration, the RLY (with more units, smaller
units, and zero parking), the RLV exceeds $120 per square foot. The substantial difference is
attributable to the elimination of parking costs and 50 percent more units and, thus,
revenues (the old "bonus FAR" scenario had 6 units).

R1: In the previous versions of Prototype #4 with bonus FAR, in which there were 16 units
with associated parking, the resulting RLV was nearly equivalent to the scenarios without
bonus FAR as a result of the mitigating effects of more units but greater costs. In this new
version, in which there are 3 more units of a smaller size and zero parking, the RLV in the
bonus FAR scenario more than doubles to $160 per square foot. In the version of Prototype
#4 (shown as #4B below), which has 32 smaller units and zero parking, the RLV exceeds
$190 per square foot.

Figure 1
Residual Land Value Summary by Scenario (as for-sale projects)

Ree:sid ualLand Value (per square-foot of lotsize)
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[noincentives) [current incentives) |bonus FAR)
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Rental Prototypes

« R2: In the previous version of Prototype #2 with bonus FAR, the RLV was estimated to be
approximately $33 per square foot, double the RLV of the other scenarios. In this version
with several more, smaller units and zero parking, the RLV is estimated to reach $90 per
square foot.

« R1: In Prototype #4 with bonus FAR, the RLV in the previous version was estimated to have
been nearly equivalent to the RLV of the other scenanos. In this version, the RLV is
estimated (of Prototype #4) to increase to nearly $140 per square foot. Similarly, the RLV of
the Prototype #4B (with 32 units) to just above $120 per square foot.

Figure 2
Residual Land Value Summary by Scenario (as rental projects)

180,00

]
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Table 1
Residual Land Value Summary by Scenario
Stacked flats Townhomes
wi IZ, CET wi 2, CET wi Z, CET wi Z, CET
[ [current wi £, CET {no [current wi £, CET

wioZ,CET  inceniives) incentives} (bonus FAR)| wiolZ CET  incentives)  incentives) (bonus FAR)

Prototype (as a for-sale project)
Prototype #2 324,15 5X2E5 S22 B5 §Irae w108 HoTe #oTe Mo
Prototype #4 213 7020 $70.30 $150.75 2082 §12735 $127.a5 $127.35
Prototype #4 B 213 7020 $70.30 §ar.25 2082 §12735 $127.a5 $127.35
Prototype (as a rental project)
Prototype #2 e so.ar soor 590.20 M7es 52535 526,35 $26.35
Prototype #4 44 §7258 7158 $136.33 B 53185 $3185 131.85
Prototype #4 B 44 §7258 7158 §l2270 B 53185 $3185 131.85

Soure: Economic & Planning Systems
HVEDITE- Pesinnd On-0 imct 2 - MO IO Mol (22 chex TS - Surry RLV paragft
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Table 2
Prototype 2 Pro forma
z
wi &, CET Wi 2 CET Wi I, CET
win X CET [ bomus FAR)
Tacksa Nt THe Stacknd fate THE. ‘Sinckna Nztc THe tacked Nats. THe
Dsysiooment Cosly
Sansrucion Cosk
Hard ooste [per cff of GFA) § ES00O0 F  6S0OO0| §  GSO0O0 5 0000 F 0 eS0000 § eSQOOO| 5 TORAZE §  &SO,000
Eorking Costs
Sructured, fuck-under {per space] § 1;mpboo 3 snom| 5 12m0 3 eoo| 5 oo 3 En0m| § - so.om
Surface {per space) 3 - % R - 3 - | = - 3 - |= - % -
Tokal (HC) $ 7moo § 2 Tiome|$ oo 30 Tweco|d  Fme0n 4 0 Toooe| 3 Tonam § 0 Tie8e
ot Costs ioer coff)
‘Bvsiem Devwlooment Charges
Sanitary Sewer 1 18,398 _§ 1zpm | § EEETERE 1zmz| 5 13,398 5 1z 5 435§ 1z
Storwater Fs 115 g soo0f & 11557 2 1000l & 1,155 F 8 so00f & 11657 2 1,000
Transportaion (FEOTH L] B0%E § SE2E | F ame § SEs| ¥ B3 § SE28) ¥ 18216 § SE8
Faris & Recreation 5 ®ITE § =@ | § /ITE § =mz| 5 ®/TE § =am| 5 314§ =m
Constnuction Exrlse Tawes (CET) 5 &3m 3 sz| 5 5352 3 gsz| 5 31§ s3m
Cther 3oft Costs {as % of HC) § 10500 3 wrow|§  tseson 3 1vsmo|3  versw § 0 rsmo|s  iveTER 3 TR
Subrital (5C, meiuding loan inerest carmy ) § 57875 5§ ZaN1 |§ 0 847 3 2moed |§ 0 427 § 0 Z7E3|F 0 3maM § 0 2R
= % o HE % 3% % 2% % %) 2% 2%
e LI L mald i PR e R T X1 Y WY - W—
Total (2C] 4  moEm 3§ 0 Ma14| 4 ERaN 4 Zenen maaa7 8§ 0 moen| § 0 aceEbe 3 zeaem
Cost-Reguoing ingentives
S0C Walvers ] - ¥ - ¥ - ¥ -
i - i - 1z - i -
Zublotal Coct-Reduoing Incendives ¥ - % - |3 - % -
Total Develcpment Coctt (TDC) {sxniuding land) $ 1028 3 6414 | 1068437 §  Peser|4 1068437 §  senem | § 103383 §  Be0Em
per wnit § 23232 3 477057 | 5 254858 5 ami 1| 5 24883 5 48031 3 188§ &mIN
per GFA sqft 5 M5 12| 5 Nz § 12| 5 M2 0§ |5 120§ 122
Bsyenues 3 Valustion Acsumolions
Less: L Insurance premium for consinuction defects 5 40000 § 20000 | § aon § m,poa | § 40,000 F 20000 F ‘oo § 0,000
Earkale Bevonuss
W, Feveries § 1457000 5 1476000 |F 1457000 § 147S00|§ 1457000 5§ 147EDIO| 5 2112885 § 1476000
AH Fevenues ] - 5 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 -
Subintl Sales. ,i 1ATOO0 5 47RO |F 14 3 1emmo|s 4o § 4temm| s ziizess 5 14Tem
S Ngrksing Cogis 3 cemen”s  pasmfs  pesen’s  pesafs  esun’s 3___UrSa 3 @3
Todal Saiec Revenues $ L43TEE0 § 1448480 [§ 1427880 §  LedEaE0 |4 L437Ee0 § l4e8480 | §  2070BIT § 1448880
Unisveraged Hurdie Rae ¥ (42786} § [144,628]( § (42,788 § LRE ] (42786} § (144,848 § (207,062) § (188,54
Leveraged Hurdie Raie ¥ (214,173) § (26,5721 § (Fa R 2EsT] § (214,173) § (216,572 ¥ (390,53) § (216,572)
Enuss, Less Froll A e 13- T e - 1 G e 125 T T e 2 [ T [ 5 e S e = [ =1 N T =R
Revenuss - TDC = Rsckdual Land Valus 4 1272 § e384 | 4 14344 §  2essaT| 4 14348 § 0 seams7| §  emam §  2ensE
Land Vit (par sty 5 2245 3§ s1mE| 5 285 3 4a7e| 5 285 aa7s| 5 ZE 5 4278
Land Vet (par unfty 5 @545 §  0Ea2Es| 3 355 5 1mass| 3 s35a5 5 eass| 3 #E0 F 183
MR, Fent Income 5 11150 3 sgem| 5 1180 3 sao| 5 1ism 3 seam| 5 1s1mm 3 =400
AH Fental Incorme i - % - |= - & - = - & -
Subintl Gross Annual Revenues 5 11150 3 seem| 5 11150 3 smann| 5 1Em 3 seam| s tE1mm 3 =400
Vacancy ¥ i5.580) ¥ 4.9 § (55 ¥ i ¥ (S.580) § 4, L] LR ] 14,520
Comrationg] Cogls
DEM L] (17,000 ¥ {8,500 ¥ (17,000 § [ L] (17,000 § i, ¥ {38,250 § 18,500
Annual Property Tawes 3 (3164} § [300m)| § (3964} § i3 3 (3,164) § (3,00 § 4,905 § (3|
NOH ¥ T Bme0 | § 85868 § ssan| § T mpee| 4 1mam 3 #1860
{Gross Value of Rentsl Project § 13ETE 5 131138 | 13TaTm2 5 13n3ss| s LwRTe 5 1311395 17ER2eS 51,3113
Saics Markeiing Lol (o ol Srogs) k3 137474) & 26227 § (27,474} § [26,227)] & 127474 § (25,297 § [35,645) § (26 Z2T)
Met Prosseds of Rental Projsot $ a4 § 1ms1az |4 134879 3 12E6ia |4 13eeem 4 1mEmaR |4 174881 #1263
PY of Froperty Tax Exemplion ] - ¥ - - ¥ -
Total Projeat Valus pwi R-E inosntivec) $ 1a4em § st |$ Leerm 3 1zesiaz| 4 1seeem 4 imEwe|§ 17488 § 1LIE6AR
Linieweraged Hurde Rale ¥ (124,623} § (128,5121| § (134,823 § (122513 § (124,623} § (28,5124 § (174,667 § (128,513
Leraged Hurde Rak ¥ (.53 § 7| § (2,534) § e, ¥ (21,534 § (132, L] {261,993) § (12T
T - N T
Revenuss - TDC = Rcidual Land Valss ¥ #1384 §  13a2as | 4 BaBET §  tm741| § 43T § 13,741 | § asnEEr § 13741
Land Value iper 5% H 1827 3§ e | 5 1557 § =] 5 155 3§ =35| 5 mm 3 ®3E
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Table 3
Prototype 4 Pro forma

w &, CET wl I CET wi & CET
wio @ CET inoinoentives) | (ourmemt incenttves) [bonus FAR)
Siaoked fatc THe Staoked Sabc THs ‘Eizoknd fabc THs Saniked fatc THe
Rexsiopment Cogly
Sonsnucion Lo
Hldloﬁjzgﬂﬂ ¥ 1,571,523 § 2,650,000 | ¥ 1971529 § Ze=0,000)F 197,223 § ZEB0DO0) ¥ 2291941 § Zes0,000
Parking Costs
Biruchured, Lck-under |per space) E ] 40,000 ¥ 10,000 | § 20000 § 100000 § M0000 ¥ 1=0,000) ¥ - ¥ 150,000
Surface {per gwce) 3 - B - | s - 5 - |5 - 5 - = - B -
Tokal {HC) $ ZINEM § MO0 (3 Z:EW $  ZEWS00|d e ¢ zEmome|d  zamasm § 2w
Zoft Costs iper eof)
Svstem Dewsiooment Charoes
Zanlary Gower 1 483m § 50280 | § 430§ 0] 483 § sn480)| § M0 § 0450
Bt & S0 B 000 | & 318 E 1000 & ZNc B 1009) & 2370 E 1,000
Transporiafion (FBOTH ¥ mnzan § B0 | §F AN240 F =0 F Dz § 2B40] F 3845 § =140
Farks & Recreabion ¥ =150 § 050 | § 81,540 §F 110530 § =153 § 1Hos) § 196,774 ¥ 110,540
Comsinuciion Exlse Tawes (CET) E ] mel § M35 F 178 ¥ 413 §F ANTEE F M.138
Cther Soft Costs (as % of HS) 3 SSIBED §  TORSO0 | § Scrpay § 0 TOasSOO|§ ssa@sy § 0 Tozsoo| s 0 sTaves 30 TO2Soo
Bubininl (EC, exriuding oan indsrest camy) ¥ TIST42 § 02,728 | § 73364 ¥ HXEEEE | §F TI3E4 § =26,B88 | § B430 ¥ H2E BES
& % of HC 1% iTw I 3% % 33%| I™s 3%
Sersnuionloan Iniges i GlEE i IJU| L Al i CRAEY Sl L S| i LA i SZil
Total [EC) F] TE43ED ¥ 888,788 | § Ba2,881 1,094,451 | § e § 104461 § e T § 1,094 481
B0C Walvers k1 - £ - 5 - 3 -
SEIWahver i - & S S 1 =
Zublotal Coct-Reduoing Incendives ¥ - % - |3 - % -
Total Development Cosis [TDC) {sxohuding knd) § 2eesBa0 % 2,788,788 | § 3094180 § SEMAEI|§ 24180 § 2534461 ) ¥ 320781 §  3EMAE
per unit E ] 3588 ¥ ITeaTs | ¥ A= § 3Ez4ac ) §F ;41§ Ezas) §F 16882 § 3EZ 445
per GFA sqit ¥ X3 ¥ 200| % 24§ T ¥ e § M| F 1= F ooy |
Bavenyes 3 Valuation sgsumelions
Less Gl insurance premium for construction defects ¥ 100,000 ¥ 00,000 | ¥ 100000 §F 100,000 | 5 100,000 ¥ 00,000 | ¥ 120000 §F 100,000
Ear-ials Esvonuss
MR Revenues § 45500 § 53M0000( 5 4SE2E0 5 G24000|F  45ERS0 5§ S00m| s sssesns 5 62ampm
AH Revenues 5 - 5 - 5 - 5 - 5 - 5 -
Bubintal Bales. § 4550500 § G340000(F 45E2EW0 § G24000|F 45ERS0 5§ 00| F  sss6sss 5 s2ampm
Gtz Marksing Cogi 5 o650 5 (iesom|§  saesny § (1zasoof s ¢siesmy 3 (iz4sood 3 (11503m 5 (12400
Todal Salec Revenuess § 480850 % & 116,200 | § 4480880 § 8116300 |§ A&0ESD § & 116,200 | § 6BTEGBE § B, 116204
Unisveraged Hurde: Raie §  (M49085) § (SISO 5§ psn0em) 5 iEILSEm| § cMspes) 5 EMsan| 5 EETESH § 0 EILEND
Leveraged Hurde Raie § (GFAEME) § (NITBON 5 ETAERE 5 iiTzm| § (7RG § (72Em| 5 ESisES) § (3T
N e eddlIZ i __SASTAN i SIS O - i)
Fevenues - TDC = Ascldual Land Valus F] THL43 § 1288174 | § THEEE ¥ 1273488 | % TELERE § 1273488 | § 1,687 8682 § 1,273 488
Lawnd ‘Wl (peer softh E ] 213 ¥ 1m8z| § TOO § 12735 § T3 §F 173 § 15875 § 12738
Lawnd ‘Wl (peer unity ¥ E7,363 § wlT2E| §F 7,33 § TR ¥ BT3E3 § HT2E] F 4638 § k- p e
MR Rent Income ¥ 1000 ¥ 384000 | ¥ E0m § 3M0O00| §F 1000 § B4.000) ¥ 455306 § 384 000
AH Renial Income E 1 = 3 - 3 = E 1 - 3 - 3 =
‘Bublplal Gross Annusl Revenues. E ] 1000 ¥ 384000 | ¥ E0m § 3M0O00| §F 1000 § B4.000) ¥ 455306 § 384 000
Vacancy § (7SS § (15200 F (iT.ESD) 5 :lj §  (7EEm §F 0L, (22365 § (1920
Cocrationn) Costy
OEM § 42500 § 4250 3 emEDO) B ¢ § 4500 M3, § O BLTED § (425D
Annusl Property Tawes E (034 5 1459l 5 [1o0.340) § sl 5 (LM § 11, E (12,637 § (11,454
HOH E ] 0,890 # 0888 | § 280,810 ¥ ag4a | 4 EAEN0 3 nese] ¥ M2 BEL ¥ S0 248
‘Gross Value of Renial Project ¥ 4488761 F 4573535 | § 4489761 § 4973535 F 4485781 § 457353 §F S4BT 257 § 497353%
Spies Markeling Cosls (3 % of Grossy 5 {B3,735) § (3947 § [53,735) § B934T & (BT § FR4TIN § (109,745 F {59,471)
Mat Prosseds of Rental Projeot § 4MeBIR § AITADR4 (4 4380888 § 4ETANS4 |4 ameses §  AETaned |4 saTEE § AETADM
P of Property Tax Exempiion F - % -1s - % -
Tedal Projeot Valus (i F-E incentives) § 4390808 § AETADBA (§ 4380888 § 4ETANE4| 4 ameses $ EATTEIZ §  AETAG
Unisezraged Hurde Raiz § (438597 § (467405 § (4303 uauum § 43959T) § § SITEN § ETADE
Leraged Hurde Rabks ¥ (e=3,9535) ¥ Moy § (EE8, 525 § 3.1 ¥ (E52,955) § E ] (BD6,62T) §F 731,110
O Nk - i R S W T S e M N TR L Nk o R ri) N T
Revenuse - TDC = Recidusal Lansd Valiss F] TH4081 § 243908 | § TIETE1 ¥ 204 | § THETH # HaEM ) § 1383287 § 18604
Land Vil {per sqf) E ] 7441 F ME|F T25E § Bs| § 7258 3§ 385] § 1333 § 3.es
Land Vil {per uni) ¥ B5535 § EESELNE 1 B5F § TR F B5588 § EES LN I 1 42454 F 7311
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Table 4
Prototype 4B Pro forma

w &, CET wl I CET wi & CET
wio @ CET inoinoentives) | (ourmemt incenttves) [bonus FAR)
Siaoked fatc THe Staoked Sabc THs ‘Eizoknd fabc THs Saniked fatc THe
Rexsiopment Cogly
Sonsnucion Lo
Hldlnﬁjzgﬂﬂ ¥ 1,571,523 § 2,650,000 | ¥ 1971529 § Ze=0,000)F 197,223 § ZE50,000 | ¥ 33xET4 §  Zes0,000
Earking Costs.
Biruchured, Lck-under |per space) E ] 40,000 ¥ 10,000 | § 20000 § 100000 § M0000 ¥ 1=0,000) ¥ - ¥ 150,000
Surface iper space) 5 - 3 - | % S - |5 - % 3 - 3 -
Total (HE) $ NG 4 2E0000 (% 221Ex § 2Ewe0|d zanem $ zsnom|$  aameTe ¢ 2Eweo
Zoft Costs iper eof)
System Deveiogment Charoes
Banliary Sewer ¥ 48370 § ED&E0 | § 4830 § BE04E0) § 43T § eDas0] § 154784 § ‘450
Bt & S0 B 000 | & 318 E 1000 & ZNc B 1009) & 2370 E 1,000
Transporiafion (FBOTH ¥ mnzan § B0 | §F AN240 F =0 F Dz § 2B40] F B4TRE § =140
Farks & Recreabion ¥ =150 § 050 | § 81,540 §F 110530 § =153 § 1Hos) § 196,672 ¥ 110,540
Comsinuciion Exlse Tawes (CET) E ] mel § M35 F 178 ¥ 413 §F R E: 5 I 1 M.138
Cther Soft Costs (as % of HS) 3 SSIBED §  TORSO0 | § E5rEE § 0 TO3SOO|F  Ssa@sd § 0 TORSOO 531,435 § 702500
Bubininl (EC, exriuding oan indsrest camy) ¥ TIST42 § 02,728 | § 73364 ¥ HXEEEE | §F TI3E4 § =26,B88 | § 1,280,150 § H2E BES
& % of HC 1% iTw I 3% % 33%| 3IFs 3%
Sersnuionloan Iniges i GlEE i IJU| L Al i CRAEY Sl L
Total [EC) F] TE43ED ¥ 888,788 | § Ba2,881 1,094,451 | § e § 1,094,461 ) § 1,388,9M # 1,094 481
30C Waivers H - % - |5 i=am s -
SETNahen I =
Subiotal Cost-Reduing Incenthes ¥ - % - |# [T -
Total Development Cosis [TDC) {sxohuding knd) § 2eesBa0 % 2,788,788 | § 3094180 § SEMAEI|§ 24180 § 2534461 ) ¥ 4857, TEZ § 3.EMAE
per unit E ] 3588 ¥ ITeaTs | ¥ A= § 3Ez4ac ) §F ;41§ Ezas) §F 145555 § 3EZ 445
per GFA sqit ¥ X3 ¥ 200| % 24§ T ¥ e § M| F 1= J ooy |
Bavenyes 3 Valuation sgsumelions
Less Gl insurance premium for construction defects ¥ 100,000 ¥ 00,000 | ¥ 100000 §F 100,000 | 5 100,000 ¥ 00,000 | ¥ Ze0oon § 100,000
Ear-ials Esvonuss
MR Revenues § 4550500 5 5240000 (% 4582500 5 520000|F 2452500 §5 624000| 5 720 5 62000
AH Revenues 5 - 3 - 5 - 5 - 5 345384 § -
Bubintal Bales. PF 4SEIEN § 524000 4SS0 5 5200|5450 ERMODOO)F  BATESM § 6240000
S Mg Cosk $_ (meom"s  (meson3  yees;y”s  (1zamools  siesm™s  pizasoof’ s (easiz”s  (mseson
Total Saiec Revenues $ 40850 § SME300 (4 4480880 3 61163200 |4 amess0 3 enE2w|$  eoizper & B11E2M
Unieveraged Hurdie Rz 5 (smpes) § (e1520 5 49085 3 1sm| s dapes) 30 snsam| 3 B0 5 511520
Leveraged Hurdie Raie 5 (67328 § (7280 §  GTERE 3 nzEm| s o5TaEas) 3 2em| 3 2B § (7280
R i S G e e R M- F ) N ] O - i)
Fevenues - TDC = Ascldual Land Valus F] THL43 § 1288174 | § THEEE ¥ 1273488 | % TELERE § 1273488 | § 1872617 # 1,273 488
Lawnd ‘Wl (peer softh E ] 213 ¥ 1m8z| § TOO § 12735 § T3 §F 173 § W= 3§ 12738
Lawnd ‘Wl (peer unity ¥ E7,363 § wlT2E| §F 7,33 § TR ¥ BT3E3 § HT2E] F 7557 F 5,738
MR Rent Income ¥ 1000 ¥ 384000 | ¥ E0m § 3M0O00| §F 1000 § B4.000) ¥ EE8.TED ¥ 384 000
AH Renial Income E 1 = 3 - 3 = E 1 - 3 2293 § =
‘Bublplal Gross Annusl Revenues. E ] 1000 ¥ 384000 | ¥ E0m § 3M0O00| §F 1000 § B4.000) ¥ B25,052 §F 384 000
Vacancy § (7ss0y 50 (12000 5 (1T5SD) % :lj § (s § (8, 5 32Em F 0 (1820
Cosrationa) Cosls
OEM §  42500) 5 445000 5 M2EDO) B § 425000 § 0 42, § (1350000 §  (42500)
Annusl Froperty Taes $ (o3 3 imMasyl s (i3s3 giesuls  o03em 3 (11, $ (60§ (11254
HOH E ] 0,890 # 0888 | § 280,810 ¥ ag4a | 4 EAEN0 3 nese] ¥ 441,63 ¥ S0 248
‘Gross Value of Renial Project ¥ 4488761 F 4573535 | § 4489761 § 4973535 F 4485781 § 457353 §F T.0e4500 § 2 4£97353%
Eies Markstiog Costs (35 % of Gross 5 (gs7es) 5 (zmaT| 3 23795) 5§ (97| ¢eaves) 3 mamd 3 (danZem § (maaTn)
Mot Prosssds of Rental Projeot $ 4399808 4 AS7T4084 |4 4388886 §  487a0ed |4 ameses § asTaned|s  emmcwe ¢ sETepes
P% of Property Tax Exempdon E ] - ¥ - E ] 1249 § -
Total Projeot Value fwi R-E inosntivec) $ 4290808 4 47084 |$  a38EEeE § 487aced| s ameses 3 asTanes| s emaETE ¢ sETames
Unisamrage Hurde Fale 5 (438597) §  (487206) § 43T uauu:l 5 (438997) § (487, §  (BE23N) §  (4ET.ADE)
Leraged Hurde Rabks ¥ (e=3,9535) ¥ Moy § (EE8, 525 § 3.1 ¥ (E52,955) § % (1,038481) §F 731,110
O Nk - i R S W T S e M N TR L Nk o R ri) i SAED I__Llo5l
Revenuse - TDC = Recidusal Lansd Valiss F] TH4081 § 243908 | § TIETE1 ¥ 204 | § THETH # HaEM ) § 1228678 § 18604
Land Vil {per sqf) E ] 7441 F ME|F T25E § Bs| § 7258 3§ 385] § 12T § 3.es
Land Vil {per uni) ¥ B5535 § EESELNE 1 B5F § TR F B5588 § EES LN I 1 12453 § 7311
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Introduction

Better Housing by Design: An Update to Portland’s Multi-Dwelling Zoning Code is being led by the City of
Portland's Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (BP5). This project is revising Zoning Code development standards
in Portland’s multi-dwelling zones (R3, R2, R1, and RH) outside the Central City. These medium- to high-density
residential zones play a key role in providing new housing to meet the needs of a growing Portland. The many types
of housing built in these zones include apartment and condominium buildings, fourplexes, rowhouses and houses.

The project’s objective is to revise City regulations to betterimplement Comprehensive Plan policies that call for:
* Housing opportunities in and around centers and corridors.
* Housing diversity, including affordable and accessible housing.
= [Design that supports residents’ health and active living.
* Pedestrian-oriented street environments.
= Safe and convenient street and pedestrian connections.
* [Design that respects neighborhood context and the distinct characteristics of different parts of Portland.
= Mature and green infrastructure that are integrated into the urban environment.

*  Low-impact development that helps limit climate change and urban heat island effects.

This project includes a focus on Eastern Portland in order to foster more positive development outcomes that reflect the area’s
distinct characteristics and needs. Eastern Portland, largely located east of 82nd Avenue, includes large amounts of multi-dwelling
zoning, often in areas that lack good street connections to local destinations and transit. Project staff are coordinating with the
Portland Bureau of Transportation's (PBOT) Connected Centers Street Plan. PEOT's project is developing new approaches for creating
street and pedestrian connections, with an initial focus on the Jade District and Rosewood centers in Eastern Portland.
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INTRODUCTION

What is the purpose of this report?

The Better Housing by Design Concept Report presents ideas (concepts) that will guide the development of detailed Zoning
Code regulations. These concepts describe outcomes and approaches the regulations should be crafted to achieve. Project staff
developed the concepts based on Comprehensive Plan policies, direction from past planning projects, and community input from a
series of Stakeholder Working Group meetings and other public involvement activities (see Public Involvement, page 26).

Additional analysis and refinement of the concepts will occur as staff work on developing detailed code language for the Code
Amendments Discussion Draft, to be published in Fall 2017 (see Mext Steps, page 28). Some concept elements could change as part
of this process, and as staff considers public comments on the Concept Report.

Why does this project matter?

Between today and 2035, 80 percent of the roughly 120,000 new housing units developed in Portland will be in multi-
dwelling buildings. Many of those buildings will be along mixed use corridors and main streets. Nearly one-quarter of the total
growth will be in multi-dwelling zones outside the Central City. This housing development in and near centers and corridors will help
meet local and regional objectives for locating housing close to services and transit. It also means that more Portlanders will be living
in multi-dwelling buildings and other compact housing types, and that the design of this housing will be playing an increasingly
important role in providing quality living environments for residents and in shaping the form and character of neighborhoods. Better
Housing by Design is developing approaches to help ensure that new development in the multi-dwelling zones better meets the
needs of current and future residents, while contributing to the positive qualities of the places where they are built.

Multi-dwelling zones play an important role in . .
providing affordable housing opportunities, Percent of housing units by zone
which are increasingly not available in single-
dwelling zones or in higher density mixed-use By 2035, more than Single-dwelling
zones — espedially for families. Multi-dwelling 23,000 new housing Zones
zones have been the location of a large portion units will likely be

of housing development by affordable housing builtin the multi-

providers. These zones will continue to play a dwelling zones outside

critical role in providing a broad range of housing the Central City. That is

to meet the needs of all Portlanders. 22 percent of the total
residential growth

The livability of multi-dwelling housing has a expected over the

disproportionate impact on the quality of life next 20 years.
of people of color and low-income households,
larger proportions of whom live in multi-dwelling
housing than the general population. The project
has been informed by extensive outreach to
people of color, low-income and immigrant
households, undertaken as part of past projects
that focused on healthy housing. These projects
identified the need for residential open spaces,
housing design supportive of healthy living, and
better and safer connections to neighborhood
destinations — especially in East Portland.
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INTRODUCTION

Zoning Map

Portland's Zoning Map and Zoning Code regulate what types of development (e.g., commercial, industrial, residential) are allowed
where, and regulate the scale and general features of this development.

Multi-dwelling zones (blue) are typically located along or near transit corridors and in mixed-use centers, such as the 5t. Johns town
center and the Jade District. These zones help implement the Comprehensive Plan and Climate Action Plan by providing housing
opportunities close to commercial and community services, as well as transit. As summarized on the following pages, the zones
allowing the greatest development intensity (such as the RH zone) are located close to the Central City and near high-capacity transit
corridors. Lower density multi-dwelling zones (R2 and R2) are often located along local neighborhood streets close to major corridors
and are intended to be compatible in scale with established residential areas.

Legend
| | single-dwelling Residential | | Mixed Use I OpenSpace
I Multi-dwelling Residential || Industrial/Employment ~ ——— City Boundary
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INTRODUCTION

Summary of the Base Zones

R3: Residential 3000

R3 is a low-density multi-dwelling zone located predominately
in East Portland. Housing is characterized by one to two story
buildings and a low building coverage.

At a glance:

Height | 35 feet
Maximum density | 1 unit per 3,000 square feet of site area

Maximum lot coverage | 45 percent of site area
Minimum front setback | 10 feet
Required outdoor area | 48 square feet per unit

R2: Residential 2000

R2 is a low-density multi-dwelling zone characterized by two
to three story residential buildings and a medium building
coverage. It is Portland’s most widely-mapped zone and is
typically located near civic and neighborhood corridors and
centers, often along local side streets.

At a glance:

Height | 40 feet
Maximum density | 1 unit per 2,000 square feet of site area

Maximum lot coverage | 50 percent of site area
Minimum front setback | 10 feet
Required outdoor area | 48 square feet per unit

BETTER HOUSING BY DESIGN CONCEPT REPORT | JULY 2017 7



INTRODUCTION

R1: Residential 1000

R1is a medium-density multi-dwelling zone characterized by
two to four story residential buildings, with higher building
coverage than the lower density zones. R1 zoning is applied
along civic and neighborhood corridors, and local streets in
centers and near high-capacity transit stations.

At a glance:

Height | 45 feet
Maximum density | 1 unit per 1,000 square feet of site area

Maximum lot coverage | 60 percent of site area
Minimum front setback | 3 feet
Required outdoor area | 48 square feet per unit

RH: High-Density Residential

RH is a high-density multi-dwelling zone typically located
close to the Central City or near high-capacity transit stations.
Housing is characterized by buildings up to six or seven stories
and high building coverage.

At a glance:

Height*® | 65/75/100 feet

Maximum density*

2:1/4:1 FAR

Maximum lot coverage

85 percent of site area

Minimum front setback

0 feet

Required outdoor area

none

*\aries by mapped location.
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INTRODUCTION

Concepts Overview

The concepts in this section propose new regulatory tools to address the following major topics. In the next
section of this report, each topic is described in further detail with background information provided, followed by
concept proposals.

Outdoor spaces and green elements that support

human and environmental health.

D

* Open 5pace Requirements | Concepts 1and 2
* (Green Site Design | Concepts 3 and 4

Building design and scale that contributes to
pedestrian-friendly streets, relates to context, and allows
diverse housing types.

* Scale-based Zoning | Concept 5

* Building Design and Transitions | Concepts 6 — 10

Development bonuses and density transfers that
offer incentives for affordable housing, family-sized units,
and tree preservation.

* Concepts 11 and 12

Eastern Portland development standards that are
responsive to the area’s distinct characteristics.

* Concepts 13 and 14

Street connections that make it easier for people to
access local destinations and transit.

* Concepts 15-18

BETTER HOUSING BY DESIGN CONCEPT REPORT | JULY 2017 9



Outdoor Space Requirements: Background

2035 Comprehensive Plan policies call for housing to include features
that support healthy living, such as usable outdoor spaces for
recreation, gardening and other activities.

48 square feet = enough space fora
small table and chairs.

Currently, most of the multi-dwelling zones require outdoor space
(48 square feet per unit), which can be private spaces or combined
into larger shared spaces, such as courtyards.

Types of residential outdoor spaces

Individual/ = - . Larger shared
private spaces, e — : o AR = 4 spaces, like

such as patios, 1 ! 1 T L b courtyards, play
balconies or i '1 s ' Sy f . areas or shared
small yards : : Tk N recreation space
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Issues include:

No residential outdoor space
required in the RH zone

The high-density residential zone (RH)
requires no outdoor spaces. In some
situations, such as in East Portland
where the RH zone is located close to
light rail stations, parking lots are the
only places for children to play.

Shared outdoor spaces

Apartment residents have identified
the need for having usable outdoor
spaces located close by for activities
such as children’s play and growing
food. Currently, shared outdoor spaces
that are large enough to provide these
opportunities are not required and
often not provided with new multi-
dwelling development.
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Outdoor Space Requirements: Concepts

Objective: Provide usable outdoor space for residents and opportunities for healthy eating/active
living amenities.

CONCEPT 1. REQUIRE RESIDENTIAL OUTDOOR SPACES INTHE RH ZONE.

* Require 48 square feet per unit
(36 square feet for small sites under
20,000 square feet), consistent with
standards for similar development
in mixed-use zones. This outdoor
space can be in the form of private
outdoor spaces or combined into
shared outdoor spaces.

* Indoor community facilities —
Allow indoor community spaces
to be used to meet outdoor space
requirements in all the multi-
dwelling zones.

Sjuawa|j uaalr pue SBJEdS looping | S1dIDNOD

Examples of private and shared outdoor spaces included in development
typical of the RH Zone.

CONCEPT 2. REQUIRE SHARED OUTDOOR SPACES FOR LARGER SITES.

* Apply this requirement to sites 20,000 square feet or larger. Larger sites
can more easily accommodate shared outdoor spaces than can smaller sites.

* Provide flexibility for a range of shared outdoor space arrangements,
such as spaces designed for children’s play, gathering, and gardening.
Providing spaces large enough for such activities will help support active living
and improve health outcomes for residents.

The percentage of site area to be shared outdoor space will be determined
during code development (potentially 5 to 10 percent of site area). Other
considerations will include the possibility of allowing this requirement to be
met by outdoor spaces on rooftops or raised courtyards. Regulations may
also be crafted to ensure that shared outdoor spaces are conveniently located
for residents.

BETTER HOUSING BY DESIGN CONCEPT REPORT | JULY 2017 1
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Green Site Design: Background

2035 Comprehensive Plan policies call for integrating green elements, such as eco roofs and vegetated
stormwater facilities, into the urban environment. Comprehensive Plan policies also call for limiting
impervious surfaces (e.g., cement, asphalt paving) and reducing urban heat island effects, which can be
caused by large amounts of paved surfaces.

Issues include:

Lack of allowances for innovative green site design

Current regulations require multi-dwelling development
to include landscaped areas. However, these regulations
do not allow many innovative types of green features

to count toward meeting required landscaping, which
must be at ground level. For instance, eco roofs, raised
landscaped courtyards and raised stormwater planters
do not meet these requirements.

Large paved areas and urban heat islands

Due to climate change, Portland is expected to experience
hotter, drier summers with more high-heat days. This can
result in heat-related health problems, especially in locations
with large amounts of pavement, which can cause urban
heat islands. Modeling of urban heat island effects indicates
that development with large amounts of asphalt paving can
be over six degrees hotter than comparable development
with intensive landscaping (see Appendices).

While the multi-dwelling zones limit the amount of building
coverage, there is not a similar limit on the amount of
paved surfaces, such as surface parking lots. Multi-dwelling
developrnent with large amounts of surface parking are a
common development type in East Portland.
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Green Site Design: Concepts

Objective: Provide opportunities for innovative approaches to green site design and minimize urban heat
island effects.

CONCEPT 3. ALLOW ALTERNATIVES TO CONVENTIONAL LANDSCAPING.

= Allow eco roofs, raised courtyards
and raised stormwater planters
to be used to meet a portion of
landscaping requirements.

= Existing tree density requirements
would continue, meaning that
some site area would need to be
suitable for trees.

CONCEPT 4.LIMIT LARGE SURFACE PARKING LOTS.

= Limit the amount of ground-level area that can be devoted to impervious surfaces, such as surface parking lots and
driveways (potentially limiting these areas to no more than 30 percent of site area).

Further analysis will be undertaken during code development to determine the appropriate limit, and whether this would
apply only to vehicle areas or to all ground-level impervious surfaces.

Limits on impervious paved areas, such as tucking some parking or using permeable paving.
such as large parking lots would under buildings
encourage alternative approaches,

BETTER HOUSING BY DESIGN CONCEPT REPORT | JULY 2017

™
(=]
—
™
m
-
—
[ ™ ]
o
=
-
o
=
=
-
[ ™ ]
=
o
a
=1}
-
=
&
=
m
n
-
—
n
3
n
-
-
v




=]
=
=]
=
==
<]
==
o
=T
e
L
Qg
b
v
©
=
-
=

-
[y
v
a

o
=
=
E
=]

Scale-based Zoning: Background

DETACHED SNGLE-FAMLT
HCHES

Tlssingh i b o 1 poovses st Gy oo e (IEFTICIOE

Reastrwtion 130015 Ot Dinsigr, e

2035 Comprehensive Plan policies call for a range of housing options and building scale, with more intense
development in centers and corridors.

Low-rise multi-dwelling zones, such as
the R2 zone, often provide transitions
in scale between higher density areas
and single-family residential areas.
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, RZ,
because they exceed unit density limits.
Other issues in the medium-density
zones (A3, R2 and R1) include:

* Density-based regulations often
result in large townhouse-type
units whose multiple levels and
stairs are not accessible to people
with raobility limitations.

* The lack of housing unit
variety also limits the range of
affordability levels.

* In the R1 zone, often located along
transit corridors and allowing four-
story buildings, density requlations
similarly limit housing options,
even in transit-rich locations.

Middle Housing refers to a wide variety of multi-unit housing types at a
low-rise scale, including duplexes, fourplexes and courtyard apartments.
This variety is not possible within today's zones.

1
i 41! | ¢
\Small-lot Dupleg=N

In the R1 zone old and new buildings along transit corridors are similar in
scale, but the older apartment buildings accommodate more households.

1920 - 34 units | 10,000 sq. ft. site
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Scale-based Zoning: Concepts

Objectives:
* Encourage greater housing diversity (induding physically-accessible units).
* Limit building scale in zones that typically apply along neighborhood side streets.
* Expand housing opportunities in zones along transit corridors.

CONCEPT 5: REGULATE BY BUILDING SCALE/FARINSTEAD OF UNIT DENSITY.

R2 Zone

The proposed concept for the R2 zone

would allow greater flexibility within a

smaller building envelope. This would

o A create incentives for more and different
o kinds of housing units

* 40-foot height limit.

* Density limited to one unit per 2,000
square feet of site area (2 units on a 5,000
square foot site).
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= (Often results in large townhouse units.

Proposed new approach:

* Reduce allowed height to 35 feet.

= Provide flexibility for what happens
inside a defined building scale
(potentially a floor-to-area ratio of 1 to 1)

Duplex .27

R1Zone
Proposed new approach:
= 45-foot height limit = 45-foot height limit (unchanged)
* Density limited to one unit per 1,000 square feet of * Provide flexibility for what happens inside the building
site area. (potentially a floor-to-area ratio of 15 to 1).

= (Often results in townhouse units. &

Physically accessible units. Along with greater flexibility for numbers of units, this concept would require 25 percent of units
to be physically accessible when projects exceed a specified density, which will be determined during code development.
Also to be determined is if the requirement will be for single-level, fully-accessible units, or for visitable units. Visitable units
have accessible ground levels, but can have living spaces like bedrooms on upper levels.

Floor-to-area ratios (FAR). The building scale/FAR limits are preliminary and will be refined during code development, taking
into account relationships to affordable housing development bonuses and building scale outcomes. For the B3 zone, the
preliminary concept is for an FAR of 75 to 1. The RH zone is already requlated by FAR (2 to 1 or 4 to 1, depending on location).
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Building Design and Transitions: Background

2035 Comprehensive Plan policies call for development to be designed to respond to context, contribute
to pedestrian-friendly street frontages and transition in scale to lower density zones. Examples of issues
related to these topics include:

Despite policy aspirations, the
multi-dwelling zones have few
limits on front garages and, in
some cases, No requirements

for front entrances, which can
negatively impact the pedestrian
environment of streets.

R —— =
Recent development

Lack of front setback requirements in
the higher density zones (R1 and RH)
sometimes result in abrupt transitions
to existing development, and can
impact residents’ privacy.
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Also creating abrupt transitions,
buildings of four or more stories can be
built next to properties with single-
dwelling zoning.

Barriers to small-site development

Some regulations are oriented to large development sites typical of suburban locations and do not work well on small
infill sites.

For instance, existing side setback requirements in the multi-dwelling zones often require maore space around buildings
(setbacks) than is required for similar scale development in single-dwelling zones (up to 14 feet, compared to 5 feet in single-
dwelling zones). This makes it difficult to do small site development that can continue neighborhood patterns.

Single-dwelling zones Multi-dwelling zones
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Building Design and Transitions: Concepts

Design of Street Frontages Objective: Foster pedestrian-friendly streets by orienting buildings to
streets, and minimizing front garages, blank walls and other building features that do not create an

inviting street environment.

CONCEPT 6.LIMIT GARAGES ALONG STREET FRONTAGES TO 50 PERCENT OF THE BUILDING

GROUND LEVEL. REQUIRE PARKING TO BE ACCESSED FROM ALLEYS, WHERE THEY EXIST.

This would promote arrangements such as the following:
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Rear parking, or options Front parking that takes Exemptions may be This limitation would also

with no off-street parking up no more than half of provided for other garage  apply to large ground-level
in areas close to transit. street frontages. arrangements like tuck- parking garages.

under garages, that limit
impacts on the street
environment.

Requirements for alley-accessed parking will need to be coordinated with PBOT and it may be necessary to reconsider existing
limitations on alley access for multi-dwelling parking.

CONCEPT 7. REQUIRE BUILDING ENTRANCES TO BE ORIENTED TO PUBLIC STREETS OR PATHWAYS,
ORTO COURTYARDS CONNECTED TO PUBLIC STREETS.

This would prevent this. And promote entrances oriented to the streets and pedestrian spaces.

BETTER HOUSING BY DESIGN CONCEPT REPORT | JULY2017
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Building Design and Transitions: Concepts

Building Setbacks and Height Transitions Objective: Integrate larger scale buildings into residential areas
through greater continuity in front setbacks and transitions in scale next to single-dwelling zoning, while
facilitating compact development on small sites.

CONCEPT 8. REQUIRE 10-FOOT FRONT SETBACKS IN R1 AND RH ZONES.

This would help integrate new development with
established residential characteristics. The concept would
allow for reduced setbacks to match adjacent existing
buildings and provide exemnptions for development that
includes ground-floor commercial uses (see Concept 14).

The rmost intensely urban RH zoning (with an FAR of 4 to
1) would continue to not require front setbacks. Further
analysis will be needed to assess impacts of these setback
requirements on other issues, such as rear parking and the
feasibility of small-site development.

Allowed by exception

The required front setback would be relative to the
context of neighboring buildings.

CONCEPT 9. REQUIRE HEIGHT TRANSITIONS.

Require taller buildings to step down in scale when
located next to single-dwelling zones, with building
heights limited to 35 feet (three stories) within 25 feet of
properties with single-dwelling zoning.

CONCEPT 10. SIMPLIFY SIDE SETBACK REGULATIONS.

Require 5-foot minimum setbacks (as applies in
single-dwelling zones) to facilitate development on
small sites that can continue neighborhood patterns,
and leaving room for more usable outdoor space,
such as central courtyards.

Consider other potential code amendments that could
facilitate development on small sites, such as allowing
small structures like storage sheds in setback areas,
reducing parking requirements, more flexible landscaping
standards, and allowing the creation of new small lots.
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Development Bonuses and Density Transfers: Concepts

Objective: Prioritize affordable housing as a development outcome, and provide incentives for the
preservation of historic buildings and trees.

Background

Currently, through a system of development bonuses, buildings can be larger if they provide specific amenities or affordable
units. In multi-dwelling zones, the amount of additional development scale provided for affordable housing units is limited to
25 percent (compared to more than 60 percent in the mixed use zones), while other development bonuses can be combined
for up to 50 percent more development.

This limits the ability to provide an attractive incentive for affordable housing units, especially for buildings with fewer than 20
units that are not required to provide affordable housing. In Stakeholder Working Group discussions, community members
identified affordable housing as the greatest priority for development bonuses.

CONCEPT 11. PRIORITIZE AFFORDABLE HOUSING BY INCREASING THE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING

DEVELOPMENT BONUS AND BY DISCONTINUING MOST OTHER DEVELOPMENT BONUSES.

Existing Development Bonuses | Proposed Concept Direction

Affordable housing Prioritize by increasing amount of development bonus (beyond current 25
percent bonus, potentially to 50 percent).

slajsuel] ﬁl!illiﬂ puesasnuog IIIIBI.IIdBHhBﬂ | S1dIDNOD

Three bedroom units | Continue, in order to provide an incentive for family-sized units.

Outdoor recreation facilities Remove as a development bonus, but address through new requirements for

Play areas for children shared outdoor spaces.

Large outdoor areas

Storage areas Remove as a development bonus.
Sound insulation
Crime prevention

Solar water heating

Tree preservation | Remove as a development bonus, but address through a new transfer of
development rights allowance for tree preservation.

CONCEPT 12. MODIFY ALLOWANCES FORTRANSFERS OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS TO PRIORITIZE

TREE PRESERVATION ALONG WITH HISTORIC PRESERVATION.

In order to retain an incentive to preserve trees, this would follow
an approach that is currently used for historic preservation. This
approach allows unusad development potential to be transferred
to other sites with multi-dwelling zoning, in exchange for
preservation. The current tree preservation development bonus,
which allows greater density on the same site as the preserved
trees, is rarely used.
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Eastern Portland Development Standards: Background

2035 Comprehensive Plan policies call for
development to be responsive to the distinct
characteristics and needs of different parts of
Portland. For Eastern Portland (largely east of

82nd Avenue), policies call for respecting the area’s
stands of Douglas firs and the positive aspects of

its large blocks. Policies also recognize the need for
more street connections to make it easier for people
to get to community destinations.

New rulti-dwelling development in Eastern Portland has
contributed to meeting housing needs. But it has not always
met expectations in terms of design, and few new street
connections have been created.

Issues and opportunities include:
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* | arge numbers of families, many of whom live in
apartments.

* | arge blocks (often 400 to 600 feet wide at their
narrow dimension, compared to 200-feet wide in Inner
neighborhoods), resulting in poor street connectivity,
but also providing opportunities for new types of open
space patterns and connections.

Roughly 12 square blocks ... could fit into one large

= Groves of Douglas firs that are valued by community
in downtown Portland ...  East Portland block.

members.

= Big, multi-lane arterial streets, often lined by multi-
dwelling zoning, with traffic that compromises
residential livability.

Development on the area’s deep lots often leaves little
unbuilt or unpaved space.

Elements that East Portland community
members say are important to include with
multi-dwelling development
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Eastern Portland Development Standards: Concepts

Objective: Guide development to respond in a positive way to Eastern Portland characteristics, such as the
area’s large blocks and big streets.

CONCEPT 13. CONTINUE EASTERN PORTLAND MID-BLOCK OPEN AREAS. KEEP MID-BLOCK AREAS
AS GREENER AND MORE OPEN, WITH DEVELOPMENT FOCUSED ALONG STREETS.

This would help retain some of the area’s patterns of open spaces, such as rear
yards and tree groves. Keeping mid-block areas more open could also help leave
space for connections through the area’s large blocks to help improve connectivity.

¥
i

These two examples have the same housing unit sizes and density.
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Current approach: Development extends to Mid-block open area approach: development
rear of lots. arranged to provide mid-block outdoor area
at rear of site.

CONCEPT 14. ALLOW SMALL-SCALE COMMERCIAL USES IN MULTI-DWELLING ZONES ON MAJOR
CORRIDORS AND NEAR LIGHT RAIL STATIONS.

Allowing limited ground-floor commercial uses (such as live-work spaces that combine business space with a housing unit)
could help address the negative impacts from traffic to residents of housing in the multi-dwelling zones located along Eastern
Portland’s multi-lane corridors. It would also allow more opportunities for neighborhood commercial services in an area of
Portland that lacks walkable access to services. Facilitating commercial services near light rail stations also responds to the
area’s need for these services in locations that have a lot of pedestrian activity.

These allowances could apply along major corridors citywide, although Eastern Portland has greater amounts of
multi-dwelling zoning located in these types of locations.

11. Fa I L\\ ’ .QT

Housing along outer SE Division Light rail station at 148th Avenue  Small commercial uses at ground level of rowhouses

Other concepts closely related to Eastern Portland issues:
* Qutdoor Space Requirements (Concepts 1 and 2)

* Building Design and Transitions, including front setbacks and transitions to single-dwelling zones (Concepts 8 - 9)
* Development Bonuses and Density Transfers, including tree preservation (Concept 12)

* Street Connections (Concepts 15— 18)
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Street Connections: Background

2035 Comprehensive Plan policies call for safe and accessible street and pedestrian connections, especially
in centers, where services and housing are intended to be concentrated.

Many of Portland’s Eastern Neighborhoods contain areas
where the blocks are very large and streets are few and

far between. They often do not meet street connectivity
standards, which require streets to be spaced no further than
530 feet apart.

The long blocks and lack of connections make these areas
challenging to get around by foot or bicycle. As the area’s
centers continue to grow, new streets will be needed to serve
the increasing numbers of residents, workers, and visitors.

Currently, there are limited tools to get new
street connections

MNew development provides opportunities to create new
street connections in existing neighborhoods. In the past,
standards for new connections required full streets with
parking and sidewalks on both sides. But many lots in Eastern
Portland are too small to fit a full street connection, resulting
in no new connections when development occurs on these
sites. Also, when new street connections are provided,
current regulations reduce the amount of housing units that
can be built, which creates a disincentive to providing street
connections. These and other factors have made it difficult to
get new connections where they are needed.

Connected Centers Street Plan

In coordination with the Better Housing by Design project,
Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT) is developing

a Connected Centers Street Plan to examine regulatory

and implementation measures that could create better
connectivity in growing centers. The focus of this PBOT plan
is areas where street and pathway connectivity is severely
deficient. Eastern Portland’s Jade District and Rosewood
neighborhood centers are the initial study areas. The
concepts and implementation approaches developed for
these areas will be refined for use in other centers where new
connections are needed.

Full street connections are too wide to fit into
many lots in Eastern neighborhoods (50 foot wide
street shown).
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Street Connections: Concepts  [JFSGE—_ treat Connaction

full street | partial street | one-way street

Most Desirable

Objective: Provide more effective ways to achieve If option 1is not feasible
needed street and pedestrian connections when b
development occurs.

Option 2 Pedestrian/Bicycle Connection
Dedicated Right-of-way

CONCEPT 15. PROVIDE MORE OPTIONS TO Second cholce Public easement

ACHIEVE REQUIRED STREET CONNECTIONS foption 2s not feasible

BASED ON SITE-SPECIFIC OPPORTUNITIES. then go tooption3
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Allow connections that serve pedestrian and bicycle

access in locations where full street connections are Option 3 Right-of-way Dedication
not feasible, and establish a hierarchy of priorities Third cholce Public access easement only

for different types of street connections. Include reserved for possible future connection
references in the multi-dwelling zoning code to If option 3 is not feasible

street connectivity requirements. then

CONCEPT 16. PROVIDE NEW INCREMENTAL NO

APPROACHES TO CREATING STREETS ON CONNECTION
SMALL SITES.

This approach would create street connections in stages as infill developrnent occurs, sharing requirernents for building street
improvements across adjacent properties over time, with narrow dimensions to make it easier to create connections on small
sites. Allowances for this approach may focus on Connection Opportunity Areas, which will be specified locations with poor
street connectivity in designated centers.

Phase 1 Phase 2
= Marrow street space shared by cars and pedestrians. = Marrow street space shared by cars and pedestrians.
* No through connection. * Through connection for peds/bikes.

* Mo through connects for motor vehicles.

r——

Pz
= =

Phase 3 Phase 4
* Sidewalk added with new development. * (Completed street.
* Through connection for peds/bikes. * Sidewalk on one side of street.
* Mo through connection for motor vehicles. * Through connection for all modes.
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Street Connections: Concepts

CONCEPT 17. SET A MINIMUM LOT SIZE OR MINIMUM STREET FRONTAGE REQUIREMENT FOR

NEW MULTI-DWELLING DEVELOPMENT IN LOCATIONS THAT HAVE DEFICIENT
STREET CONNECTIVITY.

This approach would ensure new
development is on sites of sufficient
size to provide connections to facilitate
new street connections where they are
needed most.

This approach would be applied

to Connection Opportunity Areas,
which will be specified locations
within designated centers that have
poor connectivity (based on street
spacing standards and analysis of
pedestrian connectivity). Dimensions
for this requirement will be determined
during code development, and will
be coordinated with the incremental
approaches of Concept 16.

CONCEPT 18. CALCULATE DENSITY ALLOWANCES PRIORTO STREET DEDICATION.

Allow density to be calculated before
right-of-way for a new connection is
dedicated, to reduce disincentives to
providing street connections.

Currently, development

that provides a public street
connection loses development
allowances.

While a development that only
includes a private driveway has
no such penalty.
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Performance Measures

The following performance measures will be used to monitor successful implementation of the Better Housing
by Design concepts and code amendments over time. They will also provide information on progress toward
broader city objectives related to housing and Portland’s growth.

New multi-dwelling housing built using amended zoning code.

This measures the number of new multi-dwelling units built under the amended multi-dwelling zoning code.

a. By development type. What kinds of buildings and densities are being built in each multi-dwelling zone {detached
or attached homes, duplexes, fourplexes and other plexes, apartment buildings, etc)?

b. By geographic area. Where are new multi-dwelling units being built in Portland? What is the geographic
distribution by various sub geographies, such as the Central City, Riverside, and Western, Inner and Eastern
neighborhood pattern areas?

c. By centers and corridors. What is the increase in density in designated centers and corridors? Is higher density
developrnent occurring where there is complementary transit service?

Affordablility of new multi-dwelling units.
How many new regulated affordable housing units have been built in the multi-dwelling zones?

Less site area devoted to vehicle-only circulation.

How many new multi-dwelling projects devote less than 30 percent of the site to vehicle-only circulation or
impervious surfaces?

Better shared open space within multi-dwelling sites.

For each new multi-dwelling project, what types and how many square feet of shared open space is within the site?

New connected streets in centers.

How many new multi-dwelling properties in centers with deficient street connectivity add walking and biking connections
to the existing street network or plan for some type of connected access? This measure applies primarily to East Portland
{e.g., the Jade District and Rosewood neighborhood centers).
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Public Involvement

Development of the Better Housing by Design concepts
was informed by a range of public involvement
activities, including:

Stakeholder Working Group meetings

A series of five Stakeholder Working Group (SWG) meetings were
held from March through May 2017. These meetings included
participants with a range of perspectives, including community
group representatives, development professionals, tenant
advocates, neighborhood residents, affordable housing providers
and age-friendly advocates.

These meetings served as a forum for discussing issues and
potentizl solutions, and helped inform City staff as they
developed concepts. Each meeting focused on a different set of
topics, with three of the meetings focusing on development and
street connectivity issues in Eastern Portland. Participants in the
5WG meetings were not appointed, and meetings were open to
any interested community members. This approach allowed for 2
shifting set of meeting participants with interest and experience
in the specific topics and geographies for each meeting.

Community walks in the Jade District and Rosewood
Neighborhood Centers

Walks with community stakeholders were held in the Jade
District and Rosewood neighborhood centers during October
and November 2016. Participants shared perspectives on
multi-dwelling development and street connectivity issues in
these areas, which served as study areas for both the Better
Housing by Design project and PBOT's Connected Centers Street
Plan project.

Roundtable discussions with development
professionals

A series of three roundtable discussions were held with
affordable housing providers, designers, and builders and
developers in January and February 2017. These discussions
provided an opportunity to hear from development
professionals about what is working or not working well with
Portland’s multi-dwelling regulations and how they can be
improved, as well as receive initial feedback on potential new
directions and implementation ideas.

Initial public workshop

A public workshop was held on February 25, 2017, to introduce
the project to the public and provide an initial opportunity to
discuss issues related to multi-dwelling development and street
connectivity. The event was held at PCC Southeast at SE 82nd
and Division to accommodate community members who live in
Eastern Portland.

Public open houses on draft concepts

On June 1 and June 3, 2017, public open houses were held to
present the draft code concepts and to receive initial public
input prior to the release of the Concept Report. Again, one of
the open houses was held at PCC Southeast for the convenience
East Portlanders.

Meetings with community groups
Project staff met with community groups to introduce project
issues and potential solutions, and to receive feedback, including:
+ Neighborhood district coalitions
= Jade District/ APANO
* The Rosewood Initiative
* Anti-displacement POX
* Urban League
+ East Portland Action Plan Housing Subcommittee

Ongoing communication

Regular communications about the Better Housing by Design
project were made available through the project website,
maonthly e-mail updates to the project mailing list, Bureau

of Planning and Sustainability newsletters, social media sites
(Facebook, NextDoor and Twitter) and media releases.
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What staff heard

Among the many issues raised by community members were:

= Participants in SWG meetings emphasized the need to address Portland’s housing challenges by prioritizing affordable housing
and expanding housing opportunities. Other important priorities were having development contribute to pedestrian-friendly
streets and usable outdoor space for residents. Points of contention in these meetings and other community meetings included
differing perspectives on off-street parking and compatibility with neighborhood characteristics.

= East Portland community members emphasized the importance of including areas for play and gathering as part of multi-
dwelling development, especially given the many families living in apartments in the area and the lack of parks. They also
emphasized the need for designing pedestrian connections for safety.

* Development professionals emphasized the need for predictable regulations and allowing development flexibility. Some
indicated that development and density standards in the multi-dwelling zones complicated development; that it was easier
to do multi-dwelling development in commercial zones than in the multi-dwelling zones. Many also indicated that it was
important to reduce the cost of creating new streets because providing street connections affected the feasibility of projects
and housing affordability.

Maore complete information on public input, including summary notes and submitted comments from the project’s public events, are
included in the Concept Report Appendices.

Development Prototypes

A series of development prototypes, illustrating alternative development configurations, were shared with Stakeholder Working
Group participants during meetings. 5taff used the development prototypes for discussions on whether some configurations were
preferred outcomes and should be facilitated by regulations, or discouraged. The prototypes were based on commeon site types in
different parts of the city and included Eastern Portland examples. The following are some examples that were identified by meeting
participants as representing positive or negative outcomes.

‘ The positively rated prototypes tended to have shared open spaces, such as courtyards, as central design
elements, or fit density within a house-like form.

The negatively rated
examples tended to
have less substantial
open spaces and
prominent vehicle areas.
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How to Comment and Next Steps

This Concept Report describes the development and design concepts that project staff will use to create detailed
regulations for the multi-dwelling zones. Staff will consider public comments received on the concepts in this
report as they begin work on drafting the zoning code regulations.

Comments

The Bureau of Planning and Sustainability will accept comments on the Better Housing by Design Concept Report
until 5 p.m. on Monday, August 7, 2017. You may submit your comment in the following ways:

* Email: betterhousing@portlandoregon.gov
* LS. Mail: City of Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability, Attn: Better Housing by Design Project, 1900 SW 4th Avenue,
Suite 7100, Portland, OR 97201

Next Steps

With completion of the Concept Report, the project will move into the code development stage. Project staff will
turn the ideas in the Concept Report into zoning code language to guide future development in the multi-dwelling
zones. There will be several opportunities for the public to comment on the draft zoning code amendments.

Fall 2017 » Discussion Draft Code Amendments released, followed by a public comment period.

LTSRS TPLIEAN  « Proposed Draft Code Amendments released. Testimony will be received by the Planning and
Sustainability Commission (PSC) in writing and at a public hearing.

* Recommended Draft released (incorporating changes directed by the PSC). Testimony will be
received by City Council in writing and at a public hearing.

= Adopted Draft released (incorporating changes directed by Council).

For more information

* Visit: www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/betterhousing
* Contact Bureau of Planning and Sustainability:

+ Bill Cunningham, Project Manager at 503-823-4203
= Sara Wright, Community Involvemnent at 503-823-7728
* email: betterhousing@portlandoregon.gov
FALL 2016 WINTER - SUMMER 2017 SUMMER - FALL 2017 WINTER - SPRING 2018

Phase 1: Phase 3: Phase 4:

Research and Assessment Code Development Public Hearings / Adoption

code-dev_bh_concept-raport 0705517
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Purpose and Organization of this Report

The primary purpose of this report is to establish a foundation for the development of implementation tools,

such as Zoning Code regulations and street connectivity approaches, and to inform public discussion on the
topic of the multi-dwelling zones and development.
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Introduction

Better Housing by Design: An Update to Portland’s Multi-Dwelling Zoning Code
Project is being led by the City of Portland’s Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (BPS). It
will address barriers to achieving higher quality multi-dwelling residential development and
healthy, connected neighborhoods. This will help implement Portland’s new Comprehensive
Plan, including policies that call for the development of a wide range of housing types to meet
Portland’s diverse housing needs, with design that is supportive of the positive qualities of
neighborhoods. As part of goals for healthy, complete neighborhoods, policies call for safe
and healthy housing that provides convenient access to the goods and services that meet
Portlanders' daily needs.

Project Overview

The Better Housing by Design Project will focus on revising Zoning Code development and design standards
in Portland’s multi-dwelling zones (R3, R2, R1, and RH) outside the Central City. These medium to high-density
residential zones play a key role in providing new housing to meet the needs of a growing Portland. The many
types of housing built in these zones include apartment and condominium buildings, fourplexes, rowhouses,
and houses. The project will address a range of subjects, including:

. Reducing barriers to housing development (especially aBordable housing).

. Creating opportunities for open space and green elements that support healthy living for residents.
. CraBing building design and scale in middle-density zones that fits into neighborhoods.

. Integrating well-designed high-density housing in centers and corridors.

. Enabling new approaches to creating street and pedestrian connections in areas that lack them.

. Developing incentives for aBordable housing and desirable features.

The project is partially funded by a Metro Community Planning and Development Grant, as part of a regional
grant program that assists local planning eBorts, to support development of future housing and jobs.

Portland Bureau of Transportation's Connected Centers Street Plan

This project will include a focus on East Portland to foster positive development outcomes responsive to
the area’s distinct characteristics and needs. This project and its public involvement components will be
coordinated with the Portland Bureau of Transpaortation’s Connected Centers Street Plan, which will be
creating street plans for the Jade District and Rosewood/Glenfair centers.

The lack of street connectivity in East Portland neighborhoods is largely attributed to their rural and auto-
oriented development history, and street systems that were created before they became part of the City

of Portland. The Jade District and Rosewood/Glenfair area are examples of recently-designated centers,
intended to become walkable places with concentrations of services and housing, that have large amounts
of multi-dwelling zoning, but poor street connectivity.

4 Better Housing by Design - Assessment Report
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Why does this matter?

Between today and 2035, 80 percent of the roughly 120,000 new housing units
developed in Portland will be in multi-dwelling buildings. Many of those buildings will be
along mixed use corridors and main streets. Nearly one-quarter of the total growth will be in
multi-dwelling zones outside the Central City. This housing development in and near centers
and corridors is helping to meet local and regional objectives for locating housing close to
services and transit. It also means that a lot more Portlanders will be living in multi-dwelling
buildings and other compact housing types, and that the design of this housing will be playing
an increasingly important role in providing quality living environments for residents and in
shaping the form and character of neighborhoods. Better Housing by Design will develop
approaches to help ensure that new development in the multi-dwelling zones better meets the
needs of current and future residents, while contributing to the positive qualities of the places
where they are built.

Multi-dwelling zones play an important
role in providing affordable housing
opportunities, which are increasingly not
available in single-dwelling zones or in higher
density mixed-use zones - especially for
families. Multi-dwelling zones have been

the location of a large portion of housing
development by aBordable housing providers.
These zones will continue to play a critical
role in providing a broad range of housing to
meet the needs of all Portlanders.

The livability of multi-dwelling housing
has a disproportionate impact on the
quality of life of people of color and low-

Percent of housing units by zone by 2035 income households, larger proportions of
. . i whom live in multi-dwelling housing than

The Multi-Dwelling Zones outside the general population. The project will be

the Central City are anticipated to informed by extensive outreach to people of

) color, low-income and immigrant households,
be the location of more than 23,000 -, a5 undertaken as part of past projects

new housing units by 2035. That is that focused on healthy housing. These
projects identified the need for residential

22 percent of the total residential open spaces, housing design supportive
growth anticipated for the next 20 of healthy living, and better and safer

connections to neighborhood destinations -
years. especially in East Portland.
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Focus Areas
East Portland

East Portland is home to a large percentage of
Portland's youth, communities of color and low-
income populations. This project will work on
improving regulations to support the development
U*W AR s of neighborhoods that increase safety and access
# J“‘*“" to opportunity in East Portland, an area of the city

T el
] —- where the lack of street connectivity compromises
EAI‘J safe and convenient access to local destinations
. -1 and transit for the area's population.

While mixed-use zoning is well-distributed along
Portland’s major streets, nearly 40 percent of all
multi-dwelling zoning, over 2,000 acres, is located
in East Portland. This project will create Zoning
Code and Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT) tools to improve the design of development and street/
pedestrian connectivity in East Portland (site design and connectivity issues will also be relevant to West
Portland). This project will focus on two study areas: the Jade District (R1 and R2 zoning) and Rosewood/
Glenfair around the 148th Light Rail station (RH zoning).

Key Equity Considerations

DWELLING STRUCTURE BY RACE/ETHNICITY OF HOUSEHOLDER

BY PRESENCE OF CHILDREN UNDER 12
MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OR (2010-2014)

1% i 1% 75 a% 2% 1% 3% %

g
B ¥

0% Iz 3%

Other
SE% Son 525 Mu iti-family
36% 37N Simgle-family

‘With children Without With ¢ hildren Without ‘With children Without ‘With children Without ‘With children With out
under 13 children under  under 12 children under  under 12 children under  under 12 children under  wnder 12 children under
12 12 12 12 12

White* Black* Hispanic Asian® Average forother races*

Db s not Hisganic or Laging.
surce: |PLMS-LISA, Unversity of Minnesota, 2010-201 4 ACS 5-year estimates. Portiand Bureau of Planning and Sustainabiliey.

The Portland Plan and 2035 Comprehensive Plan direct the City to prioritize underserved communities in plan-
ning decisions. Larger proportions of people of color, low income households and renters live in multi-family
housing compared to the general population. The project will address the needs of under-represented Port-
landers through better housing design, incentives for aBordable housing and safer and more convenient street
connections.
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High-Density Housing in Inner Neighborhoods

The project will look at design and development
" standards in the RH zones, which allow 65 feet to
75 feet of height in areas with small-lot residential
platting patterns. It will consider issues related to
i the form of high-density housing on small lots and
focus on the Interstate Corridor, which has large
areas with RH zoning.

Middle-Density Housing in Inner Neighborhoods

The Better Housing by Design project will consider
design and development standards for medium-
density, multi-dwelling infill development in
neighborhoods that have an established small-lot
residential platting pattern (including the Inner
Ring Districts). It will also consider how middle-
density housing (typically two-to-five units per lot)
can be designed with greater continuity within

the context of mixed single-family and small-scale
multi-dwelling housing.

BetterHousingbyDesign-AssessmentReport 9



What will the Better Housing by Design Project do?

Over the past decade, multiple City of Portland project teams have worked with the community
to identify issues related to the design of multi-dwelling development and the topic of healthy,
connected neighborhoods.

Building on this diversity of public input, Better Housing by Design (BHD) will focus on creating
new tools, such as Zoning Code regulations and street connectivity approaches, to address
issues that are important to the community. The relationship between these previous projects
and this project, including identification of issues and desired outcomes, are described in the
Summary of Related Projects section of this report.

The BHD Project will focus on the following topics:

Site Design and Healthy Active Living

*\ i .

Open space and other amenities for residents.

Landscaping requirements, space for new trees or tree preservation.

Accessibility/visitability, accommodation of on site stormwater management, and minimizing impervious
surfaces.

Possibilities for review of site design of large sites.

10 Better Housing by Design - Assessment Report



Past Projects
« 2035 Comprehensive Plan

= Infill Design Project

- East Portland Review and Action Plan

« Eastside MAX Station Community Project

= 122nd Avenue Planning Study

= Healthy Active Communities for Portland's ABordable Housing Families Initiative
= Promoting Health through Multi-Family Housing

« PBOT Street / Bicycle / Pedestrian Connectivity Studies

Increased Connectivity

» Develop implementation tools to achieve better street/pedestrian system connectivity. This is particular
important in East Portland and will be explored through PBOT's Connected Centers Street Plan.

«  Minimum site size requirements for land divisions and multi-dwelling development proposals in areas with
poor street connectivity, so that development sites are of suBicient size to provide street or pedestrian
connections.

Better Housing by Design - Assessment Report 11



What will the Better Housing by Design Project do?

Address Building Design and Scale

'il'lll'lll Il,

il biniR) A

«  Address relation of buildings to streets, neighborhood context and transitions to lower-scale zones.

« Consideration of whether development standards should be diBerent on corridors versus neighborhood side
streets.

« Consideration of building form-related standards, including whether detached houses should be regulated
similarly regardless of being on separate or shared lots.

12 Better Housing by Design - Assessment Report



Amenity Bonuses

+
Solar Water Heating

_ = Bonus Density

-+

Three Bedroom Units

+

= Consideration of eBectiveness of existing amenity bonuses.

«  Consideration of refinements to bonuses for aBordable housing, adopted as part of the Inclusionary
Housing Zoning Project.

= Consider incentives for accessibility/age-friendly design and other outcomes called for by new
Comprehensive Plan policies.

Better Housing by Design - Assessment Report 13



Project Work Plan
Outreach Components

Phase

Tasks

|. Research and Assessment  Fall 2016

Il. Concept Development Winter - Spring 2017

Community Development Professionals | Stakeholder W
Invelvement Roundtable Discussions

Policy and code analysis

Regulatory review

Historic and recent development research
Block and street connectivity analysis
Best practice research

Develop concepts for development standards
Create development prototypes for commu-
nity discussion of preferred outcomes.
Analyze economic feasibility of concepts
Select performance measures for monitoring
success.

Identify conceptual street/pedestrian connec-
tions for East Portland study areas.

Public Workshop #1  Eastern and Inner

Portland Work Session

Fall 2016

Reports /
Plans

Final Background
Assessment Report

Winter - Spring 2017

14 Better Housing by Design - Assessment Report
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Phase

Tasks

lll. Code Development

Summer 2017

Develop Zoning Code development standards
to implement the Concept Plan.

» Develop Connected Centers street plans for
Jade District and Rosewood centers.

IV. Public Hearings and Adoption  Fall - Winter 2017 +  Prepare proposed drall code amendments.

orking Groups

= Present to Planning and Sustainability Com-
mission at hearings and worksession.

= Present to City Council at hearings and work-
Sessions.

| Public Hearings |

Public Workshop#2  Public Open House Planning and City Council

s on draft code Sustainability

I T

b' Code Development Public Hearings + Adtip-t‘i’cp b

Summer 2017 Fall {Winter 2017/2018
-
5t Report Discussion Draft
‘ Code Amendments \/

Recommended Draft ‘\ /
Code Amendments

Proposed Draft
Code Amendments
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Summary of Citywide Development Activity
(2006 - 16)

Base Zone Density Diagram

Below is a diagram showing the estimated amount of units for each multi-dwelling base zone, based on a
10,000 square foot site. The diagrams shows maximum heights and density requirements for each zone [The RH
and RX zones are regulated by floor area ratio, instead of unit densityl.

65 feet

RH-2:1 RH -4:1

100 feat

100

45 feat
40 feat
m : H H
a “
R3 R2 R1

Multi-Dwelling Housing Types

=

“'{‘:;_a__‘___ﬁ_‘_
Single-family homes Duplex Rowhouses / Townhouses
Found in: R3, R2, R1 zones Found in: R3, R2, R1, RH zones Found in: R3, R2, R1, RH zones

Low-rise Apartments Mid-rise Apartments High-rise Apartments
(fewer than 20 units) (fewer than 20 units) (more than 20 units)
Found in: R2, R1, RH, R¥X zones Found in: R2, R1, RH, RX zones Found in: RH, RX zones
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Portland's Five Pattern Areas

Portland includes three fundamentally distinct types of neighborhoods: the Inner Neighborhoods, with their
main street commercial districts and compact street grid; the Western Neighborhoods, whose urban form is
shaped by hilly terrain, streams and other natural features; and the Eastern Neighborhoods, whose diverse

mix of urban and more rural forms is set against a backdrop of Douglas firs and buttes. Beyond these three
neighborhood urban forms are two other Portland patterns: those of the Central City neighborhoods, Portland’s
most intensely urbanized area; and the industrial districts, with their own distinct urban form characteristics.

Western Neighborhoods

Western Inner Eastern
Neighborhoods Neighborhoods

Central City

BetterHousingbyDesign-AssessmentReport 17



Summary of Citywide Development Activity

The following map and charts show development activity in the multi-dwelling residential zones from 2006

through 2016.

LEQ end

New Development in Multi-dwelling Zones
Zingle Family DwellinglAccessary Dwelling Lnit
Duplex

Rownhouse/Townhouse

@ 0 m |

Special Residental

%

ﬁf

Apartment/Condo
o =<8

Multi-Family Zoning Designations*

R -
R2-

B R

- High Density Multi-Dwelling Residential

.
B R
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What is the data telling us?

RX zone is producing the most units. Most of these units are located in the Central City, which is
outside the scope of the Better Housing by Design project.

The majority of R1 and RH units are located in the inner neighborhoods.

R2 zone is producing the most units in East Portland.

R3 zone is producing the least amount of units, mostly located in East Portland in limited areas.

Number of units by zone [2006 - 16]

Mumber of Units
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Profile of the Base Zones

R3: Residential 3000

Summary

R3 is a low-density multi-dwelling zone located predominately in East Portland. Housing is characterized by one
to two story buildings and a low building coverage. OBen the types of new development will be multi-dwelling
structures such as duplexes, triplex and rowhouses. Density is approximately 14.5 dwelling units per acre, 21
units per acre if an amenity bonus provision is used.

Community Examples
Examples of recent development in R3 zones throughout the city.

Pattern Area: Eastern Pattern Area: Eastern Pattern Area: Eastern
Housing Type: Duplex Housing Type: Duplex Housing Type: Townhouses
Number of Units: 2 Number of Units: 2 Number of Units: 20

Pattern Area: Eastern Pattern Area: Eastern Pattern Area: Eastern

Housing Type: Duplex Housing Type:  Duplex Housing Type: Single-family homes
Number of Units: 2 Mumber of Units: 2 Mumber of Units: 2
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Map of R3 Zone
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Land Area

R3 has a total of 517 acres, a majority of this land
located in the eastern neighborhoods. According to
the City's Buildable Land Inventory, roughly 720 units
will be builtin the R3 zone over the next 20 years.

Eastern Neighborhoods

461.1 acres 5 17
dacres

Industrial
+ River
55.5 acres
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R3: Building and Site Requirements

Primary
permitted Residential
uses
Height 35 ft
Maximum 2
i 1 unit per 2000 ft
dEHSIt)F Allows 8 units
maximum per building

Minimum 2
density 1 unit per 3750 ft
Maximum
front 20 ft
setback
Minimum
front 10 ft
setback
Maximum lot
coverage 45% of site area
Maximum

S None
building length
Minimum -
Landscaping 35% of site area
Required 48 ftz / unit

outdoor area

:E“-“':.,_:_H:: __._ o /
.

Rowhouses / Townhouses Low-rise apartments
(fewer than 20 units)
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What is the data telling us?

In this zone, Single Family Dwellings are the most prevalent housing type.

Rowhouses / Townhouses are becoming a more common development type in the R3 zone.

«  Duplexis the least common housing type.

Number of units by zone and typology [2006 - 16]

40 units
220

180 units 20 unlts

11%

52 units
290,

Number of permits by zone and typology [2006 - 16]

Apartments
Condos
(= 20 units)

T permits

(]
e 10 permits

8%

Total:

133 permits

L0 e Rowhouse
369G Townhouse
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R2: Residential 2000

Summary

R2 is a low density multi-dwelling zone characterized by two to three story residential buildings and a medium
building coverage. The types of new development include multi-dwelling structures (condominiums and
apartments), duplexes, townhouses, and rowhouses. Density is approximately 21.8 dwelling units per acre, 32
units per acre if an amenity bonus provision is used.

Community Examples

Examples of recent development in R2 zones throughout the city.

Pattern Area: Inner Pattern Area: Inner Pattern Area: Inner
Housing Type:  Apartments Housing Type:  Rowhouses Housing Type:  Triplexes
Number of Units: 32 Number of Units: 10 Number of Units: 6

Pattern Area: Inner Pattern Area: Eastern Pattern Area: Eastern
Housing Type:  Apartments Housing Type:  Single-family homes Housing Type:  Duplex / Apartment
Number of Units: 12 Mumber of Units: T Number of Units: 11
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Map of R2 Zone

7
i "
Legend: /\
R2 Zoning City Centers / Rivers
7 W
Land Area
SMESGHEEEHREHHIE S 12005 2 s There is a total of 2,677 acres of R2 in Portland,
distributed broadly across the city. According to the
Eastern Nelghborhoods  1,119.8 acres City's Buildable Land Inventory, roughly 5,187 units
will be built in the R2 zone over the next 20 years.
Western Nelghborhoods 2,677
337.8 acres acres

Industrial + Rlver
10.7 acres

Central City
1.9 acres

BetterHousingbyDesign-AssessmentReport 25



R2: Building and Site Requirements

Primary

permitted Residential

uses

Height 40 ft.

?Sﬁ;??;‘"" 1 unit per 2000 ft?
Minimum -
density 1 unit per 2500 ft
Maximum

front 20 ft

setback

Minimum

front 10 ft

setback

Maximum lot

coverage 50% of site area
Maximum

building length 190 T

Minimum

Landscaping 30% of site area
Required 2
e e i

Low-rise apartments
(fewer than 20 units)

Mid-rise apartments (more than 20 units)
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What is the data telling us?

+ Thereis a diverse range of housing types in the R2 zone, mostly in smaller buildings.

+  Single-family homes are the most prevalent housing type, oBen in the form of multiple houses on
the same lot (especially in East Portland).

+ The most common development types on typical 5000 square foot residential lots in inner neigh-
borhoods are pairs of attached or detached houses and duplexes.
Number of units by zone and typology [2006 - 16]

Accessory
Dwelling Units Apartments
Condos (= 20 units)

2% 112 units

5%
Apartments
Condos (< 20 units)

rarppaeen 1071 units
Dwelling  £.1) 4

325 units
15%

Rowhouses
Townhouses

Number of permits by zone and typology [2006 - 16]

324 permits

1585 permits
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R1: Residential 1000

Summary

R1is a medium density multi-dwelling zone characterized by two to four story residential buildings and a high
building coverage. The types of new development include multi-dwelling structures (condominiums and
apartments), duplexes, townhouses, and rowhouses. Density is approximately 43 units per acre and as high
as 65 units per acre if amenity bonus provisions are used. R1zoning is applied near civic and neighborhood
corridors and local streets adjacent to commercial areas and transit streets.

Community Examples

Examples of recent development in R1 zones throughout the city.

Pattern Area: Eastern Pattern Area: Inner Pattern Area: Inner
Housing Type: Apartments Housing Type: Townhouses Housing Type: Apartments
Number of Units: 9 Mumber of Units: T Murmber of Units: T

Pattern Area: Inner Pattern Area: Eastern Pattern Area: Eastern

Housing Type: Rowhouses Housing Type: Apartments Housing Type: Apartments
Number of Units: 18 Mumber of Units: 37 Mumber of Units: 112
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Map of R1 Zone

P
o

Legend:

- R1Zoning City Centers W Rivers

Land Area

Inner Nelghborhoods  955.5 acres R1 has a total of 1,483 acres, distributed across
the city. According to the City's Buildable Land
Inventaory, roughly 9,587 units will be builtin the

e R1 zone over the next 20 years.
35T acres

Western Nelghborhoods 1,483
156.1
acres acres

Central City
9.1 acres

Industrial +
River

5.4 acres

BetterHousingbyDesign-AssessmentReport
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R1: Building and Site Requirements

Primary
permitted
uses

Height

Maximum
density

Minimum
density

Maximum
front
setback

Minimum

front
setback

Maximum lot
coverage

Maximum
building length

Minimum
Landscaping

Required
outdoor area

30

Residential
25ft /45 ft
2
1 unit / 1000 ft
2
1 unit / 1450 ft

20ft

60% of site area
Yes /100 ft
20% of site area

a8 ft® ] unit

Masxi
aximum 45 Ft.

Maximum height: |
5t \
within 10 f of
property line

Rowhouse / Townhouses Low-rise apartments
(fewer than 20 units)

Mid-rise apartments (more than 20 units)
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What is the data telling us?

QOver the last 10 years, apartment / condo complexes accounted for the most units (1209).

A smaller number of larger buildings (just 9 permits) accounted for over 25 percent of total units.

New single-family dwellings are less prevalent then in the R2 zone.

Number of units by zone and typology [2006 - 16]

Dwelling
dwellings

21 units
267 units 1% Apartments
14% Condos
541 units (=20 units)
27%

Townhouses S & ¥TT, 1) {3
Total:

1980 units

{= 20 units)
Number of permits by zone and typology [2006 - 16]

Accessory
Dwelling Apartments
Units Condos

21 FEITI'Ii‘B {= 20 units)

239 permits

757 permits

313 permits
41%
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RH: High Density Residential

Summary

RH is a high density multi-dwelling zone located in or within close proximity to the Central City or along frequent
transit corridors. Housing is characterized by buildings up to six or seven stories and high building coverage.
OBen the types of new development will be medium and high-rise apartments and condominiums. Density is
not regulated by a maximum number of units per acre. Rather, the maximum size of buildings and intensity of
use is regulated by floor area ratio (FAR) limits and other site development standards. Generally, the density will
range from 80 to 125 units per acre.

Community Examples

Examples of recent development in RH zones throughout the city.

Pattern Area: Inner Pattern Area: Inner Pattern Area: Inner
Housing Type:  Apartments Housing Type: Apartments Housing Type: Apartments
Number of Units: BT Mumber of Units: 6 Murmnber of Units: 19

Pattern Area: Western Pattern Area: Eastern Pattern Area: Eastern
Housing Type:  Apartments Housing Type: Apartments Housing Type: Apartments
Number of Units: 22 Mumber of Units: 12 Murmnber of Units: 61
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Map of RH Zone

Legend:

B RH with 4:1 FAR

Land Area

B RH with 2:1 FAR

Inner Neighborhoods
239.2 acres

Eastern Neighborhoods
105.5 acres

373
acres

Central City
27.5 acres

Western
Neighborhoods

0.7 acres

/

City Centers

A total of 373 acres of RH is concentrated around
select centers, corridors, and light rail stations across
the city. According to the City's Buildable Land
Inventory, the RH zone will grow by roughly 7,228
units over the next 20 years.
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RH: Building and Site Requirements

Primary
permitted
uses

Height *

: *
Maximum
density

Minimum
density

Maximum
front
setback

Minimum
front
setback

Maximum lot
coverage

Maximum
building length

Minimum
Landscaping

Required
outdoor area

Residential

65 ft / 75 ft / 100 ft

2:1/4:1FAR

1 unit / 1000 ft*

20 ft

0ft

852%; of site area

None

15% of site area

None

* Varies by mapped location

Maximum height:
5t

within 10t af
property line

Maximum
\ heigl'rt &5 ft

2.1 FAR

4:1 FAR

Mid-rise apartments
(fewer than 20 units) (more than 20 units)
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What is the data telling us?

Over the last 10 years, apartment / condo buildings accounted for the most units (1,276).
A relatively small number of permits (56) are producing the vast majority of new units.

Lower density housing such as duplexes, rowhouses, and single-family homes were still
built, but only account for 5% of total units.

Number of units by zone and typology [2006 - 16]

Single-family dwelling
Rowhouses Accessory Dwelling Units
Townhouses 3 units
Duplexes L

33 units

2% 33 units
14 units 2%
Apartments
Condos

Total:

1359 units

972 units
72% Apartments

{z 20 units)
Number of permits by zone and typology [2006 - 16]
Accessory Dwelling Units
3 permits
2%

19 permits
31 permits 15%

24%

Total:

127 permits

37 permits

30 permits .

pL

7 permits
6%

Duplexes
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RX: Central Residential

Summary

RX is a high density multi-dwelling zone for locations in the Central City and the Gateway Regional Center.
Housing is characterized by nine to ten story buildings and high building coverage. OBen the types of new
development will be medium and high-rise apartments and condominiums. Density is not regulated by a
maximum number of units per acre. Rather, the maximum size of buildings and intensity of use are regulated by
floor area ratio (FAR) limits and other site development standards. The RX zone will not be a focus of the Better
Housing by Design project, as regulations for this zone are to a large extent shaped by plan district regulations
that apply in the Central City and Gateway.

Community Examples

Examples of recent development in RX zones throughout the city

Pattern Area: Eastern Pattern Area: Inner Pattern Area: Eastern
Housing Type: ~ Apartments Housing Type: Apartments Housing Type: Apartments
Number of Units: 45 Mumber of Units: 104 Mumber of Units: &7

Pattern Area: Eastern Pattern Area: Inner
Housing Type: Apartments Housing Type: Apartments
Mumber of Units: 60 Mumber of Units: 211
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Map of RX Zone

Legend:

- RX Zoning City Centers % Rivers 0

Land Area

Atotal of 111 acres of RX is concentrated primarily
EST ;1‘,2'5“ in the Central City and Gateway Regional Center.
According to the City's Buildable Land Inventory,
the RX zone are anticipated to grow by 2,838 units
Eastern Nelghborhoods outside of the Central City over the next 20 years,
36.1 acres . P
111 primarily in Gateway.

Inner Nelghborhoods acres
5.2 acres

Industrial +
River

0.3 acres
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RX: Building and Site Requirements

Primary Residential
permitted Limited
Lses Commercial
Height * 100 ft.
. *
Maximum
density 4:1 FAR
Minimum 2
density 1 unit per 500 ft
Maximum
building 10 ft
setback
Minimum
building 0ft
setback
Maximum lot
coverage 100% of site area
Maximum
buildinglength NOMe
Minimum

Landscaping None

Required

None
outdoor area

Mid-rise apartments High-rise apartments
(fewer than 20 units) (more than 20 units)

* \Varies by plan district
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What is the data telling us?

= Overthe last 10 years, large apartment / condo buildings with 20 or more units were the
predominate housing type for the RX zone, primarily located in the Central City.

«  Asmall number of large buildings (24 permits) in the RX zone have provided over a third of

all units builtin the multi-dwelling zones.

Number of units by zone and typology [2006 - 16]

Apartments
Condos
(= 20 unlts)

34 units
1%

Total:

2,870 units

2836 units
99%

Apartments
Condos
(= 20 unlts)

Number of permits by zone and typology [2006 - 16]

Apartments
Condos

3 permits

12%

Total:

27 permits

24 permits
88%

Apartments
Condos
(= 20 units)
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Design and Development Issues

The first portion of this section summarizes some of the design-related standards that are part
of the existing multi-dwelling Zoning Code regulations. This is followed by an assessment of
design and development issues, not fully addressed by these regulations, that have been iden-
tified by BPS stall through analysis of projects built in the multi-dwelling zones over the past 10
years. |dentification of these design and development issues was informed by Comprehensive
Plan policy direction and community input from past projects.

Summary of Existing Design-Related Zoning Code Standards

Most of the development standards in the Multi-Dwelling Zones (Chapter 33.120, also known as the “base
zone” regulations) play a role in shaping the design, form and characteristics of development. The following is
a summary of a subset of design-related development standards that play key roles in shaping building form,
street orientation, and residential amenities such as open space.

Building massing and location

The maximum building heights, required building setbacks, and maximum building coverage allowances in the
base zones set basic parameters that guide the scale and location of buildings on a site (see Profile of the Base
Zones section). More detailed regulations that shape building form include the following:

In the R1 zone and some of the RH zoning, buildings
are limited to a height of 25 feet within 10 feet of
front property lines, while greater height (45 feet and
65 feet) is allowed beyond this distance. This limits
buildings to a lower scale close to street frontages,
which can be more in keeping with the scale of
existing, lower-density.

Limits on building length. Inthe R2 and R1 zones,
buildings are limited to a maximum length of 100
feet close to street lot lines. This requires larger
buildings to be divided up into smaller components
that are reflective of the fine-grain development
patterns of residential neighborhoods.

K1 zone project with lower height close to the street
frontage and building mass divided into two smaller
components.
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Minimum front setbacks. In the lower density multi-
dwelling zones (R3 and R2) minimum required

front setbacks of 10 feet guide development to
include landscaped front setbacks that continue
established patterns in residential neighborhoods.
The high-density zones (R1, RH, and RX) require no
or minimal front setbacks, acknowledging the more
intensely urban characteristics intended for these
zones.

Maximum setbacks. Along transit streets and in
pedestrian districts, maximum buildings setback
regulations require buildings to be located close to
street lot lines (usually within 20 feet) to encourage
building to be oriented to streets and contribute to
the pedestrian environment of sidewalks.

Landscaped front setbacks, required in the lower
density multi-dwelling zones, help continue estab-
lished neighborhood patterns.

Limitations on front parking and garages

The Zoning Code includes regulations in the multi-dwelling zones that place limits on the location of parking
areas and front garages to promote pedestrian-oriented street frontages, with requirements such as the
following:

Vehicle area surfaces, including parking and
driveways, are limited to 50 percent of the street
frontage.

Front garages are limited to 50 percent of the
length of street-facing facades for detached houses
and duplexes, although an exception to thisis

that narrow houses are allowed to have a front
garage of up to 12" wide (which can occupy more
than 50 percent of the fagcade). Also, there are

no limits to the width of front garages or ground-
level structured parking for attached houses,
townhouses, apartment buildings, or other multi-
dwelling structures.
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Street-oriented windows and front entrances

Residential buildings are required to have at least
15 percent of street-facing facades be windows
or main entrance doors, in order to foster street-
oriented buildings.

Houses, attached houses, and duplexes are
required to have main entrances oriented to streets.
However, multi-dwelling development, such as
apartment buildings, townhouses, and clusters

of detached houses on shared lots do not have
requirements for street-oriented main entrances.

Residential outdoor spaces

48 square feet of outdoor area is required for each
residential unitin the low- to medium-density
zones (R3, R2, R1). This outdoor area can bein
the form of private outdoor spaces (such as patios
or balconies), or can be combined into shared
outdoor spaces (such as courtyards or play areas),
or can be a combination of private and shared
outdoor spaces.

No outdoor space is required in the higher-density
residential zones (RH and RX).

Landscaping and trees

Most of the multi-dwelling zones (all except for

the RX zone) require some landscaping. The
percentage of site area that must be landscaped
ranges from 35 percent in the R3 zone to 15 percent
in the RH zones (see Profile of the Base Zones
section for more detailed information). Required
landscaping must be at ground level. Raised
landscaping, such as ecoroofs or landscapingin
raised courtyards, do not count toward meeting
these requirements.
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Allowances for commercial uses in higher-density zones

Ground floor commercial uses are allowed by right
in the RX zone, subject to size limitations. In the

RH zone, commercial uses can be included as part
of new development within 1,000 feet of a transit
station when approved through a conditional use
review. These allowances provide opportunities for
needed commercial services and provide ground
level activity in locations where close proximity to
busy sidewalks can be problematic for ground floor
residential units.

Pedestrian connections

The base zone regulations include requirements
for pedestrian circulation systems within a
development proposal. However, the Zoning

Code does not include a requirement for the
provision of public pedestrian connections or
streets providing through connections when a
development proposal does not involve a land
division (the majority of propaosals for multi-
dwelling development do not involve a land
division). For proposals for land divisions (such as
rowhouses and houses on individual lots), approval
criteria related to transportation impacts serve as

a regulatory trigger for street connections. See the
Connectivity Tools Analysis section of the Appendix
for more information on issues related to street and
pedestrian system connectivity.

B A 3
ey 4

Multi-dwelling development with ground floor com-
mercial space in the RH zone along NE Martin Luther
King, Jr. Boulevard.
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Examples of design and development issues

The following are examples of design and development issues identified through analysis of multi-dwelling

7ones development built over the past 10 years, informed by Comprehensive Plan policy direction and
community input from past projects. The issues identified through these representative examples reflect

situations in which there are gaps between policy objectives and implementing regulatory tools (see the Policy
Analysis section of the Appendix for a listing of Comprehensive Plan policy topics). StaB anticipates that these

issues will be among the topics to be addressed by the Better Housing by Design project.

Site Design and Healthy Active Living
Residential outdoor spaces

Policies call for housing to include features
supportive of healthy living, such as usable outdoor
spaces that provide opportunities for activities
such as recreation or gardening. The minimum
reguirement of 48 square feet per unit that applies
in most multi-dwelling zones, such as shown in this
example, may be insuBicient for medium density
development. Also, the high-density zones (such
as RH) do not have any requirements for outdoor
spaces (the Mixed Use Zones project added
reguirements for residential outdoor areas to
comparable residential development in the mixed-
use Zones).

Urban green options

Policies call for integrating natural and green
infrastructure, such as ecoroofs and trees, into the
urban environment. Existing multi-dwelling zone
regulations do not allow many types of urban green
approaches that can be useful as part of compact
development, such as ecoroofs or plantings

in raised courtyards, to count toward meeting
landscaping requirements.

Better Housing by Design -
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Large paved vehicle areas

Policies call for minimizing impervious surfaces
and avoiding urban heat island impacts that can
result from large amounts of pavement. Zoning
Code regulations limit proportions of sites that can
be covered with buildings, but do not directly limit
impervious surfaces. Multi-dwelling zone projects
with large portions of site area devoted to paved
vehicle areas are especially common on the deep
sites of East Portland.

Physically-accessible housing

In the lower- and medium- density multi-dwelling
Zones, the most common types of development
include houses, rowhouses, and townhouses, which
usually feature multiple levels and stairs. This
project will consider possibilities for incentives and
other regulations that could increase the amount
of housing that is designed to meet the needs of
people with disabilities and older adults, for whom
housing units with stairways can pose significant
problems. See also Amenity Bonuses.

Rowhouses with tall entrance stairways in the R2 zone.
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Building Design and Scale

Front garages

Street frontages dominated by front garages
compromise policy objectives for pedestrian-
oriented street environments, but Zoning Code
regulations do not limit front garages for most types
of development, including rowhouse, townhouse,
and apartment projects.

Front entrances

Policies call for street-oriented development to
enhance the pedestrian environment. While street-
oriented entrances are required for single-dwelling
development and duplexes, multi-dwelling projects
(including townhouses and apartments) are not
required to have street-oriented entrances.

Front setbacks and landscaping

Development in the medium- and higher-density
R1 and RH zones allow for no or minimal front
setbacks. This can compromise privacy for the
residents of ground level units located next to
sidewalks, especially along corridors with heavy
traBic (along busy streets, policies encourage
landscaped front setbacks and other approaches
to buBer residents from street traBic). Landscaped
setbacks can also help integrate higher-density
development into the context of residential
neighborhoods, which typically feature landscaped
setbacks.
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Urban form and context - differences between corridors and neighborhood side streets.

Policies call for focusing growth along corridors,
while encouraging a greater degree of continuity
with established characteristics and development
patterns in residential areas. However, multi-
dwelling zoning regulations do not diBerentiate
between corridors and locations on neighborhood
side streets.

For example, the same R1 zone regulations, such
as 45-foot height, apply in both types of context.
Along a neighborhood side street, the R1 zone
provides the primary opportunity for triplexes and
fourplexes, which have historically been of a house-
like scale of 2-3 stories (see Historic Precedents
section of the Appendix). While, along a transit
corridor, the R1 density requirements (limited to
10 units on a 10,000 square foot site) oBen result
in 3-story townhouse units, and do not allow for
the continuation of historic types of multifamily
housing common along transit corridors, such

as Streetcar Era corridor apartments that were of
similar 3-story scale, but oBen featured stacked
units (frequently ranging from 20 to 30 units on

a 10,000 square foot site). A potential approach
to address these issues and opportunities could
be to revise zoning code regulations so that they
can be used to shape development to be mare
responsive to the diBering contexts of corridors and
neighborhood side streets.

= o LAY

Neighborhood infill-recent fourplex (R1 zone). Contin-
ues a historic middle-density housing type that pro-
vides density within a house-like form and scale.

Corridor apartments - historic examples (R1 zone).
The R1 zone is often applied along transit corridors,
where these historic examples are located. Although
within the 45-height limit of the R1 zone, their densities
exceed what is currently allowed.

Corridor townhouses (R1 zone). Current R1 density
limits often result in townhouse-type development,
such as these 3-story examples, which limits opportu-
nities for accessible, single-level units.
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Allowances for commercial uses near light rail stations and along corridors

Recent Zoning Map changes, which changed
zoning from RX to RH outside the Central City

and Gateway, reduced the flexibility for including
ground-floor commercial uses as part of multi-
dwelling zone development near light rail stations
and along corridors (in the RH zone, commercial
usesin locations near light rail stations [but not
corridors] can be approved through a Conditional
Use review, providing less certainty than the more
liberal RX zone allowances). Past projectsin East
Portland have identified community interestin
facilitating commercial development near light rail
stations. In other multi-dwellings zones, limited
ground-floor commercial uses, such as live-work
spaces (allowing residents to have a business space
in a portion of their unit), could also provide an
opportunity to address the negative impacts to
residents of housing in the multi-dwelling zones
located along East Portland’s multi-lane corridors.
This project could reconsider allowances for limited
commercial uses near light rail stations and along
corridors.

Multi-dwelling development near the 148th Avenue
light rail station (RH zone)

Scale transitions

Policies call for transitions in scale when higher-
density zoning is adjacent to smaller-scale,
single-dwelling zoning. Currently, higher-density
multi-dwelling zoning (allowing 4 to 6 stories) is
sometimes located adjacent to single-dwelling
zones, with no requirements for transitions in
building scale. A potential approach is to apply
requirements for buildings to step down in height
adjacent to single-dwelling zones (see image), an
approach that was recently adopted for the mixed
use Zones.
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Street Connectivity

Multi-dwelling zoning is a key part of many centers, such as the St. Johns Town Center and the Jade District,
providing opportunities for housing that makes it possible for more people to live close to shopping and
community services. Policies call for fostering centers as places with frequent street connections that make

it easy to walk and bike to local destinations. However, in some centers that currently lack good street
connectivity, especially in East Portland, new multi-dwelling development has oBen not been contributing to
the creation of a well-connected street and pedestrian system. New implementation approaches are needed to
ensure that, as development continues to occur in and around centers, they contribute to creating centers with
good street and pedestrian connectivity that makes it easier to reach local destination and transit (see the Block
Patterns and Connectivity section of the Appendix for more detail on this topic).

The Better Housing by Design project is being coordinated with the Bureau of Transportation’s Connected
Centers Street Plan project, which is creating street plans for the Jade District and Rosewood/Glenfair centers

in East Portland. An objective of this coordinated approach is to create new implementation approaches for
achieving greater street and pedestrian connectivity that can be used citywide, not only in East Portland, butin
other areas such as Southwest Portland that also lack good street connectivity.

Dead end accessways

This detail of the circulation system in the Jade
District shows accessways (dark dashed lines, a mix
of driveways and private streets) that fail to provide
additional connectivity in an area where some
blocks are over 1,000 feet in length.

Driveway design

Many detached house and townhouse projects
in the medium-density zones in East Portland are
served by dead-end driveways, such as this, that
do not contribute to connectivity. This example
is directly adjacent to commercial services, but
residents must make a quarter-mile detour to
access the adjacent retail. Such driveways look
similar to streets, but are not required to have
features such as street trees that are expected
components for both public and private streets.
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East Portland Issues

The Better Housing by Design Project will include a major focus on multi-dwelling design and development
issues in East Portland for reasons such as the following:

50

East Portland has large amounts of multi-dwelling zoning, especially in and around its light rail station
areas; centers such as the Jade District, Division-Midway, and Rosewood-Glenfair; and along its major street
corridors, such as 122nd Avenue, Division, Powell, and Stark.

Portland’s Zoning Code standards have evolved over the past decades to a large extent in response to the
development patterns of the inner neighborhoods (such as patterns of 5,000 square foot residential lots
on relatively small blocks). They are less calibrated toward the very diBerent development patterns of East
Portland, much of which did not become part of
the City of Portland until the 1980s.

Many areas in East Portland with multi-dwelling
zoning have large blocks with deep lots (the
latter oBen ranging from 180 feet to over 300

feet deep), creating challenges to the design of
development, fire access, and street connectivity.
In the Rosewood-Glenfair center and light rail
station area (primarily RH zoning), for example,
blocks are typically over 600 foot wide by over
1,000 feet long. These areas also typically lack
continuous sidewalks.

East Portland’s centers include larger
proportions of families with children, lower-
income households, and multi-family units than
Portland as a whole (see the Demographics

and Housing Market Conditions section of the
Appendix). This means that the design of multi-
dwelling development, such as the availability of
outdoor spaces and pedestrian connections, has
disproportionate impacts on these populations, £N

which also include higher proportions of Apartment building and Douglas Firs near the Division

communities of color than the rest of Portland. Midway town center.

[N

East Portland has distinct characteristics, such as groves of Douglas Firs, that are valued; while its large
blocks could provide opportunities for open spaces that are diBlicult to achieve on the small blocks of
Portland’s inner neighborhoods. However, it is less clear as to how the design of multi-dwelling dwelling
development can be guided to enhance the area’s positive characteristics and better meet the needs of
residents. Also, a large amount of the area’s multi-dwelling zoning is located along street corridors with
heavy vehicle trallic, creating challenges to providing quality living environments for residents.

BetterHousingbyDesign-AssessmentReport



East Portland Examples

As indicated above, many of the design and development issues identified in this section are of particular
relevance to East Portland, especially those issues related to street connections and design along busy
corridors. Below are some additional examples of East Portland design and development issues.

Development on deep lots

This development in the Jade District is
representative of a common medium-density
configuration in East Portland. Built in the R2 zone
on a residential lot over 200 feet deep, it features

a pre-existing house preserved at the front of the
lot and closely spaced, newer detached houses
filling in toward the rear of the lot, served by a
driveway (typically 20-feet wide, required in part
for fire access) and parking that occupies much of
the rest of the site. Relatively little site area is |e®
for usable outdoor space or for trees. Narrow sites,
such as this, oBen have insuBicient site area to
provide space for a street connection, meaning that
additional street connections are not provided in
conjunction with new development on these small
sites.

Side-by-side driveways

When each lot develops independently, each

with its own driveway, an outcome that resultsin
multiple separate driveways, typically separated

by a narrow strip of required landscaping, as in this
example. The combined driveway width of 40 feet
is wider than would typically be required for a street
roadway, with the end result of multiple similar
developments over time creating large areas of
paved surfaces. A potential solution, supported by
Comprehensive Plan polices for East Portland, is to
require small properties to be combined into larger
sites before development can occur, providing
opportunities for street connections and improved
site design. An alternative approach for small sites
could be to require accessways to be shared by
adjacent properties to minimize the creation of
driveways and paved areas.
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Detached house development along SE 122nd Avenue (R1 zone)

This development consists of detached houses on a shared lot oriented to a private driveway system. This
example highlights a number of issues related to development in East Portland:

Unbuilt space is primarily devoted to driveways
and small setbacks between houses, leaving little
usable outdoor space (green rectangle is a fenced-
oB stormwater facility).

Fronts of houses and their entrances all face

away from 122nd Avenue, not contributing to
fostering a transit- and pedestrian-oriented street
environment. The multi-lane street configuration

is common on East Portland’s major corridors,
raising questions regarding how multi-dwelling
zone housing along such streets can be designed to
provide a quality living environment for residents.

Because the development did not involve a land
division and its circulation system is a private
driveway rather than a street, it was not subject

to requirements for street trees, which could
otherwise have contributed to a greener “street”
environment. A potential approach is to regulate
lengthy driveways to provide design elements, such
as street trees, similar to what would be required for
streets.

Amenity Bonuses

The Multi-Dwelling chapter of the Zoning Code (Title 33, 33.120) provides a range of amenity bonus that allow
for increased density for projects that include specified features that improve the livability of multi-dwelling
development. These bonuses include a variety of options, which can be packaged together or used individually.
The types of bonuses range from unit size, to health and sustainability benefits, to recreational areas. The
bonuses are available to projects of various sizes, but are generally more feasible for larger projects because of
the small percentage of bonus density provided for each type of amenity (see list below).

As part of the update to the Multi-Dwelling Zoning Code, the Amenity Bonuses section of the code will be
examined closely to ensure their eBectiveness and to assess whether they meet current priorities. As part of the
Inclusionary Housing Zoning Code Project, the development bonuses for the multi-dwelling zones were revised
to provide incentivizes for development that includes aBordable housing units, including but not limited to
development that will be subject to Portland’s mandatory Inclusionary Housing Program.
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The recently adopted Inclusionary Housing regulations require new development with more than 20 dwelling
units in one building to provide either 20 percent of the dwelling units to be aBordable at 80 percent of median
family income (MFI) or 10 percent of the dwelling units to be aBordable at 60 percent MFI (or pay a fee-in-lieu).
Besides aBordable housing, another priority from the updated Comprehensive Plan that is not addressed

by the current amenity bonuses or any other incentive is physically-accessible housing. Policies call for the
provision of accessible housing to meet the needs of older adults and people with disabilities, especially in
centers and other locations close to services and transit. The amount of the bonus currently provided for each
option is a result of balancing several factors. These include the likelihood that the amenity will be provided
without the use of incentives; the potential cost to the developer; and the importance of the amenity. Existing
amenity bonus options are summarized below (the percentage of additional density provided for each option is
indicated in parentheses):

« OQOutdoor recreation facilities (maximum of 10 percent). Outdoor recreational facilities may include
a tennis or basketball court, ball field, swimming pool, horseshoe pit, gazebo, permanent picnic tables,
and similar items.

« Children's play areas (5 percent). The bonus must meet certain size requirements, containing specific
play equipment, along with fencing.

« Three bedroom units (5 - 10 percent, depending on number of three bedroom units). Bonuses are
allowed if 10 to 20 percent of units in a building contain three bedrooms.

« Storage areas (5 percent). The bonus is allowed if all units are provided with interior storage and
additional storage for large items.

« Sound insulation (10 percent). To qualify for this bonus, the interior noise levels of residential
structures must be reduced in three ways. The reductions address noise from adjacent dwellings and
from outdoors, especially from busy streets.

« Crime prevention (10 percent). The bonus is allowed if all units have security features which comply
with Portland Police Bureau Residential Security Recommendations.

« Solar water heating (5 percent). The bonus is allowed if solar-heated water is provided to all units.
Systems may be active or passive.

« Larger required outdoor areas (5 percent). To qualify for this amenity, at least 96 square feet of
outdoor area is required for each dwelling unit.

« Tree preservation (5 percent per each additional preserved tree). Development proposals that

preserve more than the required number or percentage of the trees on the site may use this amenity
bonus option.
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Policy Analysis: Comprehensive Plan Policies

This section focuses on the goals and policies of Portland’s new Comprehensive Plan and
assesses the performance of current zoning tools in terms of achieving the goals and policies.
The purpose of this analysis is to document areas in which the current regulatory tools perform
well and areas in which they need change to better meet new policy objectives. Overall, major
policy directions for development and design in multi-dwelling zones are to:

« Accommodate housing growth, especially in and around centers, corridors, and transit station areas;

= Contribute to providing a diversity of housing types, including an adequate supply of aBordable housing and
physically-accessible housing;

= Provide healthy and safe environments for residents, with design that supports active living;

= Design buildings to enhance the pedestrian environment on streets;

= Contribute to providing a network of safe and accessible street and pedestrian connections, especially
around centers and transit stations;

« Usedesign that responds to and enhances the positive gualities of context, including the distinct
characteristics of Portland’s five neighborhood pattern areas;

= Integrate nature and green infrastructure into the urban environment, avoid environmental impacts, and
reduce impervious surfaces and urban heat island eBects; and

« Use resource-eBicient design and development approaches.

Policy-Zoning Summary Assessment

The following is a listing that provides a summary assessment of existing Zoning Code implementation of new
Comprehensive Plan policy direction. This listing focuses on policies related to Zoning Code multi-dwelling
development standards and street connectivity. As a summary listing, the policy directions paraphrase policy
language and oBen combine multiple policies that provide similar direction (refer to the 2035 Comprehensive
Plan for actual policy language).

The existing regulations for multi-dwelling zones (R3, R2, R1, RH, RX) do not generally present barriers to
development and design that can contribute to meeting policy objectives and oBen help implement them.
However, in some case, regulations may allow for outcomes that can contribute to meeting these policy
objectives, but do not always require or incentivize these outcomes. Some examples include:

« Regulations do not always ensure that new street or pedestrian connections will be created in conjunction
with new development.

= The same regulations mostly apply citywide, which does not ensure that development is responsive to context
or to the distinct characteristics of the neighborhood pattern areas.

« Regulations do not include regulations specific to major corridors and do not ensure that residential
development along busy corridors is designed to mitigate impacts to residents.

+ Requirements for features supportive of healthy active living, such as spaces for outdoor recreation or for
growing food, are limited and do not apply in higher-density zones.

= There are some gaps in requirements for pedestrian-oriented design, such as allowances for garages to be the
primary ground-floor, street-facing elements of narrow-lot attached or detached houses.

= There are few incentives or requirements that implement policy objectives for accessible units (the building
code requires adaptable units in some situations, but not for multi-floor units).
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« Regulations do not allow for many urban green infrastructure approaches, such as ecoroofs or plantings
in raised courtyards, to count toward landscaping requirements; and do not ensure that suBicient space is
provided for mature tree canopy.

+ Regulations do not do much to discourage large areas of impervious paving or to ensure that design
minimizes urban heat island eBects.

Policy Directions and Assessment of Zoning Code Implementation

Policy Direction

Policy

Zoning Code Implementation

Urban Form Policies (Chapter 3)

Numbers

Focus housing growth in and around centers,
corridors, and transit station areas.

Goal 3.C,
policies 3.2,
3.13

Implements. The majority of multi-
dwelling zoning is located in and
around these areas.

Provide a diversity of housing types and Goal 3.D, Implements. The combination of
options in and around centers and corridors. | policies 3.33 | multi-dwelling, mixed-use, and
and 3.37 single-dwelling zoning in and around
centers and corridors provides
opportunities for a diverse range of
housing.
Foster a built environment that provides a Policy 3.4 Some requirements. Supported by

safe, healthy, and attractive environment for
people of all ages and abilities.

building code and sidewalk
accessibility standards, but some gaps
in residential requirements for
accessibility.

Create connected centers and transit station

Policies 3.20

Partially implements. Street

areas with safe and accessible pedestrian and 3.55 connectivity standards exist, but
connections and bicycle routes, and prepare existing implementation tools are
and adopt future street plans for centers that limited and street plans do not exist
currently have poor street connectivity. for most centers.

In the Inner Ring Districts, provide for a Policy 3.43 | Partially implements. Multi-dwelling

diversity of housing opportunities in
residential areas, encouraging approaches
that preserve or are compatible with existing
historic properties and development
patterns.

zoning contributes to housing
diversity in Inner Ring Districts, but
regulations do not ensure
compatibility with existing
characteristics.

Enhance Civic Corridors as distinctive places

Policies 3.49

Partially implements. Multi-dwelling

with transit-supportive densities of housing and 3.50 Zzoning along Civic Corridors helps

and that provide quality living environments implement, and mid-rise RH zoning

for residents. Development is intended to be applies along some corridors.

up to mid-rise in scale (typically upto5to 7 Regulations do not include design

stories). approaches that mitigate negative
impacts of corridor traffic on
residents.

Enhance Neighborhood Corridors as places Policy 3.53 Partially implements. Multi-dwelling

with quality multi-family housing.

zoning along Neighborhood Corridors
help implement, but regulations do
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Policy Direction

Zoning Code Implementation

not ensure quality environments for
residents along often busy corridors.

| Transit Station Areas. Encourage transit- Policies Implements. Multi-dwelling zoning
supportive concentrations of housing 3.54, 3.57, | provides opportunities for transit-
adjacent to high-capacity transit stations, 3.59 supportive densities near many transit
especially in locations within centers and stations.
transit neighborhood station areas.
Integrate transit stations into surrounding Policy 3.55 | Partially implements. Regulations do

communities and enhance pedestrian and
bicycle facilities to provide safe and
accessible connections to key destinations
beyond the station area.

not always result in street
connections where greater street
connectivity is needed.

Pattern Areas. General - encourage
development and design approaches that
respond to the distinctive, positive
characteristics of Portland’s pattern areas,
including the Inner, Eastern, and Western
neighborhoods. Within the Inner
Meighborhoods this means continuity with
Streetcar-Era development patterns, while
the Eastern and Western neighborhoods have
a greater emphasis on trees, landscaping,
and response to natural features.

Paolicies 3.70
- 3.103

Allows. However, the same
development standards apply across
the city, with few requirements for
area-specific variation.

Inner Neighborhood Residential Areas. Policy 3.92 | Allows. However, development is not
Continue the patterns of small, connected required to continue prevalent lot or
blocks, regular lot patterns, and streets lined development patterns, and narrow lot
by planting strips and street trees in Inner development with front driveways
Neighborhood residential areas. can limit opportunities for planting
e - streets and street trees.
Eastern Neighborhoods Pattern Area. Policy 3.93 | Allows. However, no regulations are
Guide the evolving street and block system in specific to the area’s block structure
the Eastern Neighborhoaods in ways that build and do not require mid-block open
on positive aspects of the area’s large blocks, spaces and usually do not result in
such as opportunities to continue mid-block new connections.
open space patterns and create new
connections through blocks that make it
easier to access community destinations.
Require that land be aggregated inta larger Policy 3.94 | No requirements. Regulations to do
sites before land divisions and other not require that small sites be
redevelopment occurs. Require site plans combined before development can
which advance design and street connectivity accur,
goals.
| Encourage development and right-of-way Policy 3.95 | Partially implements. Zaning code
design that preserves and incorporates environmental regulations protect
Douglas fir trees and groves, and that streams and steep slopes, but are lest
protects the area’s streams, forests, ariented to protecting groves of trees
wetlands, steep slopes, and buttes. in East Portland’s flat lands.
Encourage landscaped building setbacks Policy 3.97 | Allows, but not required.
along residential corridors on major streets
| in Eastern Neighborhoods. -
Enhance access to centers, employment Policy 3.98 | Partially implements. PBOT has

areas, and ather community destinations in
Eastern Neighborhoods by ensuring that

jurisdiction over corridor
improvements, but regulations do not
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Policy Direction

Zoning Code Implementation

corridors have save and accessible pedestrian
and bicycle facilities and creating additional
secondary connections that provide low-
stress pedestrian and bicycle access.

always ensure that new secondary
connections will be created.

Western Neighborhoods Pattern Area. Policies Partially implements. Multi-dwelling
Increase opportunities for more people to 3.99, 3,100, | zoning provides housing opportunities
live within walking distance of the area’s 3.101, in and around centers, environmental
small commercial districts, create additional | 3.103. regulations limit development
pedestrian and trail connections, and impacts on streams and slopes, but
encourage development and infrastructure to regulations do not always ensure that
be designed to minimize impacts on the additional public pedestrian

area’s streams, ravines, and forested slopes. connections will be created.

Design and Development Policies

(Chapter 4)

Context-Sensitive Design and Development. | Goal 4.4; Allows. However, the same
Encourage new development to be designed | policies 4.1 | development standards apply across
to respond to and enhance the distinct -4.3 the city, with few reguirements for
physical, historic, and cultural qualities of its area-specific variation and no
location, while accommodating growth and incentives for historic preservation.
change.

Historic and Cultural Resources. Encourage | Goal 4.B; Some requirements. Regulations

the preservation of historic and cultural policies protect designated historic resources

resources, including those in centers and
corridors, and encourage development that
fills in vacant and underutilized gaps within
the established urban fabric.

4.28, 4.46,
4,48

and allowances for transfer of
development rights provide an
incentive for preservation. However,
regulations do not clearly guide
development to underutilized sites,
versus redevelopment of older
buildings that are not designated
historic resources.

Human and Environmental Health and Goal 4.C, Some requirements. Human health
Active Living. Encourage development policies 4.10 | is supported by building code
designed to enhance human and environment | and 4.87 requirements, and the Zoning Code
health, encourage building and site design requires on-site pedestrian
that promotes a healthy level of physical connections, but not all multi-
activity, and provide opportunities for dwelling zones require outdoor spaces
growing food. for residents.
Integrate natural and green infrastructure, Policy 4.4 Some requirements. Multi-dwelling
such as trees, green spaces, ecoroofs, Zones require some landscaping; BES
gardens, green walls, and vegetated regulations require on-site
stormwater facilities, into the urban stormwater management. No
environment. incentives for ecoroofs or for
providing additional greenspace
beyond minimum requirements.
Manage building massing to provide for public | Policies 4.11 | Some requirements. Zoning
access to light and air, and encourage and 4.12 regulations manage building mass and
building design that considers privacy and setbacks, but do not directly address
solar access for residents and neighbors. privacy or solar access.
Encourage building and site design that helps | Policies 4.13 | Some requirements. Some zoning
prevent crime and improves fire prevention and 4.14 regulations encourage design

and life safety.

supportive of “eyes on the street,”
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Policy Direction

Zoning Code Implementation

but fire and life safety mostly
addressed by building code.

| Pedestrian-Oriented Design. Encourage Policy 4.5 Some requirements. Supported by

pedestrian-oriented design that is accessible building code and sidewalk

to people of all abilities. accessibility standards, but some gaps
in pedestrian-oriented standards and
residential requirements for

L accessibility,

Encourage development designed with Policy 4.6 Some requirements. Multi-dwelling

windows and entrances oriented to the and 4.7 zones require entrances and windows

street, and with building that frame, shape, oriented to the street in most

and activate the public space of streets and situations, but regulations allow

parks. front-facing garages to dominate the
ground levels of narrow lot houses
and rowhouses.

Encourage the continued use of alleys for Policy 4.8 Allows, but alley access for parking is

parking access, while preserving pedestrian not required in most areas that have

access. existing alleys.

Residential areas. In areas outside of Policies 4.15 | Partially implements. Medium-

centers, encourage a diversity of housing and 4.16 density multi-dwelling zones provide

aptions that accommodate a wide range of some of the housing diversity in

households, while encouraging design that residential area, but citywide

complements the general scale and character regulations are not always responsive

of neighborhoods. to differing neighborhood
characteristics.

Encourage compact single-family homes and | Policies 4.18 | Partially implements. Medium-

resaurce-efficient, healthy building design. and 4.19 density multi-dwelling zones provide
opportunities for compact houses and
multi-dwelling housing is relatively
resource-efficient, although there are
no incentives for building small
houses or highly resource-efficient
buildings.

Centers and Corridors. Encourage centers Policies 4.20 | Implements. Multi-dwelling zoning

and corridors as places with higher-density and 4.21 allows for higher-density housing in

housing close to services, with amenities that and around centers and include

create a pedestrian-oriented environment. requirements for pedestrian-oriented
design.

Provide accessible sidewalks, high-quality Policy 4.23 50ng requirements. Zoning code

bicycle access, and frequent street standards address pedestrian access

connections and crossings in centers and and bicycle parking, but do not

corridors. always result in new street
connections in centers that lack

| street connectivity.

On busy streets, encourage design Policy 4.25 | Allows, but regulations do not require

approaches that buffer residents from street design approaches that are responsive

traffic, such as through the use of landscaped to locations on busy street corridors.

front setbacks, street trees and other design

approaches.

Transitions. Create transitions in Policy 4.30 | Some requirements. Zoning

development scale between higher-density
areas and adjacent single-dwelling zoning.

providing scale transitions apply in
some, but not all, areas.
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Policy Direction

Zoning Code Implementation

Resource-Efficient Design. Encourage Policies 4.60 | Allows, but no requirements or

rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of - 4.62 incentives. Multi-dwelling zones

buildings, especially those of historic or support the creation of attached

cultural significance, promote seismic and homes and multi-family housing that

energy retrofits, and encourage compact are inherently resource efficient.

housing.

Encourage development approaches and Policies 4.63 | Allows, but few requirements or

building materials and technologies that -4.72 incentives, other than building code

result in the least environmental impact, are requirements.

resource efficient, and that produce energy

on site.

Designing with Nature. Encourage design Policies Some requirements, particularly in

and site development practices that avoid 4.73, 4.74, | areas with environmental overlay

impacts on watershed and ecosystem health, | 4.75, 4.77 zoning.

and encourage low-impact and habitat-

friendly development.

Limit use of and strive to reduce impervious | Policy 4.76 | Few requirements. Multi-dwelling

surfaces. zones limit building coverage but not
other types of impervious surfaces,
such as vehicle areas, which can
occupy large portions of site area.

Hazard-Resilient Design. Limit development | Policies 4.79 | Requires. Implemented through

in or near area prone to natural hazards and | and 4.81 environmental overlays, and location

encourage development approaches that of most multi-dwelling zoning avoids

enhance the ability to respond to natural sensitive environmental areas.

disasters.

Encourage development designed to reduce Policy 4.83 | Few requirements or incentives,

urban heat island effects. other than some landscaping /tree

~ ~ requirements.

Housing Policies (Chapter 5)

Diverse Housing Supply. Encourage a Goal 5.A., Implements. The combination of

diversity of housing types that can support a | policies 5.4, | multi-dwelling, mixed-use, and

broad range of households and contribute to | 5.5, 5.7, single-dwelling zoning in and around

income diversity, including in and around Dot 1y DD2 centers provides opportunities for a

centers. diverse range of housing.

Enable and encourage development of middle | Policy 5.6 Partially implements. Medium-

housing, such as multi-unit or clustered density, multi-dwelling zoning

residential building that provide relatively provides middle housing opportunities

smaller, less expensive units, and a scale around many centers, although this

transition between the core of centers and zoning is less extensive than single-

surrounding single-family areas. ) dwelling zoning.

Support a diverse supply of affordable and Policies 5.8, | Allows, but few requirements or

physically-accessible housing that can meet 5.9, 5.19 incentives, ather than building code

the needs of older adults and people with accessibility requirements that apply

disabilities, especially in and around centers to some multifamily development.

and other locations close to services and

transit. ) )

Housing Location. Locate higher-density and | Goal 5.C, Partially implements. Multi-dwelling

affordable housing in and around centers and | policies 5.22 | zoning provides opportunities for

other locations with good access to services, | and 5.23, higher-density housing, but there are

employment and amenities.

D s DDl
5.38

no incentives for affordable housing
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Policy Direction Policy Zoning Code Implementation
Numbers

(until Inclusionary Housing
requirements are adopted).

Housing Affordability. Provide an adequate | Goal 5.D, Allows. Multi-dwelling zoning

supply of affordable housing units to meet multiple provides opportunities for affordable

the needs of residents vulnerable to policies housing, but there are no

increasing housing costs, utilizing a variety of requirements or incentives (until

regulatory and programmatic approaches, Inclusionary Housing requirements are

including inclusionary zoning. adopted).

Evaluate how existing and new regulations Policy 5.36 | Will be a consideration in the

affect private development of affordable Improving Multi-Dwelling

|_housing, and minimize negative impacts. | Development Project.

Encourage preservation of mobile home parks | Policy 5.37 | Allows, but no requirements for

as a low/moderate-income housing option. preservation of mobile home parks.

Encourage a variety of home ownership Policies 5.39 | Allows. Multi-dwelling zoning allows a

opportunities, including compact single- and 5.43 variety of ownership opportunities,

family options and a range of ownership including land divisions that support

arrangements. “fee-simple” individual lots, and
multiple other ownership
arrangements.

Health and Safety. Encourage housing Goal 5.C, Some requirements, notably building

designed to: protect residents’ health and policies 5.47 | code and pedestrian/bicycle

safety, support active living, provide energy | - 5.54 requirements, but some multi-

efficiency, incorporate green building dwelling zones have no requirements

strategies, provide indoor air quality, and for open spaces for residents.

that supports active living by providing

usable open areas, recreation areas,

community gardens, pedestrian and bicycle

amenities, etc.

Transportation Policies (Chapter 9)

Modal Policies - pedestrian transportation Policies 9.17 | Partially implements. Some centers,

and networks. Encourage walking as the and 9.18 notably in Eastern and Western

most attractive mode of transportation for neighborhoods, lack frequent street

most short trips, within neighborhoods and to or pedestrian connections,

centers, corridors, and major destinations, compromising the ability to walk to

and as a means for accessing transit; creating local destinations. Regulatory tools

more complete networks of pedestrian have had limited success in creating

facilities, and improving the quality of the new connections.

pedestrian environment.

System Management - Connectivity. Policy 9.47 | Partially implements. See comments

Establish an interconnected, multimodal above.

transportation system to serve centers and

other significant locations. Promote a logical,

direct, and connected street system through

street spacing guidelines and district-specific

street plans found in the Transportation

System Plan.

Parking management. Reduce parking Policy 9.55 | Allows, but no reguirements for

demand and manage supply to improve
pedestrian, bicycle and transit mode share,
neighborhood livability, safety, business

parking demand management related
to development in the multi-dwelling
ZONes.
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Policy Direction

Zoning Code Implementation

vitality, vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
reduction, and air quality.

Off-street parking. Limit the development of
new parking spaces to achieve land use,
transportation, and environmental goals,
especially in locations with frequent transit
service, Regulate off-street parking to
achieve mode share objectives, promote
compact and walkable urban form,
encourage lower rates of car ownership, and
promote the vitality of commercial and
employment areas. Use transportation
demand management and pricing of parking
in areas with high parking demand. Strive to
provide adequate but not excessive off-street
parking where needed.

Policy 9.50

Partially implements. Zoning code
regulations include maximum parking
ratios for the multi-dwelling zones,
and have no or low minimum parking
requirements in areas close to transit,
although multi-dwelling zones do not
have requirements for transportation
demand management.
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Zoning History

This section provides a brief history of zoning in Portland, focusing primarily on the zones that
have evolved into today’s Multi-Dwelling Residential zones. The City’s first zoning code was
implemented in 1524. Prior to 1924, the building code contained regulations that limited where
certain uses, including apartment houses, could locate without first securing the approval of
City Council. The City’s building code contained height limitations beginningin 1911. Frame
buildings were limited to two stories or 42 feet in height; ordinary construction was limited to
four stories or 60 feet in height; semi fire-proof buildings were limited to six stories or 85 feet in
height; and absolutely fire-proof buildings were limited to 12 stories or 160 feet in height. ABer
the 1924 Zoning Code, major updates of the Zoning Code were implement in 1959 and 1991.
Below is a brief overview of the evolution of the City’s multi-dwelling zones since 1924.

Zoning and the Comprehensive Plan

Zoning can be characterized as a set of land use regulations that establish parameters for the current use and
development of property, including all new construction, most alterations, commercial occupancy changes,
property line changes and most site development activity including some tree cutting and landscaping.

In Portland, zoning is a regulatory tool used to help implement land development components of the
Comprehensive Plan, which articulates the long range aspiration and direction for development of the city.

The Comprehensive Plan includes a long-range map indicating what will be allowed up to 20 years from now,
while the zoning map indicates what is allowed now. The Comprehensive Plan map may be more generalized
than the zoning map. There may also be places in the city where the Comprehensive Plan map designates land
uses and intensities diBerent from what is allowed currently by the zoning map. These places may be subject to
zoning changes either through future legislating planning/zoning processes, or by future quasi-judicial land use
reviews initiated by the property owners/interests.

1924 Zoning Code

Portland’s first zoning code was adopted by the Portland City Council on September 3, 1924, and was passed by
the voters of Portland on November 4, 1924,
The 1924 zoning code contained four zones:

« Zonel-Single-Family
» Zonell - Multi-Family
« Zone lll - Business-Manufacturing
« Zone V- Unrestricted

Zone Il - Multi-Family served as a general residential zones and was mapped very broadly in Portland. Most
residential areas of the city, except for those of the “highest quality,” and all vacant sections of the city were
placed in Zone Il. The large amount of multi-family zoning reflected expectations for Portland’s rapid growth
(the 1912 Bennett Plan was based on the assumption that Portland would have a population of two million
people by 1940). A 1934 land use survey indicated that 15,440 acres were zoned for multi-family housing,
compared to 6,195 acres zoned for single-family housing. This early extensive mapping of multi-family zoning,
as well as the period before zoning was adopted in 1924, explains the diverse array of apartment buildings (such
as duplexes, fourplexes and courtyard apartments) sometimes found in older neighborhoods that currently
have single-dwelling zoning (see the Historic Examples sections of the Appendix).
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The regulations for Zone I had few restrictions on the types or characteristics of residential development
allowed. The zoning regulations did not control for density, included no requirements for front or rear

yards, and did not diBerentiate between areas for tall or low-rise apartments. However, the zoning code was
supplemented by Portland’s housing code (first adopted in 1919), which placed limits on lot coverage (75 to 85
percent maximum coverage, reduced in 1933 for Zone |l to 45 to 55 percent coverage for buildings two-stories
or taller) and set requirements for side yards based on the depth of adjacent rooms. The 1924 Zoning Code also
provide a Local Option, which allowed some uses normally prohibited in Zone Il (such as hotels, commercial
uses, and filling stations) when the applicant obtained approval from 75 percent of owners of property within
200 feet.

In the 19305 and 1940s, several large areas were taken out of the Zone Il and put into the single-family zone
(Zone 1), including areas around Mt. Tabor and in North Portland. One reason for the rezoning was to ensure
that homeowners and buyers could obtain Federal Housing Administration (FHA)-insured loans without penalty,
as it was the practice of the FHA to reduce the size of mortgages provided for houses located in apartment
zones (such approaches were also linked to racially-discriminatory policies). By 1951, while the amount of land
in Zone Il had been reduced, 50 percent of Portland’s residential land remained in Zone Il (currently about 14
percent of Portland’s residential zoning is in the multi-dwelling zones). The area within Zone Il included most of
the eastside residential areas extending out to 39th Avenue, from SE Holgate north to Killingsworth (exceptions
included Alameda and most of Irvington).

In 1945 a subcommittee of the Planning Commission proposed substantial changes to the Zoning Code. The
proposed code included seven zones rather than four:

» Three residential zones,
» Two commercial zones, and
« Two industrial zones

The proposed code also included standards for lot size, setbacks, lot coverage, and height. This drall code was
not adopted. Rather, the Planning Commission requested that City Council employ a professional planner to
prepare a new code. City Council indeed hired a professional planner, and the subsequent process to develop
a new code took 13 years, with the bulk of the time being focused on the proposed zoning map rather than the
text of the zoning code. The new code was finally adopted in May, 1959, and became eBective July 1, 1959.

1959 Zoning Code

The 1959 Zoning Code implemented a new numbering system and structure. Many of the zoning symbols, and
to some degree the regulations, were revised to provide consistency between the City and County zoning codes,
and to solve problems created by the 1924 code. The 1959 Zoning Code contained 14 zones:

» Three one-family zones,

» Three apartment zones,

» Four commercial zones, and
«  Four manufacturing zones.

The multi-family zones, now termed Apartment Residential zones, consisted of the following:
« A5 duplexes and garden apartments
» Al: low-rise apartments
»  AD: tall apartments in the central part of Portland
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1959 Zoning Code - Apartment Residential Zones

A2.5 Al AD
Housing | Single-family dwellings, | Single-family dwellings, Single-family dwellings,
Types duplexes, apartment duplexes, apartment duplexes, apartment
buildings buildings, boarding and buildings, boarding and
rooming houses, rooming houses,
hotels/motels (when abutting | hotels/motels
a highway)
Maximum | 1 unit per 2,500 square 1 unit per 1,000 square feet Limited by floor-to-area
Density feet of site area of site area ratios, which varied from 3:1
up to 6:1, depending on site
size
Maximum | 2 ¥ stories or 35 feet 3 stories or 45 feet No height limit
Height ) )
Maximum | 45% 45% No limit for multi-family
Lot buildings.
Coverage

Setbacks 15-foct front, side/rear 15-foct front, side/rear 6-9 10-foct front, sidefrear
5-7 feet depending on feet depending an building setbacks from 6 feet and

building height height upwards, depending on
number of stories
Parking 1 space per unit 1 space per unit Varied: for apartment

buildings of 5 or more units,
ranged from 1 space per 5
units for small units to 2
spaces per 3 units for large
multi-bedroom units); 1
space per unit for most other
housing types.

A significant change undertaken in conjunction with the adoption of the 1959 Zoning Code was that the area
zoned for multi-family development was greatly reduced to correspond to the predominance of single-family
housing that had been built within most of Zone Il. In the years between 1924 and 1959, roughly 7 Y2 square
miles had been taken out of Zone Il and moved primarily into the single-family zone. With enactment of the
1958 Zoning Code, another 6 34 square miles were changed from Zone Il and rezoned to R5, R7, or R10 single-
family zoning. Areas that were changed from Zone Il to the new single-family zones included most of the North
Portland peninsula and large parts of southeast and northeast Portland.

1981 Zoning Code Rewrite

The 1981 Zoning Code followed from the adoption of Portland’s first Comprehensive Plan, adopted in
October 16, 1980. The 1981 Zoning Code expanded the multi-family zones to four zones, with labels similar to
corresponding current zoning:

» R2 Multi-Family Residential Zone

» R1 Multi-Family Residential Zone

«  RH High Density Multi-Family Residential Zone
» RX Downtown Multi-Family Residential Zone

(the new zoning code also introduced the R2.5 zone, similar in density to the former A2.5 zone, but classified
as a one-family residential zone and limited to houses and attached houses, with duplexes or apartments not
allowed)
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1981 Zoning Code - Multi-Family Residential Zones
R2 R1 RH RX
Housing Single-family Single-family Single-family Single-family
Types dwellings, dwellings, duplexes, | dwellings, multi- dwellings, duplexes,
duplexes, multi- multi-family family buildings, multi-family buildings,
family buildings buildings, boarding boarding and boarding and rooming
and rooming houses | rooming houses houses, hotels,
commercial uses
limited by size
Maximum | 1 unit per 2,000 1 unit per 1,000 Limited by floor-ta- | Limited by floor-to-
Density square feet of site | square feet of site area ratios (FAR), area ratios, prescribed
area area (additional which were in the Downtown
density provided for | generally 2:1, but Development Zone
listed amenities) with 3:1 and 4:1 in
_ 1 mapped lacations.
Maximum | 4 stories or 45 feet | 4 stories or 45 feet 65 feet for areas Varied, as prescribed
Height with 2:1 FAR, and in the Downtown
up to 460 feet for Development Zone
locations with
higher FARs.
Maximum | 455 45% 80% No limit
Lot
Coverage ~
Setbacks | 15-foot front, 15-foot front, Mo front setback, Mo base zone
side/rear 5-12 feet | sidefrear 6-12 feet | side/rear setbacks | requirements
depending on depending on from 5 feet and
number of stories | number of stories upwards, depending
on number of
stories
Parking 1 space per unit 1 space per unit 1 space per unit for | No minimum off-street
buildings with 1-3 parking requirements
units. 1 space for
every 2 dwellings
for multi-family
buildings.

1991 Zoning Code Rewrite

The 1991 Zoning Code was a major reorganization, and was the result of a four year eBort to update and make
the regulations easier to read and understand. The 1991 Zoning Code achieved an organization and palate of
7ones essentially similar to what currently is in eBect today. The multi-family zones were renamed as Multi-
Dwelling Zones and retained a similar structure to what was included in the 1981 Zoning Code, with the addition
of the R3 zone (which corresponded to a Multnomah County zone that applied to areas recently added to the
City of Portland, primarily in what is now East Portland). The densities and regulations for heights, setbacks,

and lot coverage were similar to current requirements (see Profiles of the Base Zones)

Evolution of Portland's Multi-Dwelling Zones from 1924 to 2016

1924 1959 1981 1991 - 2016
Zone || - Multi-Family | A2.5 RZ - Multi-Family Residential | R3 - Residential 3,000
Al R1 - Multi-Family Residential R? - Residential Z,000
AQ RH - High Density Multi-Family | R1 - Residential 1,000
Residential
RX - Downtown Multi-Family RH - High Density Residential
Residential

RX - Central Residential
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Summary of Related Projects

The following recent past projects addressed issues related to multi-dwelling development
and street connections. Some of these projects, such as the East Portland Action Plan and
the “Healthy Housing” related projects, were the result of extensive community outreach and
identified a range of issues related to multi-dwelling development, but were not regulatory
projects and did not involve Zoning Code amendments. These past projects play a key role
in identifying issues the Improving Multi-Dwelling Dwelling Development will address through
implementation of Zoning Code regulations.

Infill Design Project (2008)

The Infill Design Project’s objective was to improve the design of multi-dwelling and row-house developmentin

neighborhoods outside Portland’s Central City, focusing on development in the low- and medium-density multi-

dwelling zones (R1, R2, and R3). Among the topics this project identified as key issues and sought to address

were:

» Compatibility and desired community character;

= DiBering patterns in inner neighborhoods versus eastern
neighborhoods;

«  Street frontages dominated by vehicle facilities;

«  Scale contrasts between new and existing lower-density
development;

«  Desires for additional housing diversity, including courtyard
options;

«  Competing City regulations related to issues such as requirements
for wide paved areas to accommodate vehicle and emergency
access versus objectives for minimizing impervious surfaces.

The project’s outcomes included a range of regulatory and non-
regulatory implementation approaches that included Zoning Code
amendments, an Infill Design Toolkit that highlighted strategies for
achieving better infill design, a collection of “approvable” housing
prototypes, and the Portland Courtyard Housing Design Competition,
which explored how density, families, outdoor space and sustainable
design could be accommodated on small infill sites in the form of
courtyard housing.

The emphasis of the Infill Design Project’s Zoning Code amendments  1pa jnfil Design Project emphasized facilitative
was on reducing barriers to desirable design features, such as
regulations that facilitated courtyard housing arrangements and
compact ownership housing, changes that allowed for narrower
driveways to facilitate access to rear parking, and allowances for
“shared” courts and driveways that accommodate pedestrians and
vehicles within the same space. With this facilitative emphasis, the project did not do as much to prohibit less
desirable configurations that do not meet the City’s design priorities. Among the multi-dwelling zone topics the
community identified as needing to be addressed, but that the Infill Design Project did not regulate, were:

approaches. It included prototypes and
requiations that encouraged attached houses
with rear parking (lower image), but did not

prevent front garages (upper image).
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«  DiBering development standards reflecting the distinct, positive characteristics of the Western, Inner, and
Eastern neighborhoods.

« The prominence of front garages at the ground-level of rowhouses and narrow lot houses.

= The possibility of requiring front landscaped setbacks in the higher-density zones (such as R1 and RH) to
provide greater continuity with existing patterns.

» Mid-block open space patterns (backyards) - should they be required to be continued?

«  Large areas of paved surfaces - should they be limited?

« Design supportive of privacy and livability for ground-floor residents along busy corridors (including ideas
for allowing small commercial or live/work uses in these locations).

= Shared open space (such as courtyards) — should this be required in larger projects, not just encouraged?

The Better Housing by Design project provides an opportunity for revisiting the possibility of creating regulations
to address these issues.

Mixed Use Zones Project (2015 - 2016)

The Mixed Use Zones Project focused on revising

Portland’s Zoning Code for commercial/mixed use zonesin

centers and corridors outside of the Central City. Many of = e

the code amendments address the fact that higher-density : St oo
multi-dwelling housing has become a large part of the 3

Limits an building
facade tengeh

development taking place in the commercial zones, which Ny F s i
S ) - TeguiFimEnts
was not the case when the zones were created more than i e :\:‘, - A
. - . . el | mersﬁn.-:hur\tut.
20 years ago. The projectis introducing new Zoning Code R (] reaiked b core
regulations intended to help achieve Comprehensive Plan St ceneos s s s

goals for aBordable housing, pedestrian-oriented design,

and green infrastructure. This project also addresses

issues that arise with more intensive mixed use buildings,

including building massing and design, transitions to lower density residential areas, and active ground floor
uses. Some of the Zoning Code provisions that may be relevant for the multi-dwelling zones include:

» New requirements for residential outdoor space (36 to 48 square feet per unit) for projects that include
residential units (among the multi-dwelling zones, the High-Density Residential [RH] zone currently has no
requirements for residential outdoor space).

« Requirements that support privacy for the ground-floors of residential buildings — with options for units
to have landscaped setbacks, raised above grade, or to have non-residential ground-floor spaces (these
approaches were recommended by the Infill Design Toolkit for the multi-dwelling zones, but were not
adopted as regulations).

«  Requirements for front setbacks along major Civic Corridors in Eastern and Western neighborhoods.

«  Allowances for “green options” that serve as alternatives to more conventional landscaping requirements,
including ecoroofs, raised landscaped areas, tree courts, and pervious paving.

« ABordable housing bonuses.
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East Portland Action Plan (2009)

ey "
The East Portland Action Plan (EPAP) was designed to S \\; P et dg IR

identify gaps in policies, services and improvements in the j“ ‘_5 .
East Portland area, and to identify opportunities to address el
these gaps. EPAP was the result of eight months of work by
the East Portland Action Plan Committee, which worked to
identify ways to strategically address community-identified

issues and to allocate resources to improve livability for :
neighborhoods in the East Portland Neighborhood OBlice r,_x‘” e
coalition area. EPAP includes a listing of strategies and
specific actions to support the overall goals of the plan to
improve the quality of life, help foster strong community
connections, increase the area’s regional significance, and
improve equity for East Portland residents.

The following is a listing of strategies (bold) and
accompanying actions especially relevant to multi-dwelling
zoning development standards and street connectivity:

Housing and Development Policy
HD.1 Improve the design and quality of new housing structures

HD.1.1 Explore design tools and update Community Design standards tailored to East Portland
development styles and neighborhoods.

HD.1.2 Explore design requirements and/or mandatory design overlays for multi-dwelling development
in high-impact infill areas.

HD.1.3 Explore code provisions to improve corner-lot building orientation.

HD.1.4 Initiate pilot projects for development of high-guality housing compatible with existing
development and natural features.

HD.1.5 Implement Courtyard Design Competition ideas and standards.

HD.1.6 Explore financial incentives or other mechanisms to upgrade materials and design quality of
multi-dwelling development (MFR fagade program).

HD.5 Improve regulations and implementation of City code to increase benefit and reduce impacts of
new housing

T0

HD.5.1 Explore mechanisms to provide on-site play areas and open space in multifamily housing
developments.

HD.5.2 Amend zoning code to improve flag lot development and privacy issues.

HD.5.3 Improve/institute a tree preservation and replacement code.

HD.5.4 Review relationship of zoning density and lot size to address East Portland infill context.

HD.5.5 Develop better guidelines and regulations for transitions between relatively high and moderate
intensity zones to mitigate decreased sunlight access and privacy impacts.

HD.5.6 Provide community amenities and improve design to encourage housing that is attractive to
households with a range of incomes.
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Transportation

T.2 Increase safety and convenience of walking throughout East Portland
T.2.3 Review policies and procedures to ensure pedestrian improvements concurrent with all new
development.
T.2.4 Review policy: prioritize adding sidewalk connections over expanding/widening existing
connections.
T.2.5 Improve landscaping, cleanliness, and patrolling of multi-use paths and neighborhood pedestrian
paths.

T.6 Improve connectivity throughout East Portland
T.6.1 Develop a complete and more well-defined future street plan for East Portland.
T.6.2 Develop priorities for decision-making on transportation improvements; consider connections to
parks/open space/schools, "green street” design, public safety needs.
T.6.3 Initiate a Powellhurst-Gilbert connectivity and urban form study.
T.6.5 Institute policy and develop plan to provide accessible transportation options (sidewalks, streets,
connections) for people with physical disabilities.
T.6.6 Acquire property and develop streets in Central Gateway.

Eastside MAX Station Community Project (2009)

This report documents concepts for land use, urban design, and transportation system approaches for each

of the Eastside MAX station areas (from the 60th Avenue to the 162nd Avenue station areas), and summarizes
community responses to these concepts. The following summarizes concept components that are particularly
relevant to multi-dwelling zoning and street connectivity issues in the station areas.

60th Avenue

= TheVision statement calls for new higher-density residential development to be designed to blend in with
the surrounding established Rose City Park and North Tabor neighborhoods.

« Thereis aneed to improve the guality of new infill development, including the use of better materials and
design features to promote compatibility with the existing neighborhood as the area transitions to higher
density housing types. Community input included suggestions for applying the Design Review overlay zone
to enhance design quality.

« Provide a wider set of pedestrian and bicycle improvement through the area, and reconnect the street grid
with new streets through the light industrial area near the station.

82nd Avenue

» TheVision statement relates that, while mixed-use development around the station should be tall and
distinctive, new residential development should be designed to scale down in height to blend in with the
established Montavilla and Madison South single-family neighborhoods.

« Thescale of development in the multi-dwelling zones should provide a better transition to lower-density
areas, and the Design Review overlay zone should be applied to higher-density areas.

= The primary transportation emphasis is for improving conditions on 82nd Avenue, but parallel bicycle routes
are also needed.
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Parkrose/Sumner

= TheVision statement calls for greater development intensity and a mix of uses close to the station, with well-
designed townhomes and apartments further to the south located along improved neighborhood streets
with sidewalks.

« Residential areas close to the station to the south should have higher-density zoning (R1), while residential
areas further away should be designed to be more compatible with the surrounding single-family residential
area.

= Transportation improvements are needed to existing streets, which sometimes are not fully improved or lack
quality sidewalks.

122nd Avenue

= TheVision statement anticipates the commercial/mixed use areas around the station developing into an
intensely urban hub with concentrations of community-serving business and housing.

« Nearby residential areas are expected to continue to develop and intensify, providing high density housing
with quality building design.

» The transportation concept calls for a street master plan and the creation of new street connections to
improve pedestrian and bicycle access, as well as improvements to existing substandard streets.

148th & 162nd Avenue

= TheVision statement anticipates having mixed use development clustered at the 148th and 162nd
Avenue stations. Nearby residential areas include a diversity of housing, ranging from high-rise condos to
townhouses and single-family homes. New housing is most intensely concentrated adjacent to the stations,
transitioning to lower-scale apartment buildings and townhouses further from the station.

« The development framewaork for the station area identifies high-density density housing, up to 7-10 stories,
as appropriate near the station. Further away, medium-density housing of 3-4 stories provides a transition
to surrounding single-family (R5) neighborhood areas. The concept suggests that landscaped setbacks in
the higher-density residential areas could help maintain some of the character of the existing neighborhood.

» The transportation concept calls for a street master plan that would identify new street connections that
would be required concurrent with redevelopment in the area. The transportation diagram for the area
illustrates ideas for creating an additional north-south connection through the existing 600-foot block
widths, along with multiple east-west connections through the lengthier 1,000-foot dimensions of the
blocks. The concept also identifies the need for a strategy for improving existing substandard streets, in
order to avoid a disconnected patchwork of sidewalk and curbs.
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Southeast 122nd Avenue Study (2010)

This study was a pilot project of the Portland Plan. The study’s objective was to explore what a convenient,
livable, and healthy community might be for a portion of the SE 122nd Avenue corridor, an area with large
amounts of multi-dwelling zoning. The study built on the directions set out in the East Portland Action Plan. It
also explored Portland Plan concepts for complete neighborhoods in the context of the 122nd Avenue Corridor,
and included a focus on the health implication of planning issues. The study included four key topic areas,
three of which are related to multi-dwelling development and connectivity. Listed below these topics are
recommendations related to multi-dwelling development and street connections:

Topic 1: Accessibility, Connections, Pedestrian Comfort and Safety

Street Connections - Recommendations
11 — Support and ensure the creation of planned local street and pedestrian connections during the
land development process.
1J —5tudy and implement a better mechanism to ensure street connections for new development that
does not go through the subdivision process.
1K — Consider a larger minimum lot area threshold for residential subdivisions, to improve opportunity
for connectivity and improve urban form.

Topic 3: Residential Infill Development and Design

Residential Land Use
3A — Explore alternative site development standards, or consider alternatives to the R1 multi-dwelling
residential zone to improve the interface between development and busy streets. See also Recommen
dation 2A.
3B — Consider changes to zoning map designations in areas over 400 feet away from arterial streets to
reduce development impacts, improve compatibility, and preserve trees in neighborhood areas.
3C — Explore changes to minimum density and other development standards in R2 and R1 zones to
improve compatibility and reduce impact of new development.

Residential Site Design
3D — Preserve a greater number of large trees in the development process: implement the Tree Code
improvement project for this area.
3E — Develop and test special site development regulations for multi-dwelling residential development
that require more usable open space, landscaping, and HEAL (healthy eating/ active living) amenities,
such as bike storage, connections to larger pedestrian/bicycle network, and gardening opportunities.
3F — Consider larger mandatory landscaped building setbacks from major city tralic streets for multi-
dwelling residential development.

Residential Building Design
3G — Improve residential design: explore use of the design overlay zone or special development design
standards appropriate for R1 and R2 zone multi dwelling areas along and near SE 122nd Avenue.

Topic 4: Community Amenities and Livability
4C — Balance the mix of households in new development by encouraging smaller units as well as family-
sized units in future developments.
4| — Coordinate green infrastructure with planned land uses and future parking needs, as well as
pedestrian and bicycle safety plans, in the study area.
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Healthy Active Communities for Portland's ARordable
Housing Families Initiative (2010)

In 2010, the Oregon Public Health Institute led the "Healthy Active Communities for Portland’s ABordable
Housing Families” initiative. OPHI convened a consortium of partners, including Hacienda Community
Development Corporation, Rose CDC, Community Cycling Center, Janus Youth Programs, Oregon Opportunity
Network, Kaiser Permanente, the Northwest Health Foundation, and the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
to examine healthy eating and active living in aBordable housing communities managed by community
development corporations.

The goal of the OPHI led project was to enhance multi-family aBordable housing sites to accommodate Healthy
Eating Active Living (HEAL) amenities, increase connected pedestrian and bicycle networks in lower-income
communities, and enhance healthy food retail options near multi-family housing sites. Under the Active

Living category, bicycle storage, moving around the site, playing outdoors at the site, and indoor exercise was
discussed; under the Healthy Eating category, food storage and preparation, vending machines, and gardening
opportunities were examined.

In conversations about what HEAL meant to them, aBordable housing residents identified the following topics
and features in housing developments: Play and Physical Structures, Sidewalks and Connectivity, Bike Storage,
Open Spaces, Lighting and Safety, Vandalism and Garbage, Negative Messages. Analysis of these elements and a
scan of the Portland Zoning Code led to the following conclusion.

Different needs for HEAL features. Multi-family housing sites vary greatly in size, design and resident
demographics. Understanding residents’ concerns and priorities and how they would like to use their physical
space is important for the design of new housing as well as upgrades/modifications to existing housing.

Safety. Lack of safety was identified as a significant barrier to physical activity. Inadequate lighting, speed of
nearby traBic, and the condition of play equipment were also identified in this category.

Style of play equipment. The type of play equipment and whether it was perceived as safe for small children
is of significant concern to families. The desire for equipment designed for all ages was also cited.

Property maintenance and management. The presence of a HEAL amenity may not be suBlicient for ensuring
that residents make the best use of it. Resident comments indicate that shared features such as long-term
bicycle storage and play areas need to be managed or monitored to make sure they are used properly. If the site
is not maintained (e.g., sidewalks repaired, trash removed, light bulbs replaced), zoning code requirements that
encourage outdoor activity in the zoning code may not be eBective.

Competing needs for outdoor space. Housing developers must accommodate site elements that compete
with outdoor health-promoting features such as outdoor play areas and well-designed, pleasant pedestrian
walkways. Some of the most significant competing features include required stormwater facilities, minimum
parking areas (although oBen developers provide more parking than required by zoning code), required
setbacks and reguired loading spaces. In residential zones, minimum density standards (that ensure Portland’s
land supply can meet its share of the regional housing needs) may limit site area that is available for usable
open space.

T4 BetterHousingbyDesign-AssessmentReport



Nonconforming development. Many of the city’s aBordable multi-dwelling sites have nonconforming
development that does not meet the current zoning regulations. Common examples are substandard
pedestrian walkways or a lack of bicycle parking. If a property owner makes a modification or improvement on
a site (over an annually adjusted amount}, then items out of compliance may need to be brought up to new
standards.

Amenity bonuses for HEAL and crime prevention features are not widely used. Although there are
many amenity bonuses in the City’s zoning code today that encourage health-promoting features, historically
developers have not taken advantage of them, more commonly outside of the Central City and in the outer
neighborhoods. OBen, the benefit of providing the amenity (usually additional development potential) is not
needed in the project.

Promoting Health Through Multi-Family Housing Project (2013)

Recognizing that the non-profit community development corporations that were the focus of the previous
project have a community mission and are charged with improving residents’ lives, BPS then turned its
attention to privately owned rental apartments, with the idea that improving renters’ health and learning about
issues in private rentals might be a diBerent and greater challenge. The Community Alliance of Tenants, the
Center for Intercultural Organizing (now Unite Oregon), Housing Development Center, OPHI, and BPS came
together to examine housing design, construction and maintenance practices.

This partnership intensively engaged low-income refugee and immigrant renters to learn about what issues
impacted them the most and assisted them in advocating to address safety hazards in their homes. Another
distinguishing focal point of this project was that it centered on examining and analyzing how apartments
could be retrofitted to better meet the health needs of renters. In addition to engaging renters, the project team
convened private property owners, developers, and managers to collect their thoughts as well.

Renters from five apartments in East Portland emphasized overarching barriers in the physical and cultural
infrastructure of their neighborhoods that made emotional, physical, and community health challenging. A
deficiency of neighborhood parks, poor neighborhood pedestrian connectivity, few supermarkets, farmers’
markets and culturally specific food centers, a lack of cultural and social amenities, like libraries, community
centers and performance venues, and development pattern that prioritizes vehicles were some of the major
concerns. The organizers and project team narrowed their concerns to six housing related health challenges
that were of most concern to renters, that also met project goals:

Open Space. Youth expressed trepidation about using their schools and/or neighborhood parks as play areas
or spaces to hang out. They also expressed unease when visiting local neighborhood parks adjacent to their
homes because they were oBen harassed by other youth or people. Those that did play oBsite found that there
were oBen not enough parks for recreation. When youth did play onsite, oBen the only spaces available were
unused parking lots and driveways. This situation made it common for balls to hit windows. Youth found that
playing in, around, and between cars could also be a safety hazard.

Food Security. Families found it hard to find culturally specific food at grocery stores. In addition, food stamps
are not always enough to feed an entire family. Therefore, many renters started gardens, sometimes with seeds
they brought from their homeland. Many renters had small gardens either in their apartment complex or nearby,
at community gardens. However, there was not always enough space to grow food and some landlords were not
in favor of allowing tenants to garden onsite.
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Safety and Security. In addition to limiting their time in public space due to safety concerns, parents did not
want their children far away from home. Older children oBentimes had the responsibility of watching their
younger siblings. Even if there was a space for kids to play onsite, this interfered with the older child's ability to
do homework. The interstitial spaces where children could play were not near areas where older children could
study.

Relieving Overcrowding. Due to limited income, many families shared living quarters with two families
sometimes living in a one bedroom. With tight indoor living conditions, outdoor space, especially with cover
from the rain, became an even more important commodity. To avoid conflict, additional space proved to be
very valuable. This was essential from both a physical and mental health perspective. Relieving overcrowding
facilitates healthy sleep and good household hygiene.

Mold and Moisture Control. All of the apartment buildings in this project (as is common in East Portland)
were built sometime between 1970 and 1990. Many of the materials and construction methods used during
that time have not held up over time. For example, properties constructed during this period used aluminum
windows and baseboard heating. These materials are prone to produce mold and moisture conditions. These
conditions result in poor indoor air quality, which has oBentimes resulted in causing asthmatic condition in
children.

Pest Management. Site design and building construction can have additional health impacts on residents.
Renters identified pest infestation as a significant problem. Cockroaches and other insects can exacerbate
asthma and spread disease. Building-envelope cracks, plumbing penetrations, and holes in outer walls and
between separate units are spaces where insects can easily access. Additionally, holes and depressions in paved
areas pose both safety hazards and are places where pests, such as mosquitoes can breed.

Division-Midway Neighborhood Street Plan (2015)

The Division-Midway Neighborhood Street Plan was intended to provide a framewaork for improving street

connectivity in East Portland Neighborhoods. The plan was draBed by the sta® of the Portland Bureau of

Transportation, in conjunction with community stakeholder groups and local neighborhood residents. The

area that was targeted by the project was located east of the Jade District, and southwest of the Rosewood

Neighborhood, which are the Neighborhood Centers that are being studied in the Better Housing by Design

Project and the Connected Centers Street Plan.

The primary focus of the plan was to identify locations of existing right of way that had not been improved to

the standards of the City Code. The plan recommended a series of improvements that could be made; these

improvements included paving gravel and dirt streets, widening road surfaces and constructing sidewalks on

streets that had been paved, but which had substandard facilities, and building roads in segments of right-of-

way that were currently being utilized as footpaths, but which had not been built into roadways.

The plan prioritized the recommended right-of-way improvements into three tiers based on their relative level of

impartance. The criteria that were used to prioritize improvements included:

»  Whether they enhanced pedestrian or bicycle connections to transit stops.

= Whether they improved Neighborhood Greenways or Safe Routes to School, or provided a connection to
one.

«  Whether they provided service to underserved communities or neighborhoods with a high demand for
active transit.
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While the Division-Midway Neighborhood Street Plan was primarily focused on building new street connections
in existing right-of-way, the plan also made recommendations for creating new street connections across
properties that are currently owned privately. The plan envisioned that these new connections would be created
gradually, over time, through the use of the City's development review process, as new properties are reviewed
for redevelopment.

Tryon-Stephens Headwaters Neighborhood Street Plan (2015)

The Tryon-Stephens Headwaters Neighborhood Street Plan was a collaboration between the Portland Bureau
of Transportation and the Bureau of Environmental Services. The plan was intended to provide innovative
solutions that simultaneously address street connectivity and stormwater mitigation issues in Southwest
Portland neighborhoods. While the geographic location of the area studied in the plan is removed from the
areas that are being targeted in the BHD Project and the Connected Centers Neighborhood Street Plan, there are
features of this plan which can help to inform strategies that can be implemented to address street connectivity
issues in East Portland.

The plan included recommendations for a variety of diBerent roadway footprints that incorporated paved
surfaces of a variety of diBerent widths. The various diBerent street treatments allow for context dependent
street designs that minimize the paved surface area, allow for the preservation of existing street trees and other
natural features, and meet the needs of pedestrians, bicycles, and motor vehicles.

The types of street designs that were recommended in the plan may be useful templates for the types of

private through-streets that could be implemented in new multi-dwelling developments in East Portland.
Residents who are concerned that improving gravel and dirt streets could increase cut-through traic in their
neighborhoods might prefer roadways with reduced footprints. Other concerns, such as the preservation

of large Douglas fir trees, which give character to many historical East Portland neighborhoods, can also be
addressed through flexible street designs.
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Concurrent Projects and Coordination

Better Housing by Design Project will be coordinated with several ongoing and related public planning projects,
including:

Connected Centers Street Plan

This PBOT project will develop street access/circulation plans for two designed centers east of 82nd Avenue, the
Jade District and Rosewood, to improve the ability of residents to reach local businesses, transit stops, schools

and other neighborhood destinations. The plans and related implementation approaches will serve as models
for subsequent street plans for other centers citywide. This project will be undertaken in conjunction with BPS's
Improving Multi-Dwelling Development Project and will utilize the same public involvement opportunities.

Design Overlay Zone Assessment

BPS, in collaboration with the Bureau of Development Services (BDS), is undertaking a consultant-led
assessment of Portland’s Design Overlay zone. The project, called Design Overlay Zone Assessment (DOZA), is
documenting and assessing how the tools that carry out the (d) overlay aBect the outcomes for discretionary
and nondiscretionary reviews. The final deliverable is a set of recommendations for practically and eBectively
improving the system.

The assessment has looked at several examples of projects throughout the city, including mixed use and multi-
dwelling development. Though final recommendations will not be available until spring 2017, initial findings
suggest some key takeaways for multi-dwelling projects, which are not necessarily limited to those within the
d-overlay. Initial findings related to multi-dwelling development include the following:

= Thereis a need for criteria that address the ground level of
residential-only buildings, as ground-floor windows close to
sidewalks can create privacy issues for dwelling units.

= Many of the site examples evaluated did not exhibit a great
level of concern for the public realm of streets. Nor did the
context seem to influence the design greatly. This suggests that
something may be lacking in the design guidelines to encourage
design outcomes responsive to context.

A topic related to both the DOZA and the Better Housing by Design
projects is determination of what types of standards are appropriate
as base zone regulations, such as within the Multi-Dwelling Zoning
Code chapter, versus what types of standards might be most
appropriate as design standards applicable within the Design overlay
zone (the Community Design Standards).

Growing Transit Communities Plan

This is a PBOT project, funded by a Transportation Growth Management Grant administered by the Oregon De-
partment of Transportation (ODOT) in partnership with TriMet. The Plan is an eBort to identify and prioritize the
most beneficial improvements that would make getting to the bus and using the bus, a safer and more conve-
nient option along sections of bus lines 87, 77, and 20, which includes the Rosewood area and connections to
the Jade District.
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Inclusionary Housing Zoning Code Project

This project is a collaborative eBort between BPS and the Portland Housing Bureau to help meet the need for
aBordable housing in the city. This project is creating new Zoning Code regulations that address inclusionary
housing requirements, following from recent state law that allows local jurisdictions to require that a portion of
housing units in new buildings with 20 or more units to be aBordable to households earning no more than 80%
of area median family income. The Zoning Code amendments include density bonuses for developmentin the
multi-dwelling zones to help oBset the cost of providing the aBordable units.

The Powell-Division Transit and Development Project

This is a multi-jurisdictional eBort to bring enhanced bus-transit services and investments to the Powell-Division
corridor. Besides transit enhancements, project goals are also about community well-being—growing health-
ier and safer neighborhoods and improving access to a broader range of opportunities; equity—ensuring that
transit investments benefit current residents and businesses and enhance existing neighborhoods; eBiciency—
that this investment in enhanced bus-transit service is implemented and ultimately operated with ingenuity and
flexibility and within a relatively constrained budget. The project also helped orchestrate a strategy for strength-
ening key places in the corridor. For Portland, this resulted in the Portland Local Action Plan. The Improving
Multi-Dwelling Development Project shares the Jade District with this project as a focus area, which will necessi-
tate close coordination.

Residential Infill Project

This BPS project is revising Zoning Code regulations for the single-dwelling zones and considering regulatory
approaches to managing the scale of development in these zones and expanding housing options in areas close
to centers and corridors. Some of the single-dwelling zones share characteristics and issues with the lower- and
medium-density multi-dwelling zones. Improving Multi-Dwelling Development Project staB will coordinate with
this project on regulatory approaches.

82nd Avenue Study - Understanding Barriers to Development Project

This BPS-led project, funded in part by a Metro grant, will investigate opportunities for development and im-
proved outcomes along the 82nd Avenue corridor, including adjacent multi-dwelling zoned areas. The study
area for this project includes portions of the Jade District, which will necessitate close coordination with the

Improving Multi-Dwelling Development Project.
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Block Patterns and Street Connectivity

This section provides examples that document the block structure and street connectivity in
East Portland, with a focus on areas with multi-dwelling zoning. Together with the Connectivity
Requirements section that follows, it provides background on some of the East Portland street
connectivity issues that the Better Housing by Design Project and the Connected Centers Street
Plan projects are intended to help address.

The City's Block Patterns

Block patterns noticeably vary from the Central City to East Portland. In downtown, the typical block pattern
consists of 200’ X 200° blocks. Across the river, in the inner neighborhoods that mostly developed during the
streetcar era (early 1900s to 1940s), most blocks retain the pattern of 200"-deep blocks, at least along one

edge of the block, providing a fine-grained grid pattern of development and connectivity. Further east from
downtown and inner neighborhoods, generally beyond 82nd Ave, but especially east of I-205, a coarser-grained
development pattern emerges.

The following images compare the typical block patterns of downtown and of East Portland. Each image

represents a Ya-mile square area.

Downtown East Portland

/HEEEN
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Timing of Development in East Portland

The diBerence in the pattern of development in East Portland can be attributed to the timing of development
in the area. Much of East Portland developed during the post-war period while still under Multnomah

County jurisdiction. Development under the regulations of the time prioritized bigger blocks with little street
connectivity, concentrating tralic on major arterial streets and limiting cut-through traBic in neighborhoods.
Unlike within Portland, sidewalks were not required on secondary streets.

East Portland was not annexed into the city until the 1980s. With it came a pattern that lacked finer-grained
connectivity for people walking or biking.

In subsequent years, in an era of regulation that has required more connectivity for people walking and biking,
achieving a finer-grained system of connections via piecemeal private property development has yielded mixed
results. In the three decades since annexation, much of East Portland still retains its auto-oriented development
pattern that is dependent on a relatively small number of major streets for circulation, with few secondary
connections to local destinations for pedestrians and bicycles. Private development, including within the multi-
dwelling zones, continues to provide little additional pedestrian connectivity.

The following set of images focuses on that lack of connectivity in East Portland, a by-product of the automobile
mobility that had been prioritized in that area in the post-war era. Many of these examples show that East
Portland has been the location of a significant amount of development in its multi-dwelling zones, but has not
been achieving the street and pedestrian connectivity intended for centers, light rail station areas, and other
more urban locations.

Lack of Connectivity in the Multi-Dwelling Zones in East Portland

Citywide, most multi-dwelling zones exist as narrow bands adjacent to major arterial streets or commercial
streets. At a macro level, they create a linear form of multi-dwelling zones.

In East Portland, this linear pattern of multi- dwelling zones is starkly evident along east-west arterials. But
several stretches can also be found on north-south arterials, especially on the southern end of 122nd Avenue,
and several segments along 148th and 162nd Avenues between Division and Sandy. Notable east-west stretches
of multi-dwelling zoning line Division Street, in and near the Midway town center; and also along Powell Blvd;
Stark Street; Burnside; and Sandy Blvd.

The Jade District reflects an unusual pattern: It is one of the largest contiguous areas in the city of multi-dwelling
zones—mostly R1 and R2—bounded by major arterial commercial streets, rather than bisected by one.
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SE Division Street, in the Midway town center - linear band of multi-dwelling zones.
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The Jade district - broad area of multi-dwelling zones.
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The following set of images focuses on that lack of connectivity in East Portland, a by-product of the automobile
mobility that has been prioritized in that area since the post-war era.

- T
.

The Jade District encompasses a large area of R1 and R2 zoning bounded by SE Division Street and Powell
Blvd and 82nd Ave to the west and I-205 to the east. The area contains several unpaved streets and numerous
dead-end private streets or driveways (red). Development of multi-dwelling projects that require automobile
access oBen result in dead-end private driveways—not optimal for connectivity.

Near Powell Blvd at 136th Avenue, large properties developed into multi-dwelling projects lack connectivity.
Without a street plan, development of deep lots oBen results in a large portion of the property devoted to
automobile access and circulation (also oBen required for fire access). As in the Jade District, this usually results
in dead-end private streets or driveways.
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Burnside and Stark near 148th Avenue, the dead-end driveway pattern oBen repeats itself with each multi-
dwelling project.
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Along 162nd Avenue in R3 zones, the pattern is familiar: disconnected private driveways.
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At 122nd Avenue near Main and Salmon Street, a private street stops short of connecting to a public street.
It forms a daisy chain of de facto cul-de-sacs. And not unlike other neighborhoods of East Portland, the majority
of multi-dwelling projects in this area result in dead-end private driveways.
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125th Ave, just south of Division Street, serves as the only access to multiple blocks of multi-dwelling units.
These multi-dwelling units face either a public street or private street. But it is diBicult to tell the diBerence
between the public and private street here; they essentially look and feel the same. Altogether, these properties
essentially comprise one large disconnected multi-dwelling development complex.
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Near 136th Avenue, just south of Division Street, access to multi-dwelling housing is typically in the form
of a dead-end private driveway. Larger multi-dwelling properties oBen have loops within the property, but
generally still only one entrance/outlet from the property.
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Connectivity Requirements

There are a number of provisions that require the establishment of a connected street network in Portland City
Code, the Portland Transportation Plan, which is part of the Portland Comprehensive Plan, and in the Metro
Regional Transportation Functional Plan (RTFP). In practice these rules are most oBen implemented in one of
the following ways:

1. When new developments or land divisions are proposed, the creation of new street connections may be
required through the development review permitting process.

2. Local Improvement District projects may create new street connections. While these projects most
commonly are used to pave or improve existing streets that do not meet stormwater, pedestrian, or width
standards, they can also be used to construct new streets.

In the Portland City Code, Title 17.88 and Title 33.654, specifically dictate the spacing of street connections.
Title 17.88 focuses on ensuring that there is an adequate level of street connections to serve a variety of
functions. It mandates that all buildings must be built in close proximity to through streets, or that they have
access to streets through roadway connections. This chapter requires that new residential developments
must provide for the establishment of full street connections that are spaced no further than 530 feet apart.
Pedestrian and bicycle connections are also required with a spacing of no greater than 330 feet in areas where
full street connections are not possible. This chapter also requires that new developments limit the use of cul-
de-sacs or closed street systems.

Title 33.654 of the Portland Zoning Code mandates the establishment of a connected street grid for
development proposals that include land divisions. It requires that streets provide for the movement of
pedestrians, bicycles, and motor vehicles. Title 33.654 also includes the requirement for spacing of through
streets that are no further than 530 feet apart and pedestrian connections that are no more than 330 feet apart.
This chapter also requires that new developments must adopt the street pattern of the surrounding area if the
existing street pattern meets connectivity standards. It states that dead-end streets should be no greater than
200 feet in length, and that they should serve no more than 18 dwelling units.

Under Title 33.654, land divisions must meet a variety of criteria for connectivity and/or location of rights-of-
way. These regulations are intended to provide “eBicient access to as many lots as possible, and enhance direct
movement by pedestrians, bicycles, and motor vehicles between destinations™— provided in some cases by
new public or private rights-of-way. Rights-of-way that provide connections between streets must be dedicated
to the public. Various types of rights-of-way that are typically created with land divisions include:

Standard street

Dead-end street (may be private when abutting eight or fewer units)
Partial street

Easement

Common green

Shared court

Pedestrian connection

Alley

e Bl o
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However, properties that do not go through a land division are not subject to the rights-of-way regulations in
Title 33.654. In the multi-dwellings zones, many types of projects are developed without a land division, such
as apartment complexes, townhouses, or clusters of detached houses built on a single property. Instead, on-
site vehicle access for these developments are provided by private driveways, courts, or parking lots. In some
situations, private driveways are extensive, serving multiple buildings and providing the appearance of streets.

Without the clear requirements of Title 33.654 that serve as a regulatory trigger for street connectivity, few multi-
dwelling development projects have resulted in new public street or pedestrian connections. When public
street connections have been provided as part of multi-dwelling development, this has typically been for large,
multi-acre development projects. It has proven problematic to obtain street connections for multi-dwelling
development on small sites, especially since small sites oBen do not have enough site area to provide space for
new street connections.

At the regional level, The Metro RTFP contains street connectivity standards in chapter 3.08. The requirements
for the spacing of full street connections is identical to that which is mandated in the Portland City Code; 530
feet between full street connections and 330 feet between bicycle and pedestrian connections. Chapter 3.08
also prohibits cul-de-sacs or other dead-end streets that are greater than 200 feet in length.

Street Plans

Through the planning process, neighborhoods and locations that are substandard in terms of street
connectivity are identified. Master street plan maps are created to prioritize the locations where new street
connections are needed. These maps are utilized by the Portland Bureau of Transportation during the permit
review process to determine when new street connections should be reguired.

The application of these connectivity standards has led to the establishment of a compact street grid in the
Portland Central City, with street spacing at intervals of 200 feet. Inner neighborhoods also typically achieve the
street connectivity standards that are required in the City Code, though many blocks are larger than those of the
Central City. But many blocks in outer East Portland neighborhoods have spacing of through-street connections
that greatly exceed the City’s connectivity standards.

The lack of street connectivity in outer neighborhoods, both eastern and western, is largely a remnant of the
pattern of development that occurred there. Much of East Portland was not annexed by the City until recent
decades. In these areas, development was governed by Multnomah County regulations, rather than the more
stringent Portland regulations. The Jade District and Rosewood/Glenfair centers are examples of relatively
recently annexed areas that have poor street connectivity. Figure 1 is representative of the existing street grid in
the Jade District. The figure is intended to highlight the large number of private driveways and private streets
that serve multiple dwelling units. The figure also features the construction dates of many of the driveways

and private streets, demonstrating that despite the fact that the inadequate street grid is a legacy of historical
development patterns, many recently developed properties have also been built as cul-de-sacs or flag lots,
which exacerbates the street connectivity issues.
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Figure 1. Jade District street grid, highlighting private streets and driveways that serve multiple dwelling units
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The following diagrams, figures 2 through 5, are intended to illustrate the lack of connectivity that exists

in the street networks of the Jade District and the Rosewood/Glenfair areas, both of which are designated
Neighborhood Centers in East Portland. The highlighted properties in these maps are all located more than
265 feet away from either a connector street that is running in the North-South direction, or the East-West

direction. These highlighted parcels represent priority locations for future street connections in the respective
neighborhoods.
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Figure 2. Deficiencies in connectivity of East-West through-streets in the Jade District.
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Figure 3. Deficiencies in connectivity of North-South through-streets in the Jade District.
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Figure 4. Deficiencies in connectivity of East-West through-streets in the Rosewood/Glenfair area.
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Figure 4. Deficiencies in connectivity of North-South through-streets in the Rosewood/Glenfair area.
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Focus Area Demographics and
Housing Market Conditions

This section includes demographic and housing market information for a number of study areas that include
large amounts of multi-dwelling zoning (center designation indicated in parentheses):

« 122nd and East Burnside (neighborhood center)
« NE 60th & Glisan (neighborhood center)

« Jade District (neighborhood center)

« Killingsworth-Interstate (town center)

« Midway - SE 122nd & Division (town center)

« Northwest District (town center)

« Rosewood-Glenfair (neighborhood center)

« St. Johns (town center)

Two of these areas, the Jade District and the Rosewood-Glenfair areas, will be a focus of the Better Housing by
Design project and of street plans to be undertaken through PBOT’s Connected Centers Street Plan Project.

The East Portland centers tend to have larger proportions of families with children, as well as larger proportions
of rental housing and multi-family housing, than the citywide average. This, together with the greater
proportions of communities of color and lower-income households in these areas, highlights that multi-
dwelling housing serves as family housing for many of Portland’s communities. The chart below indicates how
the percentage of households living in multi-family housing varies by race/ethnicity. For some populations, the
majority of households live in multi-family housing, in contrast to the situation for white households, for whom
single-family housing is the predominant housing.

DWELLING STRUCTURE BY RACE/ETHNICITY OF HOUSEHOLDER

BY PRESENCE OF CHILDREN UNDER 12
MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OR (2010-2014)
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Table 1: Demographic snapshot, 122" & East Burnside.
122nd & E Bumnside City of Portland
1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR| 1930 2000 2010 2016 CAGR
Area 0.79 sgq. mi. 126 145 145 145 sqg.mi.
Population N/A  N/A 5972 6,381 1.1%|486,600 529,121 583,794 620,564 1.0%
Density (per sq. mi.) N/A  N/A 7,559 8,077 11%| 3578 3,649 4,026 4,280 1.0%
Households N/A  NJA 2,295 2,423 09%| 206105 223,737 248,551 261,709 1.0%
Average household size N/A N/a 250 2.54 0.3% 2.30 2.30 2.28 231 0.0%
Income
Median household t N/A  NJA  NJA 539,333 N/A| 547,310 555,855 554,422 553,733 -0.2%
Fer capita income /A Mfa  MNAA 521,107 NAA| 526,291 531,500 532,557 533,118 0.3%
Age characteristics
<= 20 MN/A M/A 25800 25.0% -0.5% 24,99 23.7% 215%  21.0% -0.8%
> 64 N/A  NJA 13.3% 14.7% 1.7%| 14.4% 116% 104% 12.6% 0.5%
Race
White N/A  NJA 68.7% 668% -05%| 82.9% 77.9% 761% 747% -0.3%
Black N/A  N/JA 7.5%  7.3% -04%| 6.9% 66% 63% 6.1% -0.5%
Native American N/A  N/A 14%  13% -11%| 1.2%  11%  10%  1.0% -0.5%
Asian N/A  NJA 8.7%  9.8% 22%| 4.8% 63% 71%  8.0% 1.5%
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander N/A MNfAa  1.0% 1.2% 3.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 3.3%
Some otherrace MN/A N/A  7.5% 7.9% 0.9% 1.1% 3.5% 4.29% 4.5% 1.5%
Multi-racial MN/A M/A  C.3% 8% 1.3% .79 A.1% A.7% C.1%: 1.3%
Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino N/A  N/A 16.0% 169% 09%| 3.2% 68% 94% 10.0% 2.4%
Not Hispanic/latino N/A  NJA 84.0% 831% -0.2%| 96.8% 93.2% 906% 90.0% -0.2%

Thiedian household income and per-capita income reflect estimated 2012 values for 2010. aAlldollaramounts are
adjusted forinflation in 2015 chained dollars. CAGR is compound annual growthrate for 2000-2016, except fortwo
centers at 122nd/Burnside and 60th/Glisan, which are for 2010-2016.

Source: U5 Census Bureau; Esri Business Analyst, 2014 & 2016; Analysis by Bureau of PFlanningand Sustainability, 2016,

Historic demographic data for this geography is not available prior to 2010 (N/A in Table 1). In 2016, there were
about 6,400 residents, which has grown by about 400 residents since 2010. The average household size of 2.51s
larger than the citywide average, which is reflective of the higher presence of children under 20 in this area. The
median household income is also considerably lower than the citywide average. This area is also more racially
diverse, with a third of residents identifying as a person of color. Relative to other centers, this area has a slightly
higher share of residents over 64.
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Table 2: Housing profile, 122™ & East Burnside.

122nd & E Burnside City of Portland
Total housing units { 2010) 2,458 365,444
Vacancy rate 6.6% 6.4%
Occupied units 2,295 248,551
Owner-occu pied 47%% 5484
Renter-occupied 53% A6%%
Multi-family share of units g Falal
Current rental market (Nov 2018) +
1-bedroom SEH 51,150
2-bedroom G172 51,310
F-bedroom 51,695 51,420
Single-family residential market £
Median sale price
2007 (peak) 5215,000 5285,992
2011 (trough) 5148,275 5243,900
2016 (current/peak) 269,950 S$375,000
Annual growth rate 2007-2016 2.6% 3.1%
Median price persguare foot
2007 (peak) 5168 5194
2011 (trough) 5103 5150
2016 (current/peak) 5191 5253
Annual Emwth rate 2007-2016 1.494 3.094

All dollar amounts are incurrentdollars. TRentzl market for Portland reflects stable rates for O3 2016. %
single-familyhome market captures annual sales, except for 2016, which captures sales through October
2016. Grayed text reflects low sample size and should be used with caution. Sourcer U5 Census Burean,
Census 2010; Esri Business Analyst, 2016; Trulia.com, 2016; Co5tar Realty & Portland Development
Commission, 2016; City of Portland and Multnomah County Ass=ssment and Taxation, October 2016;
Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI); Analysis by Bureau of Planning and Sustainability, 2016.

Housing values are generally more aBordable in this area than in the rest of the city and other Centers, but
appreciation coming out of the recession has been lower-than-average at 2.6% (Table 2). There are also fewer
occupied housing units in this area, and vacancy rates are higher relative to other centers (about 6.6% in 2010).
The current rental market for 1- and 2-bedroom units are lower, but asking rent for two-bedroom units has
increased considerably starting 2014 (Figure 1).

$1,300
$1.200
§1,100
1000, S St o

$300 —

$800 o e—— - /
$700 /,_,—/‘——»/\

$600 —4 i i 4— ! § | b b i b i } b b ¥ §
2000 02 04 06 0B 10 12 14 18

Studio = 1 Bed = 2 Bed 3 Bed

Figure 1: Asking rent by number of bedrooms, 122nd & East Burnside. Source: CoStar, PDC.
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NE 60th Avenue and Glisan Street
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Table 3: Demographic snapshot, Center (NE 60™ & Glisan).
Center (NE 60th & Glisan) City of Portland
1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR 1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR
Area 0.79 sg. mi. 136 145 145 145 sqg.mi.
Population N/A  NJA 5,519 5,691 04%|486,600 529,121 583,794 620,564 1.0%
Density (per sg. mi.) N/A N/A 8,252 8,470 04% 3,578 3,649 4,026 4,280 1.0%
Households N/&  NJA 3,174 3,214 0.2%] 206,105 223,737 248,551 261,709 1.0%
Average household size N/SA N8 2.02 2.05 0.2% 2.30 230 2.28 231 0.0%
Income
Median household ¥ N/JA  NJA  N/A 548,206 N/A| $47,310 $55,855 554,422 553,733 -0.2%
Per capita income N/A  NJA  N/A 530,051 N/A| $26,291 $31,500 $32,557 533,118 0.3%
Age characteristics
=20 N/A  N/JA 17.9% 17.3% -05%| 24.9% 23.7% 215% 210% -0.8%
=64 N/&  NJA 9.8% 115% 28%| 14.4% 11.6% 104% 126% 0.5%
Race
White N/&  N/A 80.3% 79.0% -03%| 82.9% 77.9% 761% 747% -0.3%
Black N/&  NJA 56%  54% -06%| 69% 66% 63% 61% -05%
Native American N/JA  N/JA  1.2%  12% -06%| 1.2%  1.1%  1.0%  1.0% -0.5%
Asian N/&A  N/JA 55%  G6A4A% 24%| 4.8% 63% 71% 80% 15%
HawaiianfPacificlslander M A Mia  0.1% 0.2% 3.0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0% 3.3%
Some other race N/&  NJA  25%  27% 11%| 1.1%  35%  42%  45% 1.5%
Multi-racial N/A  N/JA 4.8%  52% 14%| 2.7% 41% 47% 51% 1.3%
Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino N/A  NJA 67%  72% 13%| 3.2%  68%  94% 100% 2.4%
Not Hispanic/latino N/A  N/JA 93.3% 928% -01%| 96.8% 93.2% 006% 900% -0.2%

T Median household income and per-capita income reflect estimated 2012 values for 2010. All dollaramounts are
adjusted for inflationin 2015 chained ddlars CAGR is compound annual growth rate for 2010-2016
Source: U5, Census Bureaw; Esri Business Analyst, 2014 & 2016 Analysis by Bureau of Planning and sustainability, 2016.

Historic demographic data for this geography is not available prior to 2010 (N/A in Table 3). In 2016, there were
about 6,700 residents, which has grown by about 200 residents since 2010. The average household size of 2.0 s
smaller than the citywide average. The area has slightly lower-than-average median incomes and has slightly
less racial diversity (compared to the city as a whole). Relative to other Centers, this area has a slightly higher
share of residents over 64.
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Table 4: Housing profile, Center (NE 60" & Glisan).
Center (NE 60th B Glisan)

City of Portland

Total housing units (2010) 3,313 265,444
Vacancy rate 4,29 6.4%
Oocupied units 3,174 2458 551

Owner-occu pied 4304 S0y
Renter-aoccupied 57094 AEDE
Multi-family share of units 379 A00g

Current rental market (Nov 2016) +
1-bedroom 51,129 51,150
Z2-bedroom 51,463 51,310
JI-bedroom 52,029 51,420

Single-tamily residerntial market £
Median sale price

2007 (peak) 5279,000 5285,932
2011 (trough) 5252,400 5243,900
2016 (current/peak) 5399,500 S375,000
Annuzl growth rate 2007-2016 4.1% 3.1%
Median price persguare foot
2007 (peak) 5222 51594
2011 ({trough) 5173 5150
2016 (current/peak) 5284 5253
Annuzal growth rate 2007-2016 2.8% 3.0%

All dollar amounts are incurrent dollars. TRental market for Portland reflects stable rates for Q3 2016 F
Single-family home market captures annual sales, except for 2016, which capturessalesthrough October
2016. Grayedtexst r=flects low sample size and should be us=d with caution. Source; U.5. Census Bur=au,
Census 2010;Esri Business Analyst, 2016; Trulia.com, 20165; CoStar Realty & FPortland Development
Commission, 2016; City of Portland and Multnomah County Assessment and Taxation, October 2016;

Buildable Larnds Inventory (BLI); Analysis by Burcauof Planningand Sustainability, 2016.

Home values and trends in this area are similar to the citywide average, but they have appreciated faster from
2007 to 2016 at 4.1% per year (Table 4). The vacancy rate is much lower than other Centers at 4.2%, and the
share of multi-family units is also lower at 37%. Rents are more expensive than the citywide average, and they
have spiked starting 2015 (Figure 2).

£1.400
$1.300
$1,.200
$1,100
$1,000
$900
$200
$700
$600
$500

2000 02 04 08 o8 10 12 14 16

Stude — 1Bed — 2 Bad 3 Bed

Figure 2: Asking rent by number of bedrooms, Center (NE 60th & Glisan). Source: CoStar, PDC.
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Jade District

The Jade District neighborhood center, anchored by SE DIVISIONST
commercial areas along its major corridors, ismarked S -
by higher rates of population growth and considerable
diversity, with a relatively large Asian population. The

area includes large amounts of medium-density multi-

dwelling zoning (R2 and R1)

ol AAL -'
SE DIVISION ¢
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Table 5: Demographic snapshot, Jade District.
Jade District City of Portland
1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR| 1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR

Area 0.73 sq. mi. 136 145 ias 145 sq.ml.
Population 4,278 4,987 65EL EE59 2Z.0% 485600 529,171 SE3, 794 520,564 1.0%

Density (persq. mi) 5413 6,287 BAS7 EBEZ 20%| 3578 3649 4026 4,280 10%
Households 1B12 2,022 26523 2654 17%|206105 223,737 248551 261,709 10%
Average household slze 2.2 241 2.54 258 04% 230 230 2.78 231 00%
Incom e

mMedian hausehold T 590,302 548,527 544,847 533,103 -Z.4%| 547,310 S55.E55 554472 S53,733 -02%

Per caplta income 519570 573,095 520935 517,842 -16% (526291 $31500 532557 533,118 03%
BAge characteristics

< 20 23.9% 24 6% 25.5% 25.0% 0.1% 24,95 23.7% 21.5% 210% -0B%

> B4 Z21.1% 14 B% 11.6% 12 9% -0.8% 14.4% 11.6% 10.4% 126% 05%
Race

White E3.3% 63.4% 55.1% S5Z2.6% -17% B2.9% 77.9% 76.1% 747 -03%

Black 1.3% I5% BE.1% 7.6% Ga4A% 65.9% 6.6% 6.3% 61% -05%

MNative amerncan 1.53% 1.1% 16% 1.4% 15% 1.7% 1.1% 1.0% 10% -05%

Aslan 10.9% 16.1% ZZ29% S4% 21% 4.8% 6.3% 7.1% B0 15%

Hawallan/Paclficislander 0.1% DA% 13% 1.5 El1% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 05% 33%

Some otherracs 1.1% 35% 6.0% 6.2% 36% 1.1%: 35% 4 7% 45% 15%

Multi-raclal 2.1% 47% 5.0% 5.3% O0B% 2.T% 41% 4.7% 5.1% 13%
Ethnlchy

His panic/Lati no 2.9% Bi0%% 115% 11.9% 25% 3.7% B.E%% 9.4% 10.0% Z24%

Mot Hispanic/Llating 97.1% 22.0% EES% BE.1% -03% DE.B% 93.2% D0.6% 900% -02%

TMedia nhowusshold income and percapita incomes reflectestimated 2012 valuss for2010. Al dollar amounts ar=adjusted for
nflation in 2015 chained dollars. CAGR is compound annual growth rate for 2000-2016. 5owce: LS Census Bureauw; B
Buziness Analyst, 3014 & 2016; Analysiz by BureswuofPlanning and Sustamability, 2016

The Jade District is most notable for its racial and ethnic diversity, with almost half of all residents identifying
as a person of colorin 2016 (Table 5). The area has seen a moderate increase in diversity since 1990, with over
2,500 persons of color moving to the area by 2016, about half of whom were Asian or Asian American. The Jade
District is also lower income, and the median household income is $20,000 less per year than the citywide
average.
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Table 6: Housing profile, Jade District.

lade Dlstrict dty of Portland
Total housing units (2010) 2,764 265,344
Vacanoy rate 4.9% 54%
Occupled units 2,629 248,551
Owner-occupled 433 54%
Renter-ocoupled 57% A6%:
Multi-familyshare ofunits 453 A0%
Current rental market (Mov 2016)
l-bedroam 2 1,150
2-bedroom 51 16 51.310
3-bedraom 15E 51,420
Sinzle-famlly residential market £
Median sale price
2007 (peak) 5234,000 52E5,992
2011 (traugh) S$180,000 5243,900
2015 (current/peak) 5320,000 5575.,000
Annual growth rate 2007-2016 35% 31%
Median price persquare foot
2007 (peak) 5171 51394
2011 (trough) 5129 5150
2016 [current/peak) 5223 5253
Annual growth rate 2007-2015 3.3% 30%

&) gollar amounts are incurrentdolias. TRental market for Portland refizcts stable rates for Q32 2016,

1 Singl=-family home market captur=s anpual sales, sxceptfor 2016, which captureszales through
October 2016, Grayedtextrefiects lowsamplesiz=and should be usedwithcaotion. Source: U5 Census
Burea u, Cenzsus 2010; Esri Business Analyst, 3016 ; Trulia_com, 201 6; CoStar Realty & Portland
Deve|opmeant Comm ssion, 2016; City of Portiand and Multnomah County Assessment and Taxa tion,
October 2016; Buildable Lands Inventory (BL|; Analysis by Burean of Planning and Sustainability, 201 6.

The value of single-family homes in the Jade District is slightly less than the citywide average, but it has
appreciated at a slightly faster rate since 2007 (Table 6). Rents in the area are low, but there are few available

units, which is confirmed by its high vacancy rate. Asking rent for two-bedroom units has increased considerably

starting in 2015 (Figure 3).
$1600

$1,400
$1.200
51,000
S800
$600

$400 —————t——b——F———————+

-

2000 0z 04 0B 0B 10 12 14

— Studis = 1Bad —— 2 Bed 3 Bed

Figure 3: Asking rent by number of bedrooms, Jade District. Source: CoStar, FDC.
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Killingsworth-Interstate

BLVD,

The Killingsworth-Interstate town center, centered
around the Killingsworth commercial corridor and

a Portland Community College campus, has been
experiencing gentrification since the 1990s, particularly
since installing the Yellow MAX line. The area includes
large amounts of high-density multi-dwelling zoning

(primarily RH) along the Interstate light rail corridor. ‘
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Table 7: Demographic snapshot, Killingsworth-Interstate.

Klilingsworth-Interstate Chty of Portland
1980 2000 2010 7016 CAGR| 1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR

Area 0.79 sq. mi. 136 145 145 145 sq.mi.
Population BA6O 6,631 6577 7,218 05%|486600 529,171 S5B3.734 520,564 1.0%

Density (persg. ml.) B177 B394 B335 9137 05%| 35578 3549 4026 4280 10%
Households 24439 2587 28903 3146 172%|208105 273,737 248551 261,709 10%
Average household slze 258 254 2.24 Z2E -0.7% 230 230 Z2.Z8 231 00%
Income

median household + 531471 541,380 539,028 545509 0.7%|547,310 %55,855 5544727 553,733 -0.2%

Per caplta |ncome 518433 521,957 5224E1 S5PES1E 1.6%|526291 531500 532,557 533,11E 03X
Age characteristics

< 20 31.B% 292% 207% 20.9% -21%| 23.9% 237T% I1.5% 2110% -0EB%

> B4 117% TA% 5.8% E3Z%N 0.7%| la4ax 1lE% 10.4% 1Z2E6% O5%
Race

Wwhite S2.6% 47 0% B3.7% GB2.9% 1.8%| HZ9%x 779% T6.1% 747% -03%

Black 35.5% IT 0% 20.6% 20.1% -3.0% 6.9% B.6% 6.3% E1% -05%

Mative Amencan 1L7r% 14% 1.3% 1.3% -0.4% 1.2% 11% 1.0% 10% -05%

Aslan 4.5% 38% 3.6% 4.2% 07%| 4.8% B.3% 715 BO% 15%

Hawallan/Pacificislander 0.8% 10% 06% O06% -2B%| 0.3% 04%  0.5% 0% 33%

Some otherrace 23% 55% 44% 4.7% -21% 1.1% 35% 4.2% 45% 15%

Multi-raclal 2.6% T3% 57% 6.2% -1.1% 2. 7% 4.5% 4.7% 51% 13%
Ethnlclty

Hispanic/Lating 59% 114% 106% 11.3% -0.1%| 3.2% 6B¥% 94% 100% Z24%

Not Hispanic/latino 24. 1% BBES% B94% BB 7% 00%| 965.8% 932% 320.6% 900% -02%

T Meadian bous=hold income and per-capita income reflactestmated 2017 walees for 2010, Al Sollar amounts 2r= adjusted for
inflation m 2015 chained dollars. CAGRis compound anmual growth ra te for 2000-2016. Sowrce: LS Census Bureau; Ba

Business Analyst. 2014 £ 2016; Analysis by Bureau ofPlanningand Sustainability, 2016

The Killingsworth-Interstate area was identified as having ongoing gentrification and displacement pressures.
Indeed, between 1990 and 2016 the area lost over 800 Black residents while it gained over 1,100 white residents
(Table 7). Despite the loss in diversity, the area is still a strong Black community, with 20% of the population
identifying as Black. The area has few older adults, at only 8% over 64.
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Table 8: Housing profile, Killingsworth-Interstate.

Klllingsworth-interstate dty of Portland
Total housing units (Z010) 3043 265,444
Vacanoy mte 4.6% 4%
Occupled units 2903 248,551
Owner-occupled a3x A%
Renter-occupled 57% 46%
mMulti-familyshare of units 35% 40%
Current rental market (Nov 2016) +
1-bedroam 51328 51,150
Z-hedroom 51629 51,310
3-hedroam 51982 51,420
Single-famlly resldential market £
Median sale price
2007 (peak) S298,500 52B5,992
2011 (trough ) 5252,500 5243,300
2016 [current/peak) 5427500 5375,000
aAnnual growth rate 2007-2016 4. 1% 31
Median price persquare foot
2007 (peak) 5211 5194
2011 (trowgh ) 5171 5150
2015 (current/peak) 5298 5253
Annual Ernwth rate 2007-2016 3.9% 30%

All dollar amounts are in currentdollars. TRental market for Portland reflects stable rates forQ3 201 6.

TSingl=-family home= market captores anmeal sales, except for 201 6; which captures salkes throwugh

October 2016. Grayedtextrelects lowsample sizeand should be wsedwithcaution. Souros- LLE Census

Bureaw, Census 2010; Esri Business Anahyst, 2016; Trulia.com, 201 6; CoStar Realty & Portland

Developrmemt Commission, 2016; City of Portia nd and Multnomah County Aszessment and Taamtion,

October 2016; Buildable Lands Inventory (BL); Anslysis by Bureau of Flanning and Sustainability, 201 6.

The Killingsworth-Interstate housing market is characterized by low vacancy rates (4.6%) and a much higher

share of single-family units at 65% (Table 8). Home values have increased faster here than other places coming

out of the recession, growing at 4.1% per year between 2011 and 2016. For two-bedroom units, stable asking

rents increased almost 5200 in two years (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Asking rent by number of bedrooms, Killingsworth-Interstate. Source: CoStar, PDC.
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Midway [SE 122nd and Division]

The Midway town center lies east of I-205 and is
anchored by shopping centers at SE 122nd and Division.
This area has become increasingly diverse since 1990
and includes substantial amounts of medium-density
multi-dwelling zoning (R2 and R1). along its major :
corridors " GE FONELL BLVD

A
A Sl

112THAVE - -

et :.;'..:]

Table 9: Demographic snapshot, Midway (SE 122" & Division).

Midway [SE 122nd & Divislan) City of Portland
1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR| 1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR

Area 0.79 sq. mil. 136 145 145 145 sq.mi.
Population 5,085 6.242 8.055 EG651 2.1%|4B35600 529,121 583,794 620,564 10%

Density (persq. mi.) 437 7.901 10,196 10963 21%| 3578 3549 4026 4.ZE0 10%
Households 2.098 2,281 2771 2931 1.5%|206.105 2235737 24E551 261.709 10%
Average household slze 238 2.70 Z2.B5 2590 04% 230 2.30 228 231 0OD%
Income

Median hausehold + 539,953 525,255 543,109 537.105 -1.4%|547.310 S55.855 554422 553,733 -02Z2%

Per capita Income S1B8.406 520,664 519,742 515099 -15%|526.291 531500 532557 533,118 ©D3%
Age characteristics

< 20 28.9% 31E% 31L7T% 304% -03% 24.9% 23.7TH% 71.5% Z10% -0B8%

> B4 13.0% 102% BE™ 10.1% 0.0% 14 4% 11.6% 10.9% 1ZE6% O5%
Race

white E7.9% 75.7% 62.5% 60.2% -1l4a%| BI o 77.9% 76.1% 747% -03%

Black 1.2% 31% 7.7% 7.4% 55% 6.9% 6.6% 6.3% 6.1% -05%

MNative Amencan 1.8% 11% 1.2% 1.1% 0.1% 1.2% 1L1% 1.0% 10% -05%

Aslan 4.9% BE® 12.7% 14.5% 33% 4. 5% 6.3% 7. 1% EOo% 15%

Hawallan/Pacificislander 0.1% 03% 1.2% 1.4% 11.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 06% 33%

Tome atherrace 1.5% 6.7% 99% 103N 27% 1.1% 3.5% 4.7 as% 15%

Multi-racial 3.0% a45% 4.85% 5.1% 0.B% 2.7T% 4.1% 4.7% 5.1% 13%
Ethnlcity

His pa nic/Latino 3.4% 112% 17.6% 1IB3% 31% 3.7% B.B% a.4% 10.0% 24%

Mot Hispanic/lating 9E6.6%% BEE® Blawm El.7% -05%| 9658% 93.2% D0.5% 200% -02Z%

T Media n household income and per-capita income eflect estimated 2012 walues for2010. All dollar amounts are adjusted for
inflation m 2015 chained dollars. CAGRIz compound 2nnual growthrate or 2000-2016 Source: LS Consus Bursau; Ban

Buziness Snalyst, 2014 & 2016; Analysis by Bureau of Flanningand Susta mability, 2016 I

Midway is a quickly growing center, adding over 3,000 residents between 1950 and 2010 (Table 9). The area has
a much higher average household size (2.9 in 2016) and share of children (30% in 2016). Median household
income is slightly lower in this area, at $37,000 in 2016. Midway is more diverse than other centers, with about
40% persons of color. There is a higher share of Asians/Asian-Americans (15%) and those identifying with some
other race (10%).
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Table 10: Housing profile, Midway (SE 122™ & Division).

Midway (SE 122nd & Divislon) dty of Portland
Total houslng units (2010) 2,930 265,844
Vacanoy rate 5.4% 6A4%
Cccupled units 277 248,551
Owner-occu pled 47% 543
Renter-occupled 58% a5%
Multi-familyshare afunits 55% a0%
Current rentzl market (Mov 2016) ¥
1-bedroom S800 51,150
2-bedroam 51115 £1.710
3-bedroom NSB £1.320
Single-famlly residentdal market £
Medlian sale price
2007 (peak) 5224,000 S2E5,992
2011 (trough) £150.000 £243,900
2016 (current/peak) 525,000 5375,000
Annual growth rate 2007-2016 16% 31%
Median price parsquare foot
2007 (peak) 5143 5194
2011 (trough) 5108 5150
2016 (current/peak) 5169 5253
Annual growth rate 2007-2016 1.4% 30%

Al dollar amounts ane incarentdoilars. TRental market for Portland reflects stableratesforQ3 2016
tSingle-family home markst ca ptures anneal sales, sxcept for 2016, which captures seies through
October 2016. Grayed text refects low samplesize and should be ised with caution_Source: LS Census
Bureay, Canzus 2010; Exri Business Analyst, 2016 Trolia.com, 2016; CoStar Realty & Portiand

Developmemt Commision, 2006; City of Partland and Motmomeah Coanty Assessment and Taxation,

October 2016; Buildable Lands Irventory (BLI); Analysis by Bureau of Plenning and Sustainability, 201 6.

The housing market in Midway is undervalued compared to the citywide average as well as other centers, with
the current 2016 market for single-family detached homes at $258,000—over $100,000 less than Portland overall
(Table 10). The rate of annual appreciation in Midway is also about half of the citywide average. A two-bedroom
unit costs between $950 and $1,120 per month (Table 10 & Figure 5).

$1.200
$1,100
$1.000
£800
$800
sT00

— Study — 1 Bad —— 2 Bed 3 Bed

Figure 5: Asking rent by number of bedrooms, Midway (SE 122nd & Division). Source: CoStar, PDC.
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Northwest District

The Northwest District town center is the densest part of
Portland outside the Central City. The area is anchored
by a series of main street commercial corridors and
includes concentrations of older apartment buildings,
with a large amount of high-density multi-dwelling
zoning (primarily RH).

Table 11: Demographic snapshot, Northwest District.

Northwest Dlstdct Chty of Portland
1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR| 1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR

Area 0.79 =q. mil. 135 145 145 145 =q.ml.
Populatlon 9,355 9,548 11,129 12157 15%|486600 529,121 S5B3,734 620,564 10%

Density [persqg. mi.) 11842 12,213 14087 15389 15%| 3,578 3,649 4,026 4,280 10%
Households 6154 B.535 7336 7.921 1.2%|205105 223,737 24E,551 261,709 10%
Average household slze 1.45 1.45 1.4a9 151 03% 230 2.30 2.28 231 00%
Incom e

Median household + 532744 543,017 542,703 551,894 17%|547,310 555855 554,477 553,733 -0Z%

Per caplta Income 535097 545,335 S47.084 553,060 10%|526291 531500 $32.557 533.11E 03%
Age characteristics

< 20 BET® T9% T.E% B.2% 03% 24.9% 23.7% Z1.5% 210% -0EB%

> 64 16.4% 10.0% 10.5% 12.3% 13% 14 4% 11.6% 10.4% 126% 05%
Race

White 910% BE9% B73% B60% -02%| BE29% 779% 75.1% 747% -03%

Black 25% 22% 15% 15% -22% B.9% 6.6% 6.3% 61% -D5%

MNatlve Amercan 10% 1.1% 0.6% 0.5% -4.1% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 10% -05%

Aczian 2.4% 3% 4,9% 57% Zb% 4 B% B3% 7.1% BO% 15%

Hawallanf/Paclficislander 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 11% 0.5 0.4% 0.5% 0D6% 33%

Some otherrace 0.7% 14% 1.6% 1.7% lo% 1.1% 3.5% 4.2% 45% 15%

Mult-racial 2.4% 26% 4,0% 4.4% 34% Z.T% 4.1% a4,7% 51% 13%
Ethnicly

His panlc/Lating TR 9% 52% 5.85% 23I% 3.Z2% E.E5% 3.4% 100% 24%

Mot Hispanic/lating 97.3% 95.1% 94.E8% a4 4% -01% 5.6 937% 90.6% 900% -02%

TMedian howrehpold income= gnd percapita mcom= reflectestimated J01] wives for2010. Al dollar amounts are adjested for
inflation in 2015 chained dollfars. CAGRis compound annual growth rate or 2000-2016. Soweo=" UL Census Bureaw; Bsn

Business Anmiyst, 2014 & X016; Anvalysis by Bures uofPlanninga nd Sustainability, 2016.

Northwest District’s demographic profile is characterized by a high population density (about 15,400 people
per mi2, which compares to 5an Francisco at 17,200), very little diversity (about 9 out of 10 people are white),
many one- and two-person households, and very few children (less than 9% of the population is a child under
20) (Table 11). The number of people and households moving to the area is increasing faster than the citywide
average, and there are more retired persons in this area.
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Table 12: Housing profile, Northwest District.

Northwest District Oty of Portland
Total housing unlts (Zo10) E093 265,444
Vacanoy rate 2.4% 64%
Deccupled units 7.336 248,551
Dwner-oocu pled 23% 5%
Renter-occupled 77% a5%
Multl-familyshare af units E7T% 20%
Current rental market (Nov 2016) +
1-bedroom SL527 21,150
Z-bedroom 852,350 81,310
3-bedrooam SZ2483 £1.420
Single-famlly residential market
Medlansale price
2007 (peak) 5754311 52B85,392
2011 (trough) SBELZS0 £243,900
2016 (current/peak) 5475,000 £375,000
annoal growth rate 2007-2016 2.9% 1%
Medlan price persquare foot
2007 (peak) SE03 5194
2011 (trough) 5230 5150
2018 (current/peak) S37E 5253
Annual Emwl:h rate H007-2016 2.5% 3.0%
Blgollaramountsare incorrentdollars. TRental market for Portiand reflects stable rates for O3 2016

FSingle-family home market ca ptures annual sales, except for 201 6, which captures sales through

October 2016, Crayedi=xtrefects jowsampl=size apd should be wimedwithcaution. Sowros: ULS Census
Bureayw, Consus J010; Exni Business Armlyst, 2016, Trulia.com, 2016 CoStar Reaity B Fortland

Dewelopment Commosiion, 20L6; City of Portland and Multnomah County Assessment and Taxation,
October 2016; Buildable Lands Imventory (BLl|; Analysis by Bureau of Flanning and Sustainability, 2016

$2.200
$2.000
£1.800
51600
$1.400
0,000 //‘
$800 R ————
-_'_d.—'_"_‘_-__\--__'_'_'___'_._’_,_,..-—-—
SE00 - b b —e— e e -
2000 02 04 06 0B 10 12 14 16
— Sty =— 1 Bad — 2 Bed 3 Bed
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Figure 6: Asking rent by number of bedrooms, Northwest District. Source: CoStar, PDC.

Northwest District has a very expensive real estate market (Table 12 & Figure 6). The median sale price of
single-family homes in 2016 was almost $1 million, and the price per B2 was about $380. The area has a high
vacancy rate (9.4%) and there are many new developments that have broken ground in the past two years. A
two-bedroom unit will cost a renter between 52,000 and $2,400 typically. The area also has a very high share of
renters (779%) and of multi-family units (87%).
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Rosewood-Glenfair

The Rosewood-Glenfair neighborhood center has

a diverse population and is located at the edge of
Portland’s eastern boundary with Gresham. The
area’s high-density residential zoning (primarily RH) is
centered around the 148th Avenue and 162nd Avenue
light rail stations.

Table 13: Demographic snapshot, Rosewood-Glenfair.

Rosewood-Glenfalr Chty of Portland
1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR| 1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR

Area 0.79 5q. mil. 135 145 145 145 sq.mil.
Population 5,204 6.562 E,062 BATE 1.6%|4B6600 529121 583794 620,564 1.0%

Density [persg. mi.) B,5B7 E306 10205 10732 1&8% 3,57E 3,643 4,026 4,280 10%
Households 2,084 2,853 2885 2993 1.3%|206,105 223737 24E5351 251,709 10%
Average household slze 2.50 267 Z.74 278 03% 230 2.30 2.28 231 00%
Income

mMedian household 7 544,524 547,322 544549 531,766 -2.5%|547,310 555855 554,427 553,733 -02%

Per caplta Incame 519,685 571,968 520341 516025 -2.0%|526291 531500 532,557 533,11 0O3%
Aze characteristics

<20 295% 315% 31B% 30.7% -02%| 249% 2537T% 215% 210% -DB%

> 64 2.7% BEE% 7.6% E.5% -0.1% 13.4% 11.6% 10.8% 126% O05%
Raca

wWhite B2.2% 7T1E6% 59.0% 57.1% -1.4% BZ.9% 77.9% 76.1% 747% -03%

Black 1.7% 235% 9.9% 89.5% E64% 5.9% E.6% 6.3% B1% -05%

Mative Amerncan 1.2% 16% 19% 1.8 06% 1.2% 11% 1.0% 10% -D5%

Aslan 2.T% T2% T7% &6 11% 4.B% B.3% 7.1% E0% 15%

Hawallan/Pacificislander 0.5% 03% 0.8% 0.9% 7.6% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 06% 33%

s5ome otherrace Z.1% 10.6% 14.7% 15.6% Z4% 1.1% 3.5% a4.73% 45% 15%

Multi-racial 3.3% 50% 6.0% B.4% 15% 2.7% 41% 4.7T% 51% 13%
Ethniclty

His panlc/Lating 6.0% 175% 26.3% ZBO0O% 3.0% 3.2% E.B% 2.4% 10.0% ZA%R

Mot Hispanic/lating 94,0% EZ5% 713.7% T2.0% -0.B%] 96.B% 932% 90.6% 900% -02%

TMedian howsehold income and per-capits income reflectestmated 2017 wives for2010. Al doliar smourts are sdjusted for

inflation in 2015 chained dollars. CAGRis compound annual growth rate for 2000-2016. Soweos: US Census Bormau; B0

Business Analyst, 2014 & 2016: Analysis by Burea u of Planninga nd Sustainahility, 201 6.

Rosewood has undergone significant change in the past 20 years, which can be characterized by a high
population growth rate (1.6% per year since 2000}, a larger household size (2.8 in 2016), a high proportion of the
population under 20 (31% in 2016), and considerable racial/ethnic diversity (more than 43% persons of color)
(Table 13). The area has a very high Hispanic/Latino population—almost one in three people—as well as a
higher share of Native Americans—about 2%.
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Table 14: Housing profile, Rosewood-Glenfair.

Rosew ood-Glenfalr dty of Portland
Total howusing units [2010) 3,080 265,444
Vacanoy rmte 6.3% A%
Occupled units 2,885 248,551
Owner-occupled 35% 54%
Renter-occu pled 5% 45%
Multi-familyshare af units Bl 40%
Current rental market (Nov 2016) +
1-hedroom 5893 51,150
Z-bedroom 51,154 51,310
S-bedroom 51499 51,420
Single-famlly resldential market £
Medlansale price
2007 (peak) 258,000 5285,932
2011 (trough) 5160,474 5243,900
2016 (current/peaak) 250,000 §375.,000
annual growth rate 2007-2015 -03% 31%
Medlian price persquare foot
2007 [peak) 5153 5194
2011 (trough) 5107 5150
2016 (current/peak) 5180 5253
annual Emwth rate 2007-2016 1.9% 30%

Al dolla ramounts are incurrentdollars. TRental market for Portland reflects stablerates for Q3 2016

tSimgle-family home market captures annual sales, exceptfor 2016, whi

ch captumes za ks thouwugh

October 2016. Grayedtextrefiects owzamplesizennd shouwld be used with coution. Sovrce: LS Census
Bureay, Cenzus 2010; Exri Business Araly=t, 2016; Trulis.com, 201 6; CoStar Regity & Portlang

Development Commizsion, 201 6; City of Portland and Multnomah County Assessment and Taxation,
October 2016; Busidable Lands Inventory [BL K Analysis by Bureaw of Planning and Sustasnability, 2016.

The housing market in Rosewood-Glenfair has struggled relative to other parts of the city. This is one of only
a few parts of the city where home prices actually decreased between 2007 and 2016 (Table 14). However, the

cost per B2 of homes increased by 2%. Rents are relatively aBordable, and a three-bedroom unit costs between

$1,000 and $1,500 (Table 14 & Figure 7).
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Figure 7: Asking rent by number of bedrooms, Rosewood-Glenfair. Source: CoStar, FDC.
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St. Johns

The St. Johns town center, anchored by its commercial
main street, is located on the far northwest part of

the North Portland peninsula. Its demographic and
housing profile trends are generally representative of
the city as a whole. The area’s medium-density multi-
dwelling zoning (primarily R1) is focused around its core
commercial area.

Table 15: Demographic snapshot, 5t. Johns.

St. Johns Clity of Portland
1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR| 1990 2000 2010 2016 CAGR

Area 0.73 sq. ml. 136 135 145 145 sq.mil.
Population 4773 5,243 5509 6070 09% (486600 529,121 583,791 620,564 1.0%

Density (persg. mi ) 6042 6,637 6973 7,684 09%| 3578 3649 4026 4,280 10%
Househalds 2080 2,211 1528 2,756 14%|206.105 223,737 248551 261,709 1.0%
Average household slze 2.23 237 2.15 220 -0.5% 230 2.30 2.28 221 00%
income

mMedian household # 532970 542,301 539269 541967 00%|547.310 555855 554477 553,733 -0.2%%

Per capita Incame S1E1B5 571,441 523423 527,170 1E%|S25291 531500 S32557 S53TL11E 03%
Aze characteristics

<20 ZBDOR Z7A%m 207% 203% -19%| 249% Z3T7% Z15% 210% -0B%

> 54 la.6% 1W05% B.5% 9.5% -0.6% 13.2% 11.6% 10.48% 12.6% 05%
Race

White Baax 72 E% 77.1% 7T6.0% 03% BZ.9% TTO% T6.1% 747% -03%

Black 4.4% 82% 6.4™ 6.2% -17% 6.9% 6.6% 6.3% 6.1% -05%

Native Amencan 2.E% 221% 1.3% 1.3% -34% 1.2% 1.1% 1.0% 10% -05%

Azlan 18% 38% 24% 2.6% -20% 4 8% 6.3% 7.1% BiD% 15%

Hawallan/Pacificislander 0.4% 0.6% 0.9% 1.1% 3I7T% 0.3% 0.4 0.5% 0E6% 33%

Tome otherrace 2.1% 5E% Bo% T2% la% 1.1% 3.5% a4.2% A5% 15%

Multl-raclal 41% BA% 5.0% 54% -1.1% 2.7% 4.1% 4.7% 51% 13%
Ethnlcity

Hls panic/Latino 4.9% 11.8% 13.6% 13.8% 12% 3.2% 6.3% 9.4% 10.0% 2A%

Not Hizpanic/lating 95.1% BE2% BE4% BS5. 6% -D2%| 95.8% 932% 906 900% -02%

TMzedianhousehols income and percapita income reflectestimated 301 wives for2010. Sl doliar amounts are adjusted for
inflation ww 2015 chained dollars. CAGR is compound a noual growthrate for 2000-2016. Sowros: LS. Census Bureaw; B
Buzin=ss Amalyst, 2014 & 201 6; Analysis by BurmacofPlanmngand Sustainability, 2016,

St. Johns serves as a good representation of the “average” neighborhood in terms of its current demographic
composition (Table 15). Its population of 6,100 has grown at 0.9% per year since 2000, while its household size
has decreased at about 0.5% per year since 2000, currently at 2.20 persons per household. The neighborhood
is becoming more racially diverse. The population of color in 1990 was 15.6% of the total population. This
increased to 24.0% of the population in 2016.
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Table 16: Housing profile, 5t. Johns.

St Johns Oty of Portland
Total housing units (Z010) 2689 265,444
Vacancy rate 5.0%% EA%
Occupled units 2528 248,551
Owner-occu pléd 54% 54%
Renter-occupled 45% 45%
Multi-familyshare of units I9% 0%
Current rental market (Nov 2016) +
1-bedroam 51361 81,150
Z-bedroom 51448 51,310
3-bedrooam 51613 B1.420
Single-family residential market £
Mediansale price
2007 [peak) $233,450 52E85,992
2011 [trough) 5190,375 5243 300
2015 [current/peak) $345,000 5375,000
Annual growth rate 2007-2016 4.4% 31i%
Median price persquare foot
2007 (peak) S1E0 5194
2011 [trough) 5141 5150
2016 (current/peak) 5283 5253
Annual grmuth rate 2007-2016 5.1% 0%

Al dollaramounts ar incurrentdolfars. TRental market for Portland mflects stablerates for 032 2016

I Single-family home market cptures annual sales, except for 2016, which captures sales through
Detober 2016 Grayed text refiects lowsamplesize a nd should be itsed with caution. Souros: LS Census
Buresy, Censusy 2010; Eari Business Arm lyst, 2016; Trulis, com, 200 6; CoStar Reaity B Portland
Develapment Commesion,2016; City of Portland and Multhomah County Assessment and Taxation,
October 2016; Buiidable Lands inventory (BLIk Snalysis by Bureau of Planning and Sustainability, 2016.

The housing market in St. Johns is hot. The value of single-family detached homes has increased considerably
faster here than other parts of the city (4.4% vs 3.1% per year citywide between 2007 and 2016), and the price
per B2 has increased even faster at 5.1% and remains at $280 per B2 (Table 16). There is little variation by
number of bedrooms for asking rents in St. Johns, and a two-bedroom unit will cost between $875 and $1,450
per month (Table 16 & Figure 8).
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Figure 8: Asking rent by number of bedrooms, St. Johns. Source: CoStar, PDC.
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Study Areas

This section shows development activity that has taken place over the past 10 years (2006 -
16) within the multi-dwelling zones of several study areas that include relatively large areas of
multi-dwelling zoning. For each study area, this section provides examples of recent develop-
ment to support the analysis and assessment of built outcomes (summarized in the Develop-
ment and Design Issues section of the Project Summary). The study areas’ designations in the
Comprehensive Plan Urban Design Framework are indicated in parentheses.

. 122nd Avenue (civic corridor)

. Gateway and 122nd & East Burnside (regional center and neighborhood center)
. Interstate Avenue (civic corridor/town center)

. Jade District (neighborhood center)

. Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd (civic corridor/neighborhood center)

. Rosewood-Glenfair (neighborhood center)

. St. Johns (town center)

Note on figures for maximum units allowed: For RH and RX zones, based on assumption of 1 unit
per 1000 ft of maximum allowed floor area, since densities in these zones are based on floor-to-ar-
ea ratios, not unit density.
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122nd Avenue: Study Area Map
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122nd Avenue: Select Sites

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
& & Zone:
% Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

2 Year:

Address:
& Fone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
- Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Address:

3010 SE 122nd Ave. 9
R1

fone:

7 Number of Units:
10 Maximum Units Allowed:
2006 Year:

Address:
- Jone:

3317 SE 122nd Ave. 1)
R1

6 Number of Units:
17 Maximum Units Allowed:
2006 Year:

= Address:
Zone;

12625 SE Bush St. 11
R2

12 M Number of Units:
13 s S o Maximum Units Allowed:
2007 = H Year:

3745 SE 127th Ave. 12
R2

2

2

2008

Numbero_f Units:

Year:

11543 5E Boise 5t.
R2

4

4

2006

12023 5E Boise 5t.
R2

2

2

2009

4620 SE 122nd Ave.
R1

37

46

2006

12332 SE Holgate Blvd.
R2

=

24

2006
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Maximum Units Allowed:

4552 5E 121st Ave.
R1

10

13

2011

121332 SE Pardes 5t.
R1

11

16

2008

4778 5E 121st Ave
R1

3

10

2009

11945 SE Liebe 5t
R2

4

4

2008

11853 SE Liebe St.
R2

4

4

2014
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Gateway and 122nd and East Burnside Street: Study Area Map
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Gateway and 122nd and East Burnside Street: Select Sites

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Yl Zone

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

. Address:

Zone:
Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

5 Address:

d Zone

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

| fone

. Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

@ ‘one

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

555 ME 100th Ave.
RX

&7

145

2012

9850 NE Everette PL
RX

45

176

2014

Russellville
RH

100+

100+
Various

1074 E Burnside
RZ

3

4

2006

11016 SE Stark 5t
Rl

13

17

2006

120326 SE Ash St
RH

47

78 Units

2010

11540 SE Ash St.
RH

12

28

2008

11535 SE Ash St.
RH

33

102

2007

100 ME 120th Ave
RH

61

it

2009
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Interstate Avenue: Study Area Map
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Interstate Avenue: Select Sites

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

1

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

| Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

= Year:

Address:

N Fone:

N Number of Units:

# Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:

' Moximum Units Allowed:
§ Year:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

6928 N Greenwich Ave
RH

5

21

2011

6906 N Greenwich Ave
RH

23

24

2014

1345 N Rosa Parks Way
RH

5

15

2013

6113 N Concord Ave
R1

2

2

2015

1777 N Ainsworth 5t.
R1

2

2

2013

5727 N Maryland Ave
RH

5

13

2009

5734 N Montana Ave
RH

6

20

2015
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Jade District: Study Area Map
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Jade District: Select Sites

y Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maoximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maoximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:
o Fone:

| Number of Units:
Maoximum Units Allowed:

4 B Address:

| Zone:
Number of Units:
Maoximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maoximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maoximum Units Allowed:
Year:

2208 5E 89th Ave
R2

2

2

2012

2456 5E B4th Ave
R2

2

2

2006

8535 5E Clinton 5t.
R1

7

7

2015

8307 SE Brooklyn St
R2

12 {Amenity Bonus)
8

2015

29559 5E 92nd Ave
R2

12

16

2008

3313 5E 89th Ave
R2

G

G

2014

3107 5E 92nd Ave
R1

24

47

2008

8324 5E Rhine 5t.
R1

30

25

2008
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Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Year:

Address:

A Fone:

Number of Units:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Year:

8614 5E Lafayette
R1

12

17

2007

3658 5E 91st Ave
R1

7

10

2007

8629 5E Rhone 5t
R2

12

12

2008

121



Martin Luther King Blvd: Study Area Map
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Martin Luther King Blvd:

Select Sites

Address:
N Fone:
8 Number af Linits:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
1t Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
| Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maoximum Units Allowed:
Year:

" Zone:

._A Number of Units:
Maoximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maoximum Units Allowed:
Year:

®% Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

375 NE Shaver 5t. 9 = " Address:

RH Zone:

a7 i K Number of Units:

a7 ﬁ_." Maximum Units Allowed:
2008 Year:

3918 NE Garfield Ave 10 'I'q | b Address:

RH 'k o Fone:

2 A Number of Units:

14 Maximum Units Allowed:
2015 Year:

3650 NE Mallory Ave 1 1 Address:

R1 Zane:

43 Number of Units:

43 Maximum Units Allowed:
2014 Year:

Iwy St /Rodney St Address:

R2 Zane:

18 Number of Units:

18 Maximum Units Allowed:
2015 Year:

3250 NE MLE Bhd P Address:

RH " Zone:

50 B Number af Units:

91 Maximum Units Allowed:
2008 Year:

| Address:
Zane:

3225 NE MLEK Blvd
2z _
Number of Units:

14
30 g Maximum Units Allowed:
2013 o Year:

312 NE Monroe 5t Address:

RH Zane:

12 Number of Units:

20 Maximum Units Allowed:
2008 Year:

3035 NE MLE Blvd.
RH

46

46

2013
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313 NE Morris 5t.
RH

11

48

2016

2955 NE MLE Bivd.
RH

14

a5

2007

2845 NE MLE Bivd.
RH

2

25

2007

614 NE Graham 5t.
R2

3

3

2012

617 NE Knott 5t.
R2

2

3

2006

2645 NE 7th Ave
RH

13

50

2012

2621 NE 7th Ave
RH

68

73

2016
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Rosewood / Glenfair: Study Area Map
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Rosewood / Glenfair: Select Sites

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowsed:
Year:

Address:
Zone:
M Number af Linits:

Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowsed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowsed:
Year:

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowsed:
Year:

I,*.

Address:

Zone:

Number of Units:
Maoximum Units Allowed:
Year:

™ Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowsed:
Year:

:1 Address:

< fone:

Number of Units:
Maximum Units Allowed:
Year:

Maximum Units Allowed:

14050 E Burnside 5t.
R2

27 (Amenity Bonus)
15

2014

141 5E 143rd Ave
R2

32 (Amenity Bonus)
21

2015

14163- 14175 NE Flanders 5t.
R2

12

12

2013

333 NE 146th Ave
R1

112

125

2014

177 NE 147th Ave
RH

38

&0

2015

300 5E 148th Ave
RH

30

50

2010

1175E 151t Ave
RH

27

30

2012

28 NE 151st Ave
R2

[+

[+

2013
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St. Johns: Study Area Map
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St. Johns: Select Sites

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

N Address:
o Jone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

* Address:
Zone:
Number of Units:

Year:

Maoximum Units Allowed:

Maoximum Units Allowed:

Maoximum Units Allowed:

Maoximum Units Allowed:

Maoximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowed:

Maximum Units Allowsd:

9112 M Hudson 5t 9 Address:

R1 Zone:

3 Number of Units:

3 Maximum Units Allowed:
2013 Year:

7216 N New York Ave 10 . Address:

R1 — Zone:

4 e . Number of Units:

4 Maximum Units Allowed:
2011 Year:

8905 N EDISON 5T
R1

7

7

2014

7529 N Oswego Ave
R1

4

5

2010

7150 N Burlington Ave
R1

a

5

2008

8332 N Willamette Blvd
R1

G

G

2016

8320 N Princeton 5t
R1

&

10

2013

690 M Charleston Ave
Rl

8

8

2006
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8114 N Willamette Blvd
R1

2

2

2006

7128 N Richmond Ave
R1

6

6

2014
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Historic Examples of Multi-Dwelling Development

Numerous Comprehensive Plan policies and adopted neighborhood plan policies call

for infill development to complement the general scale and characteristics of residential
neighborhoods, especially in locations outside of centers and corridors. Accommodating
density to help meet Portland’s housing needs is an important policy objective thatis a core
part of the policy basis for multi-dwelling zoning. The additional scale oBen associated with
greater density can present challenges to meeting policy objectives for contextual development,
especially given that single-family homes and duplexes remain the predominant context in the
lower- and medium-density multi-dwelling zones.

This section presents historic examples of multi-dwelling development that can serve as
precedents for how higher density development can be integrated with the scale of residential
neighborhoods. Most of these examples are two, and sometimes three stories, not very dilerent
in height from that of large houses. In many cases, these low-rise multi-dwelling examples have
densities that could only be built today in the R1 or RH zones, which - especially the RH zone

— are mapped in relatively limited locations (the latter currently allows building heights of 65
feet). These examples date from the Streetcar-Era before World War Il, when most residential
neighborhoods were zoned to allow multi-family development (see Zoning History section).
They are also located in the close-in “Inner Ring Districts,” whose Comprehensive Plan policies
call for providing a diversity of housing opportunities that preserve or are compatible with
existing historic characteristics and development patterns.

Many of the historic examples located on neighborhood side streets included house-like
features, such as landscaped setbacks and porches, while some of the examples along corridors
(such as SE Hawthorne and SE Belmont) contribute to a more urban street edge with minimal
setbacks and larger building massing.

Mix of duplexes and single-family houses on a Pair of duplexes on a site smaller than 5,000 square
southeast Portland street. feet (R1 density, but current zone is R5)
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Type Stacked Duplex - Small Lot

Description Lot Disposition

Housing Type: Stacked Duplex
Frontage: Projecting Porch - -

Lot Size: 3,000 SF |_ _ _|_|E ‘

Zoning: R1 SN
Units/Acre: 28
Year Built: 1310

%
7

\
|
g

=
L
=]

[

=]

General Zoning Code Criteria

R3 R2 R1 RH

Existing Condition Yes No |Yes No |Yes MNo |Yes No
Height 35ft X X X X
Density 2 units X X X X
Front Setback 6 ft X X X X
Side/Rear Setback 5-10 ft X X X X
Lot Coverage 45% X X X X
Building Length 28 ft X X X X
Landscaping 55% X X X X
Outdoor Area 100 sq ft/unit X X X X
I I
summary

This stacked duplex on a small lot achieves a density of 28 units per acre. The small lot is zoned single-family
and was created by splitting a standard 100’ deep corner lot at the 60/40" mark, a common condition in
Portland. The unit utilizes a two-story projecting porch frontage type with a small setback. The projecting front
porch also acts as the primary outdoor space for residents. No oB-street parking is provided.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

A similar project could only be built in the R1 zone. General scale is allowed in the R2 and R3 zones, but exceeds
allowed density. This project would not meet minimum density requirements for the RH zone.
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Type Side-by-Side Duplex - Standard Lot

' ._ '. Description Lot Disposition

Housing Type: I ]
Side-by-Side Duplex i :
Frontage:
Landscape/Stoop
Lot Size: 5,000 SF
Zoning: RS
Units/Acre: 17
Year Built: 1927

General Zoning Code Criteria

Existing Condition Yes MNo |Yes No |Yes No |[Yes No
Height 20 ft X X X X
Density 2 units X X X X
Front Setback 20 ft X X X X
Side/Rear Setback 3-10ft X X X X
Lot Coverage 16% X X X X
Building Length 27 ft X X X X
Landscaping 84% X X X X
QOutdoor Area 2100 sq ft/unit X X X X
L |
Ssummary

This side-by-side duplex on a standard lot zoned single-family achieves a density of 17 units per acre. Although
slightly deeper and more narrow, it is a standard 5,000 square foot lot. The unit utilizes a shared stoop
frontage type with a medium setback. The projecting front porch also acts as the primary outdoor space for
residents. No off-street parking is provided.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the R2 zone. Building height and
lot coverage are allowed in all the multidwelling zones. While meeting general zoning criteria, this project
would not meet minimum density requirements for the R1 and RH zones.
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Type

Height

Density

Front Setback
Side/Rear Setback
Lot Coverage
Building Length
Landscaping

Outdoor Area

Summary

General Zoning Code Criteria

Existing Condition
25 ft

4 units

6 ft

3-5ft

82%

42 ft

5%

0 sq ftfunit

Fourplex - Small Lot

Description

Housing Type: Fourplex
Frontage: Engaged Porch
Lot Size: 2,500 SF
Zoning: R2

Units/Acre: 70

Year Built: 1886

Lot Disposition

N

R3 R2 R1 RH
Yes No |Yes No |[Yes No |Yes No
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X

This stacked fourplex on a small lot achieves a density of 70 units per acre. The small lot was created by
splitting a relatively standard corner lot, as commonly found in Portland. The unit utilizes a single-story

engaged porch frontage type with a very small setback. The engaged front porch also acts as covered entry
space for residents. No off-street parking is provided.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the RH zone. Building height is

allowed in the R1, R2, and R3 zones, but exceeds allowed density and lot coverage.
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Type Fourplex- Standard Lot

Description Lot Disposition

Housing Type: Fourplex

Frontage: Stoop
Lot Size: 5,750 SF
Zoning: R1
Units/Acre: 30
Year Built: 1523

100

General Zoning Code Criteria

R3 R2 R1 RH
Existing Condition Yes No |Yes No |Yes MNo |Yes No
Height 30ft X X X X
Density 4 units X X X X
Front Setback 16 ft X X X X
Side/Rear Setback 510 ft X X X X
Lot Coverage 37% X X X X
Building Length 42 ft X X X X
Landscaping 52% X X X X
QOutdoor Area 325 sq ft/unit X X X X
L1 |
Summary

This fourplex on a fairly standard lot achieves a density of 30 units per acre. The 5,750 square foot lot is
standard in depth and slightly larger in width. The building type utilizes a shared stoop frontage type with a
medium setback of 16 feet. The shared stoop is elevated above the sidewalk to ensure privacy at the ground
floor. Some off -street garage parking is provided at the rear of the lot and is accessed by the side street.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the R1 zone. Building height
is allowed in the R1, R2, and R3 zones, but exceeds allowed density in the R2 and R3 zones. While meeting
general zoning criteria, this project would not meet minimum density requirements for the RH zone.
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Type Apartment House

General Zoning Code Criteria

Height

Density

Front Setback
Side/Rear Setback
Lot Coverage
Building Length
Landscaping
Outdoor Area

Summary

Existing Condition
40 ft

6 units

15 ft

2-5ft

56%

47 ft

40%

188 sq ft/unit

Description

Housing Type:

Apartment House

Frontage:

Landscape Projecting Porch
Lot Size: 5,000 SF
Zoning: RS

Units/Acre: 52
Year Built: 1910

Lot Disposition

100

R3 R2 R1 RH
Yes MNo |Yes No |Yes No |Yes No
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X

This apartment house, sometimes called mansion apartments due to the building looking like a large house,
achieves a density of 52 units per acre. The lot is a standard 5,000 square foot lot yet contains six units. The
building utilizes a 3-story projecting front porch frontage type with a medium setback. The projecting front

porches offer substantial outdoor space. No off street parking is provided.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the RH zone. Building height is
allowed in the R1 and R2 zones, but exceeds allowed density in the R1, R2, and R3 zones.
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Type Stacked Flats-Standard Lot

e

General Zoning Code Criteria

Housing Type: Stacked Flats
Frontage: Engaged Stoop

Description

Lot Size: 5,000 SF

Zoning: RH

Units/Acre: 78
Year Built: 1913

Lot Disposition

100

R3 R2 R1 RH

Existing Condition Yes No |Yes No [Yes No |Yes No
Height 30 ft X X X X
Density 9 units X X X X
Front Setback 3ft X X X X
Side/Rear Setback 3-6 ft X X X X
Lot Coverage 80% X X X X
Building Length 40 ft X X X X
Landscaping 8% X X X X
Outdoor Area 22 sq ftfunit X X X X

1 1 | |
Summary

These stacked flats on a standard 5,000 square foot lot achieves a density of 78 units per acre. The building

type utilizes an engaged stoop frontage type with a very small paved setback. The engaged stoop is elevated
above the sidewalk to ensure privacy at the ground floor and provide access to the units through a central

corridor. No off-street parking is provided.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the RH zone. Building height is
allowed in the R3, R2, and R1 zones, but exceeds allowed density in these zones.

134 Better Housing by Design - Assessment Report



Type Stacked Flats- Large Lot

General Zoning Code Criteria

Existing Condition

Height 30ft
Density 9 units
Front Setback 10 ft
Side/Rear Setback 4-17 ft

Lot Coverage 65%
Building Length 26 ft
Landscaping 30%
QOutdoor Area 0 sq ft/unit

Summary

Description

Housing Type:
Stacked Flats

Frontage:
Landscape/Projecting Porch
Lot Size: 10,000 SF
Zoning: R1

Units/Acre: 39

Year Built: 1913

Lot Disposition

R3 R2 R1 RH
Yes No |Yes No |Yes No |Yes No
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
I N R E—

These stacked flats on a large 10,000 square foot lot achieves a density of 39 units per acre. The building type
utilizes a projecting stoop frontage type with a medium sized landscaped setback. The projecting stoop is
elevated above the sidewalk to ensure privacy at the ground floor and provide access to the units through a

central corridor. No off-street parking is provided.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the R1 and RH zones. Building
height is allowed in all the multidwelling zones, but exceeds allowed density in the R3 and R2 zones.
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Type Stacked Courtyard Apts - Large Lot

Description Lot Disposition

Housing Type: Stacked Flats
Frontage: Courtyard

Lot Size: 10,000 5F

Zoning: R2 5

Units/Acre: 52

Year Built: 1947

General Zoning Code Criteria

R3 R2 R1 RH
Existing Condition Yes No |Yes MNo |Yes No |Yes No
Height 25 ft X X X X
Density 12 units X X X X
Front Setback 2 ft X X X X
Side/Rear Setback 5-7ft X X X X
Lot Coverage 50% X X X X
Building Length 27 ft X X X X
Landscaping 20% X X X X
Outdoor Area 167 sq ft/unit X X X X
1 | |

Summary

These stacked flats on a large 10,000 square foot lot achieve a density of 52 units per acre. The building type
utilizes a courtyard entry frontage type with a small setback. The courtyard is elevated above the sidewalk to
ensure privacy at the ground floor. The units are accessed through a central corridor. Four off-street parking
spaces are provided and accessed via the side street.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the RH zone. Overall, building
height is allowed in all multi-dwelling, but exceeds allowed density in all but the RH zone.
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Type Townhomes- Large Lot

i ——

Height

Density

Front Setback
Side/Rear Setback
Lot Coverage
Building Length
Landscaping
Outdoor Area

Summary

General Zoning Code Criteria

Existing Condition
25 ft

12 units

5ft

8-23 ft

43%

100 ft

30%

213/unit sq ft

Description

Housing Type: Townhomes
Frontage:
Landscape/Stoop

Lot Size: 14,000 5F

Zoning: RS

Units/Acre: 37

Year Built: 1929

Lot Disposition

R3 R2 R1 RH
Yes MNo |Yes No |Yes No |Yes No
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
X X X X
L [

These townhomes, located on a transit street, on a very large 14,000 square foot lot zoned single-family
achieves a density of 37 units per acre. The building type utilizes a projecting stoop frontage type with a
medium sized landscaped setback. The projecting stoop is elevated above the sidewalk to ensure privacy at the
ground floor. Eight off-street surface parking spaces are provided at the rear of the lot.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the R1 zone. Overall, building
height is allowed in all multi-dwelling zones, but exceeds allowed density in the R3 and R2 zones. While
meeting general zoning criteria, this project would not meet minimum density requirements for the RH zone.
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Type Corridor Apartments

i aik‘iiff‘ Description Lot Disposition

Housing Type: Corridor Apts
Frontage: Engaged Stoop
Lot Size: 6,700 SF

Zoning: R2.5

Units/Acre: 93

Year Built: 1928

General Zoning Code Criteria

R3 R2 R1 RH

Existing Condition Yes MNo |Yes MNo |Yes No |Yes No
Height 35 ft X X X X
Density 14 units X X X X
Front Setback 1ft X X X X
Side/Rear Setback A4-7 ft X X X X
Lot Coverage 67% X X X X
Building Length 50 ft X X X X
Landscaping <1% X X X X
Outdoor Area 0sqgft X X X X

I I S R
Summary

Corridor apartments are so called because the individual units are accessed by a common interior hallway
corridor. This corridor apartment building on a 6,700 square foot lot zoned single-family, achieves a density of
93 units per acre. The building type utilizes an engaged stoop frontage type with a very small setback. The first
floor of residential units sit over tuck-under parking garages. Having these units raised offers increased privacy.
Nine off-street tuck-under parking spaces are provided and accessed via the side street.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the RH zone. Overall, building
height is allowed in the R1 and R2 zones, but exceeds allowed density and lot coverage.
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Type Corridor Apartments

Description

Frontage: Engaged Stoop
Lot Size: 6,000 SF
Zoning: R2.5 (CM2)
Units/Acre: 114

Year Built: 1927

General Zoning Code Criteria

Housing Type: Corridor Apts

Lot Disposition

———q

R3 R2 RH
Existing Condition Yes No |Yes No Yes No

Height 35 ft X X X
Density 16 units X X

Front Setback 2ft X X

Side/Rear Setback 10 ft X X X
Lot Coverage 70% X X X
Building Length 87 ft X X X
Landscaping A% X X

Outdoor Area 0sqgft X X X

Summary

Similarly, these corridor apartments, located on a transit street, are accessed by a common interior hallway
corridor. These apartments on a relatively standard 6,000 square foot lot achieve a density of 114 units per
acre with a 2.3:1 FAR. The building type utilizes an engaged stoop frontage type with a very small setback. The
ground floor units are not elevated and windows are at eye level of passerbys. No off-street parking spaces are

provided.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could not be built in any of the multidwelling zones.

This project in particular exceeds the assumption of the RH limit of 2:1 FAR. Overall, building height is

allowed in all the multi-dwelling zones, but it exceeds lot coverage in all but the RH zone.
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Type Stacked Courtyard Apartments

Description Lot Disposition

Housing Type: Corridor Apts
Frontage: Courtyard

Lot Size: 10,000 5F

Zoning: RH

Units/Acre: 74

Year Built: 1930

l_l e 1007 |

General Zoning Code Criteria
R3 R2 R1 RH

Existing Condition Yes No |Yes No |Yes MNo |Yes No
Height 25ft X X X X
Density 17 units X X X X
Front Setback 2 ft X X X X
Side/Rear Setback 2-8ft X X X X
Lot Coverage 80% X X X X
Building Length 87 ft X X X X
Landscaping 14% X X X X
Outdoor Area 82 sqg ft/unit X X X X

. 1 1 |
Summary

These courtyard apartments on a 10,000 square foot lot achieve a density of 74 units per acre. The building
type utilizes a landscaped courtyard frontage type and little to no setback with the first floor units utilizing
projecting stoops within the courtyard. No off-street parking is provided.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the RH zone. Building height is
allowed in all the multi-dwelling zones, but exceeds allowed density and lot coverage in all but the RH zone.
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Type Courtyard Townhomes

Description Lot Disposition

Housing Type:
Courtyard Townhomes
Frontage: Courtyard
Lot Size: 17,000 SF
Zoning: R1
Units/Acre: 47

Year Built: 1928

General Zoning Code Criteria

R3 R2 R1 RH

Existing Condition Yes MNo |Yes No |Yes MNo |Yes No
Height 35 ft X X X X
Density 19 units X X X X
Front Setback 0ft X X X X
Side/Rear Setback 10 ft X X X X
Lot Coverage 70% X X X X
Building Length 40 X X X X
Landscaping 25% X X X X
Outdoor Area 95 sq ft/unit X X X X

I S I E—
Summary

These courtyard townhomes are accessed by a common landscaped courtyard. These apartments on a very
large 17,000 square foot lot achieve a density of 47 units per acre. The building type utilizes a raised courtyard
frontage type with no setback. The ground floor units are elevated over tuck-under garages.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the RH zone. Building height is
allowed in the R2 and R1 zones, but exceeds allowed density and lot coverage in all but the RH zone.
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Type Courtyard Corridor Apartments

Description Lot Disposition

Housing Type: Corridor Apts
Frontage: Courtyard

Lot Size: 10,000 5F

Zoning: R2 (RH)

Units/Acre: 95

Year Built: 1929

General Zoning Code Criteria

R3 R2 R1 RH

Existing Condition Yes No |Yes MNo |Yes No |Yes No
Height 40 ft X X X X
Density 22 units X X X X
Front Setback 4 ft X X X X
Side/Rear Setback 9-12 fi X X X X
Lot Coverage 54% X X X X
Building Length 40 ft X X X X
Landscaping 46% X X X X
Outdoor Area 114 sq ft/unit X X X X

I S S E—
Summary

These courtyard corridor apartments on a 10,000 square foot lot achieve a density of 95 units per acre. The
building type utilizes a raised and landscaped courtyard frontage type with a small setback. Some first floor
units have doors opening directly onto the courtyard. Privacy is offered by the ground floor units being raised
to the same elevation as the courtyard. No off-street parking is provided.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the RH zone. Building height is
allowed in the R2 and R1 zones, but exceeds allowed density in all but the RH zone and lot coverage in the
R3 and R2 zones.
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Type Large Lot Courtyard Apartments

Description

Lot Disposition

Housing Type:
Courtyard Apartments
Frontage: Courtyard
Lot Size: 15,000 SF
Zoning: RH
Units/Acre: 114

Year Built: 1926

General Zoning Code Criteria

R3 R2 R1 RH
Existing Condition Yes No |Yes No |Yes No |Yes No

Height 32 ft X X X X
Density 39 units X X X X
Front Setback 5ft X X X X
Side/Rear Setback 5-10 ft X X X X
Lot Coverage 70% X X X X
Building Length 44 ft X X X X
Landscaping 20% X X X X
Outdoor Area 64 sq ft/unit X X X X

I I N B

Summary

This large lot coutyard apartment building contains 39 stacked units. The ground floor is partially submerged
resulting in the 3-story building only reaching a height of 32 feet. The building wings have minimal setback, but
the courtyard landscaping helps to provide privacy. No off-street parking is provided.

Could a project of similar density and scale be built today in the multi-dwelling zones?

Considering mainly density and scale, a similar project could only be built in the RH zone. Overall,

building height is allowed in all the zones, but exceeds allowed density and lot coverage in all but the RH
zone.
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Recent Multi-Family Case Studies
(built in the last 10 years)

The purpose of the following case studies is to provide a snapshot description of various proj-
ects that have been built within the last ten years under Portland’s current zoning code regula-
tions. This selection focuses on examples of developments that contribute to city policy goals
for housing supportive of healthy active living, such as by including spaces for recreation or
growing food, contributing to pedestrian connections, and other HEAL (Healthy Eating Active
Living) approaches.

R2 Zoning
Name: Miraflores
Address: 8901 N. Newell
Developer: Hacienda CDC
Pattern Area: Inner
Neighborhood: Portsmouth
Typology: Stacked Courtyard Multiplex
Height: Three Stories

Market Rate or ABordable: Affordable

Tenure: Rental

Number of Buildings: 3

Number of Units: 32

Lot Size: 1.15 ac (50,094 sf)

Density: 28 ufac

HEAL Amenities: Courtyard, Play Area, Connection to active transportation
Parking: Off-street, Surface
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Miraflores, Portsmouth Neighborhood, Portland, Oregon.

Planning Context

Miraflores is an aBordable housing multi-plex development consisting of 32 stacked units on an R2 zoned lot in
the Portsmouth neighborhood. This development sits on a mostly square lot slightly larger than an acre at the
end of a cul-de-sac and achieves a density of 28 units per acre.

Site Configuration and Amenities

The site plan wraps three buildings around a central L-shaped courtyard providing active, outdoor space for
residents. The short leg of the courtyard provides the primary access from the surface parking lot found along
the edge of the property to the interior of the project. The long leg of the courtyard terminates at an improved
pedestrian connection providing access to the Peninsula Crossing Multi-Use Trail. Each entry to the courtyard is
punctuated with wooden arbors and the most centrally located feature is child play equipment.

The courtyard space, including walking paths, is 33 feet across with the structures setback behind landscaping

8-15 feet depending on facade articulation. This condition works to improve privacy for ground floor units. The
number of units and outdoor amenities on this size of lot is mainly accomplished by stacking the units.
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R1 Zoning

Name: Kah San Chako Haws or "East House"
Address: 9707 SE Holgate Blvd

Developer: Rey Espana, NAYA Family Center
Pattern Area: Eastern Neighborhoods
Neighborhood: Lents

Typology: Stacked Courtyard Apartments
Height: Three Stories

Market Rate or ABordable: Affordable

Tenure: Rental

Number of Buildings: 1

Number of Units: 9

Lot Size: 0.19ac (8,139 sf)

Density: 47 ufac

HEAL Amenities: Courtyard, Bike Storage
Parking: No off-street parking provided
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Planning Context
Kah San Chako Haws, or “East House” is a single 9-unit stacked aBordable housing apartment building on an
8,139 square foot lot zoned R1 in the eastern Portland neighborhood of Lents.

Site Configuration and Amenities

The site plan places the structure to the east side of the lot in order to provide additional common courtyard
space on the west. Access to the units is provided through paved and landscaped walkways on each side of the
building that lead to open air covered stairways. A landscaped 15-foot setback makes room for a rain garden
stormwater facility that is traversed by a bridge. This creates a sense of entry that also identifies the transition
from the public street to semi private zones within the lot.
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R1 Zoning

Name:

Address:

Developer:

Pattern Area:
Neighborhood:
Typology:

Height:

Market Rate or ABordable:
Tenure:
Number of Buildings:
Number of Units:

Lot Size:

Density:

HEAL Amenities:

Parking:

Planning Context

Stephens Creek Crossing is a large scale complete redevelopment of a previous aBordable housing
development that had suBered from significant deferred maintenance. This redevelopment resulted in an
increase of total number of dwelling units and a broader mix of incomes.

The R2 zoning across the three lots that comprise the project allows 143 units by-right. It is worth noting that
the lot abutting the main entrance corridor is used for community uses, including a community center and

children’s center.
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Stephens Creek Crossing
6715-6861 SW 26th Way
Home Forward

Western Neighborhoods
Multnomah Village/Hillsdale
Large Multi-plex

Three Stories

Affordable
Rental/Ownership

20

122

6.6 ac (287,436 sf) over 3 lots
19.5 u/ac

Courtyard/Play Space/Child Care

Off-street, Surface
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Stephens Creek Crossing, Hillsdale Neighborhood, Fortland, Oregon.

Site Configuration and Amenities

The site is ringed with buildings facing onto a private loop drive that provides access and parking. In the interior
of the block created by the loop drive are four buildings arranged in a canted position perpendicular to the
perimeter buildings. These canted buildings frame five individual courtyard spaces. Each courtyard space is
programmed diBerently with two oBering child play equipment where the remaining three are open sodded
areas acting as attached greens. The buildings demonstrate a preferred arrangement as they face many of the
windows and doors onto the loop road and internal courtyards oBering supervision of the outdoor spaces from
residents within. A large community garden space is oBered in partnership with the neighboring church.

The various courtyards oBer ample opportunity for pedestrian connectivity within the site itself. While
pedestrian connections create access to streets beyond the project site, the cul-de-sac was not connected to
the adjacent street grid network, a missed opportunity for improved connectivity.

Detailing of the buildings and use of color are consistent based on placement within the project. This helps
create a sense of place and contributes to wayfinding and mental mapping. The open air stairwells of the outer
perimeter buildings are punctuated by using a bold color. The inner perimeter buildings are detailed such
that the fagade facing into the courtyards present a similar bold color that surrounds private patio space and
the second floor. The remaining canted buildings are relatively muted in comparison, yet oBer dynamism and
movement to the properly sized courtyard spaces.
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R1 Zoning

Name: Daybreak Cohousing
Address: 2525 N. Killingsworth
Developer: Multiple Partners

Pattern Area: Inner Neighborhoods
Neighborhood: Overlook

Typology: Stacked Courtyard Housing
Height: Two to Four Stories

Market Rate or ABordable: Market Rate

Tenure: Rental/Ownership

Number of Buildings: 4

Number of Units: 30

Lot Size: 0.62ac (27,000 sf)

Density: 48.4 ufac

HEAL Amenities: Courtyard/Play Space/Secure Bike Storage/Community

Center/Guest Room/Gardens

Parking: One ADA Off-Street Space
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Daybreak Cohousing, Arbor Lodge Neighborhood, Portland, Oregon.

Planning Context
Daybreak is a stacked unit courtyard cohousing development consisting of 30 units on a lot zoned R1. This lot
was created by aggregating multiple lots.

Site Configuration and Amenities

Stacking the units allowed the creation of a central courtyard that preserves a large maple tree. The units vary
from one, two, and three bedrooms. One configuration oBers a two-story arrangement with bedrooms upstairs
like that of a townhouse.

The ground floor and basement of one of the buildings is the Common House, which oBers a variety of
community amenities. The basement of the Common House oBers utilitarian space, such as additional storage,
secure bicycle storage and repair, a general workshop, and laundry room. The ground floor provides large group
meal prep and eating space, a great room, a family room, a kid’s room, spiritual space, and two guest rooms
which residents of the development may reserve.
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RX Zoning

Name: The Rose Apartments

Address: 9850 NE Everett

Developer: Gordon Jones, Rose Holdings LLC
Pattern Area: Eastern Neighborhoods
Neighborhood: Hazelwood

Typology: Large Lot Multiplex

Height: Four Stories

Market Rate or ABordable: Market Rate / Affordable

Tenure: Rental

Number of Buildings: 2

Number of Units: 45

Lot Size: 1.02ac (44,431 sf)

Density: 44ufac

HEAL Amenities: Bike Storage, Raised Garden Beds
Parking: Off-street, Surface
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The Rose Apartments, Gateway Regional Center, Fortland, Oregon.

Planning Context
The Rose Apartments are two buildings totaling 45 units on a lot slightly larger than an acre in the Gateway
Regional Center. This large lot was created by assembling a handful of smaller lots.

Site Configuration and Amenities

The lot that the two buildings sits on extends through the block the full depth. The structures on the lot are
positioned with a reduced setback in order to front the adjacent streets and screen the surface parking lot.
The landscaped setback oBers some separation from those passing by on the sidewalk. The interior of the lot
is raised garden beds and bike storage facilities. The project provides easy access with a crosswalk to connect
across the street to the I-205 Multi-Use Path. A one-way private street (from NE 97th to 99th) provides vehicular
and bicycle/pedestrian access to the parking lot.
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Best Practices Research
Highlights

The purpose of the following best practices research is to gather ideas, strategies, and policies
applicable to the physical development of new multifamily zoning code regulations and that
have demonstrated, or have the potential to produce desirable results, in regards to the Better
Housing by Design topic areas.

« Missing Middle Housing is a range of multi-unit building types that can fit seamlessly into residential
neighborhoods.

« Form-Based Codes regulate by desired built form outcomes, instead of focusing on uses or density.
+ Lean Development Codes look to reduce barriers to economic, community, and real estate development.

« Cottage Cluster housing arrangements oBer an innovative housing model that creates the potential for
homeownership in medium density development.

« Courtyard housing is a development model that oBen complements the built and natural context while
accomodating density and providing amenities desired by potential tenants.

« Development oriented to pedestrian streets provide opportunity for necessary pedestrian connections
without the level of engineering and cost of a standard street.

« Individual projects of note demonstrate creative and positive design outcomes by private design
practitioners.

Missing Middle Housing

Current best practices regarding multi-dwelling regulations tend to revolve around Form-Based Codes (see
section below) and modifying regulations to allow a broader range of multi-dwelling building types that fall into
the ‘Missing Middle’ housing category.

Daniel Parolek, of Opticos Design, coined the term *“Missing Middle’ Middle” and defines it as as, “a range

of multi-unit or clustered housing types compatible with single-family homes that help meet the growing
demand for walkable urban living.” Missing Middle building types range from duplexes, tri-plexes and four-
plexes to courtyard apartment and bungalow courts, to townhouses, multi-plexes, and live-work buildings.

They tend to be built within an existing or newly created walkable urban context. The buildings oBen fall into a
medium-density range, between 16 dwelling units per acre (du/acre) up to 35 du/acre, but visually fit into the
neighborhood. These densities correspond to what is allowed in Portland’s R3, R2, and R1 multi-dwelling zones.
An area of middle-density-housing that provides 16 du/acre tends to be the bare minimum density needed to be
transit-supportive and help make neighborhood-serving, walkable commercial areas attainable. At 16 du/acre,
oB-street parking may need to be limited to one parking space per unit.
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Missing Middle Housing types diagram (via Opticos Design, Berkeley, CA)

Form-Based Codes

Around the country, Form-Based Codes are increasingly being applied to deliver more “predictable built
results and high-quality public realm by using physical form rather than focusing on separation of uses as the
organizing principle for the code.” (Form-Based Code Institute). Form-Based Codes are also helping to generate
more and better middle housing building types that could be appropriate in Portland’s multi-dwelling zones
and that accommodate a broad diversity of household types.

In contrast, many existing current zoning tools—Euclidean zoning tools that define and sometimes separate
zones by use - utilize approaches criginally based on auto-oriented, suburban development. Not surprisingly,
these tools oBen produce auto-dependent patterns of development and oBen tend to undermine communities’
and cities’ climate and social equity policies.

In contrast to conventional zoning codes that focus on the separation of land uses and the control of
development by regulating out undesirable conditions, Form-Based Codes oBen tend to lean focus on preferred
outcomes, determined by the community and the context of new development, and use visual guides to
provide clarity regarding intended outcomes.

Responses from private developers and builders are have generally been positive toward Form-Based Codes,
due in part to their reliance on graphic communication to set clear expectations. Site constraints and preferred
outcomes are readily ascertained in one or two locations within the code.

Though Form-Based Codes have been around since the 1980s, very few jurisdictions have adopted a complete
City-wide Form-Based Code approach. Generally, most municipalities that have implemented this approach
have done so in smaller areas that require heightened sensitivity due to historic or predominantly single-family
character, where architecture and scale/density transitions are of high importance. It is more common for codes
to include a mix of form-based and use-based regulations.

An example of the visual quality of form-based code prepared for the City of Cincinnati by Opticos Design can be
seen below:
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Example of visual format of form-based code (via missingmiddlehousing.com)

Form-Based Codes used around the country; some locations include:

» MNashville, TN

» Cincinnati, OH
» Livermore, CA
» Ithaca, NY

- Denver, CO

» Fremont, CA

The Community Character Manual in Nashville, Tennessee, provides detailed policy guidance for the built
environment with design principles to address access, building form and site design, connectivity (for
pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles), landscaping and lighting, parking, and signage and wayfinding.

In Cincinnati, Ohio, the city’s Form-Based Code, regulates for placemaking rather than for separate uses. This
Form-Based Code includes a palette of preferable building types for a range of place contexts, from more urban
to less urban. For each context area, visual details of lot depth and width, building orientation and placement,
height, setbacks for various building types complement the narrative describing intent and desired forms.
Similarly, in Livermore, California, on the eastern edge of the San Francisco Bay Area, the city’s Form-Based Code
graphically describes a palette of preferable or allowable building types. A range of multi-dwelling types are
described, from duplexes to multi-plexes—the full range of missing middle housing types.
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In Ithaca, New York, the Form-Based Code for the Collegetown Area similarly regulates form, but also addresses
activation of the street—street facade standards, location and number of doors and entry-ways.

In 2010, Denver, Colorado adopted a new form-based zoning code applied city-wide. This new zoning code is
based on a series of contexts where form-based elements regulate all building types. The Denver Zoning Code
is organized by neighborhood contexts which sets standards for compatible development. The neighborhood
contexts are distinguished from one another by their physical and functional characteristics including but not
limited to:

. Street, alley and block patterns

. Building placement and height

. Diversity, distribution and intensity of land uses
. Diversity of mobility options

The neighborhood contexts are categorized as: Suburban Neighborhood, Urban Edge Neighborhood, Urban
Neighborhood, General Urban Neighborhood, Urban Center Neighborhood, Downtown Neighborhood, and
Special Context & Districts.

Fremont, California applied a Form-Based Codes approach specifically to areas surrounding Downtown called
City Center Sub-Areas and as a supporting Multi-Family Design Guidelines document. These eBorts are relevant
to the Better Housing by Design Project focus areas in Portland’s eastern neighborhoods, as Fremont similarly
has a stated goal of evolving from an “auto-oriented suburb into a sustainable, strategically urban, modern city”

Lean Development Codes

The Department of Housing and Urban Development has found that unnecessary government regulations
increase the cost of constructing housing by up to 25 percent. The Project for Lean Urbanism, a cadre of
practitioners and governmental and private organizations, looks to make small-scale development and
entrepreneurship faster and more aBordable by providing tools and reducing the burden of government
regulations.

According to this website, Lean Urbanism is an approach to community-building that requires fewer resources
and reduces obstacles to economic, community, and real estate development. It is a response to the
requirements, complexities and costs that disproportionately burden small-scale developers, builders, and
entrepreneurs.

In an attempt to encourage infill development in targeted areas, some municipalities are working to reduce
barriers to development by reducing the amount of “red tape” in the code and application processes through
the creation of what are being called Pink Zones. Pink Zones are an area where the red tape is reduced and
where new protocols are pre-negotiated and experiments are conducted, all with the goal of removing
impediments to economic, community, and real estate development.

Suggestions for creating leaner codes include:

» Adopt simplified codes that enable small-scale development and business and that demystify and simplify
requirements.
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« Lean Reuse and Renovation: Identifying and removing barriers to bringing abandoned orill-used buildings
back to productive life, avoiding the trap of spending more to meet building codes than the rehabbed value
of the building.

«  Cities that use the International Building Code can adopt the Existing Building Code to encourage
renovation.

«  Live-Work — Make provisional changes to existing codes that can facilitate the building of live-work units as a
flexible, low-cost way to provide housing and work space in combination.

« Lean Code Tool: When overhaul of a city’s zoning code is not an option, this tool can be used to identify how
the code addresses issues that aBect Lean Urbanism, such as maximum lot size, building height and size,
fees, and parking. The tool then advises tweaks that will allow small-scale development.

« Neighborhood Code Generator: A forthcoming tool to be developed with a Knight Cities Challenge grant that
allows neighborhood groups to create locally determined overlays that define and protect neighborhood
character and provide guidance and certainty to developers.

Large municipalities experimenting with this approach include Phoenix and Detroit. In addition, four small

to mid-size cities have been selected to implement pilot projects where the project team will work with city
authorities, entrepreneurs, activists, and nonprofits to select a neighborhood, identify impediments to small-
scale projects, create an action plan of projects to begin the revitalization, and develop a custom kit of tools to
make them possible. These cities include Lafayette, Louisiana; Chattanooga, Tennessee; Saint Paul, Minnesota;
and Savannah, Georgia.

Locally, Tigard, Oregon is employing this process in the revitalization of Tigard Triangle, a 450-acre area within
the city that lacks a clear identity. The goal is to reposition this area as a vibrant, mixed-use district.

Cottage Cluster Housing Codes

Another set of codes, Cottage Housing Zoning Codes, have generated opportunities for higher-density housing
developments that do not necessarily fit the traditional mold of multi-dwelling building types. The cottage
housing type preserves the personal space and privacy of a detached house, butin a smaller and less costly
unit. These smaller units, oBen between 700 sf and 900 sf, are usually clustered around a shared or commaon
open space feature orin the form of a shared parking court. This approach serves as another way to integrate
higher-density with a lower profile into a predominantly single-family residential neighborhood context.

Cottage Clusters, sometimes called Pocket Neighborhoods, have proved a desirable arrangement in allowing
opportunity for home ownership in areas zoned for multifamily by providing more housing choice. The smaller
footprints of the units allow for increased density over single-family homes, yet oBer a tradeo® by providing
child play space, gardens, and sometimes a common house for communal activities. A large number of these
types of developments are found in the Puget Sound area where new codes have been developed specifically
to address and encourage these housing types. In Washington, cottage cluster zoning codes have been
implemented in
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larger cities (Seattle) to smaller suburban cities (Kirkland) and town and villages (Langley). It should be noted
that units may be detached or attached.

In Kirkland's planning processes, these types of developments showed the most promise as models for
garnering community support while also providing additional housing choice. As a result of this, the Kirkland
Planning Commission adopted an interim ordinance to test these ideas (which later became permanent).

The goals of this cottage cluster ordinance were to:

« Increase the housing supply and housing style choices in ways that are compatible with existing single-
family communities

«  Promote housing aBordability by encouraging smaller homes

« Amend codes with language that encourages innovative housing projects, and to

« Regulate innovative housing projects through a permanent ordinance

Code specifics vary across jurisdictions in the Puget Sound Region, but key commaonalities include minimum
lot sizes, variability in allowable density, architectural design guidelines, and open space requirements. The
amount of required open space across jurisdictions is comparable at 400 square feet per unit. Additional
incentives and bonus units are oBen provided for the creation of an aBordable unit within the project. These
cottage cluster codes typically apply as options in single-family zones, providing greater allowances for density
in exchange for limits on the size of the cottage units.

ow o= -

Danielson Grove Site Plan (via The Cottage Company) shows home clustered around central open space.
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Third Street Cottages, Langley WA cluster around common green. (Image via The Cottage Company)
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High density apartments in Pasadena, CA are arranged around a central courtyard. (Image via HotPads.com).

Courtyard Housing Ordinance

Concerned about the type of multi-family being built, in 1989, the City of Pasadena, California implemented the
“City of Gardens” Ordinance. This approach was intended to break a pattern of long, narrow multi-family units
builtin rows, with asphalt dominating the open space.

This ordinance was intended to respond to the most noticeable and important qualities of Pasadena
neighborhood character, identified as being courtyards, lawns, and flowers.

The standards require all new multi-family projects consisting of three or more units to have a garden or
landscaped court as their focus. This main garden takes up 17-20 percent of a lot. To oBset the increase in open
space requirements, the standard allows buildings in some cases to be constructed at the side and rear property
lines without a setback.

The City of Gardens standards only apply in the city’s medium to high density multi-family zones. It does not
apply to downtown districts or to mixed use zones. Contemporary reviews of the decades old code update
have been positive. Reviews state that the development built under the ordinance has successfully mediated
the diBering residential densities of the single-family house and the stacked flat apartment building through an
urban form focused on human scale and gardens, and that the code has revived a traditional courtyard dwelling
type.
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Housing oriented to a pedestrian street in Gresham, Oregon.

Pedestrian Streets

A pedestrian street, sometimes called a Rosewalk, is a pedestrian-only street defined by building frontages and
providing the primary pedestrian access to those buildings. This typology could be considered a derivative of
courtyard housing, but where cottage clusters and courtyard housing tend to be insular, pedestrian streets serve
a connectivity function. A pedestrian street may be formal with a central focal point and seating area, or may
be more naturalistic in design. Pedestrian streets present builders and developers the opportunity to improve
pedestrian connectivity and reduce the need for vehicular right-of-ways. Additionally, these connections can
serve to provide linkages that oBer connections between larger community open or civic spaces. In a location
with steep topography, the units can be arranged to step up the slope with a pedestrian staircase in the center.

Narrower pedestrian streets are sometimes called Paseos. The diBerence between a Rosewalk and a Paseo is
largely the width and number of homes facing the space. A Paseo is likely to be narrower and more functional
in how connectivity is provided. Paseos are narrow pedestrian ways that cut through blocks oBering an
opportunistic pass through, shortening a route in a location containing longer vehicular blocks. The treatment
and landscaping of a Paseo vary based on context.

Alocal example includes the pedestrian street found within the Belmont Dairy Townhomes in inner southeast
Portland (see image). This pedestrian accessway provides connection through to a shared parking court from
surrounding streets.
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Belmont Dairy Townhomes Pedestrian Street, Portland, Oregon.
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Innovative Design Solutions

While the variety of innovative new housing codes may not resolve the all the challenges Portland encounters
related to multi-dwelling development, especially in East Portland, there are promising new tools and
opportunity to regulate for better multi-dwelling outcomes. At the design level, some private design
practitioners have successfully demonstrated an ability to rethink lot configurations through site and building
design, particularly by having elements of the site plan perform multiple functions.

Living Streets and Shared Space

Recent notable multi-dwelling development projects, both internationally and nationally, provide examples of
how parking access, common space, and stormwater functions might take place within the same space.
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Wallingford Townhomes, Seattle, WA. A cluster of townhomes around a garden courtyard. {Image via b3 Architects).

Wallingford Townhouses, Seattle, Washington

The Wallingford townhome project has multiple “fronts™- to Wallingford Avenue, internally between the
structures, and to each side along the shared parking access. The true front of the project is the one internal to
the site, defining a centrally located outdoor space that is terraced and sheltered with direct views to and from
each of the eleven homes. Accessed between the structures, the courtyard space connects to the lower outdoor
shared parking access.
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Avariety of paving types for various functions within a singular shared space. {Image via Payton Chung, UL!.)

Sofia Lofts, San Diego, California

The Sofia LoBs, in the Golden Hill neighborhood in San Diego, California, integrates contemporary design
with an historic three-bedroom house on the site. It consists of 16 units varying from studios, to one- and two-
bedroom rentals, to the three-bedroom house. Its common areas serve primarily as social spaces—BBQ grill

area, a lounge area, and space for outdoor movies and other activities—and secondarily as driveway access to
several garages.
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Blackbirds, Echo Park, California

Blackbirds, in the Echo Park neighborhood in Los Angeles, California, is a cluster of 18 homes (attached and
detached) built around a “living street”, an interior courtyard that is made up of landscaping and parking areas
yet still provides space for a variety of social and play functions.
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2/3rds Project site plan via Guerilla Development, interlocking courtyards colored green.

2/3rds Project, St. Johns, Portland, Oregon

The 2/3rds Project is a mixed-use development that integrates open space and private, semi-public courtyard
spaces into the design. Each dwelling unit has direct access to outdoor courtyard space and pavers are used to

delineate primary site circulation area.
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Parking Lot Conversion

New paving material provides permeability for rain water runoff and turns an auto-dominated parking lot into
shared courtyard space. Portland, Oregon.

This 1960's apartment building in Portland's Northwest District was originally fronted by an asphalt parking lot.
The asphalt was replaced by permeable pavers, and highlights possibilities for converting surface parking lots
into spaces that can provide a stormwater management function, while potentially serving as multi-functional
courtyard space. The courtyard perimeter has been reconfigured with wood slat screens to delineate circulation
paths, create zones of semi-private space, and add warmth to the palate of materials.

This project was also provided additional architectural interest and functionality through a zinc rain screen

cladding system. Windows were enlarged to provide better daylight, while the interiors feature sliding
translucent glass doors to both allow for light and to provide privacy when needed.
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A Pedestrianized Village in a Suburban Context
- ‘i/;"’? = . .

The NaerHeden master planned community offers housing choice, car-share, and common use parking courts.

The residential master planned community of NaerHeden is 20-minutes by train outside of Copenhagen
Denmark. It was designed to reframe suburban living by giving residents opportunities for aBordable housing,
with individuality, diversity, and community. The project contains a variety of housing choices, private gardens,
public spaces, and walking paths.

Commaon use parking courts enable better use of limited ground area by eBicient grouping of parking at

the project perimeter, leaving the interior of the project prioritized for pedestrians and community space.

The project partnered with a car-share company to eliminate the need for private automobile storage for
households that only drive occasionally. Nearby transit also allows residents the option to live without needing
to own an automobile.
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EXHIBIT B

Appendix F
Better Housing by Design - Displacement Risk Analysis

Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
Innovation. Collaboration. Practical Solutions.

MEMO

DATE: May 31, 2018
TO: Bill Cunningham
FROM: Hick Kobel

Tom Armstrong

SUBJECT: Better Housing by Design displacement risk analysis

The 2035 Comprohensive Plan policy 5.15 directs City agoncies to evaluate new plans and investments
for the potential to cause displacement or increase housing costs in vulnerable communitios. This
analysis prosents the methodology and findings to evaluate the potential for incroased risk of

displacement due to the proposed changes to the multi-dwelling zones in the Botter Housing by Design
project.

Key findings

* The most significant proposed change is in the R3, R2, R1 (RM1 and RM2) zones to move from
regulating development intensity by unit density (units per acre of site area) to building scale
(floor-area ratio, or FAR) that will allow for a broader range of housing types and potentially
more units.

*  Most of the development capacity in the multi-dwelling zones is through redevelopment of
oxisting development. Only 16% of tho future development capacity is on vacant land.

* The proposed changos could trigger a minor increaseo in redevelopment sitos, especially in
vulnerable communities, which could increase the risk of displacoment.

*  Most of the additional redevelopment sites are single-family houses, where about 60% aro
owner-occupied.

* The greatost risk for displacoment would be with the redevelopment of multi-dwelling
structures, but the analysis indicates that very fow properties (10 to 24 sites with up to 67
units) have low enough values to be feasible for redevelopment.

* In addition, few (6 to 16) of these multi-dwelling structures are in vulnerable communities on

larger lots (groater 8,000 square feot) that might be at greater risk of increased
redevelopment.
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Summary of proposed changes

The Better Housing by Design projoct is rovising the design and development standards in Portland’s
multi-dwelling residential baso zones outside the Central City. The proposed changes address four key
concepts:

* Expand diversity of housing options and affordability

* Enhance outdoor space and green eloments

*  Adjust building dosign and scale

* Focus on East Portland standards and street connections

Multi-dwelling zones provide affordable housing opportunities. A large portion of Portland’s new
affordable housing is doveloped in the multi-dwelling zonos. Thoso medium- and higher-density zones
will continue to play a critical role in providing a broad range of housing to meet the noeds of all
Portlanders.

The livability and quality of multi-dwoelling housing has a disproportionate impact on the quality of life
of poople of color and low-income households because larger proportions of these populations live in
multi-dwelling housing than the goneral population.

In general, the Bettor Housing by Dosign proposal promotes equity by providing incentives for the
creation of new affordable housing and for preserving existing affordable housing. The proposals also
contribute to equity through roquirements for “visitable™ housing that is physically-accessible to
people with a range of abilitios, provisions that address the need for street connections and outdoor
spacos in East Portland.

The most significant change from current regulations is a proposal in the R3, R2, R1 (RM1 and RM2)
zones to move from regulating development intensity by unit density (units per acre of site area) to an
approach that regulates by building scale - primarily floor-area ratios (FAR) in combination with
building height limits and other development standards. ' Generally, the new zones continue the
current zones’ basic dovelopment parameters, such as building height, building coverage, and
landscaping, but the shift to rogulate by building scalo croates more floxibility to deveolop a range of
housing options, and potentially more units. Consequently, the ability to dovelop more units or a
different housing type (townhouse versus apartments) could lead to more redevelopment which would
increase the risk of displacement in vulnerable communitios.

! The intensity of development in each zone is regulated by floor-area ratic or “FAR™ (an FAR of 1 to 1 means
5,000 square feet of building floor area is allowed on a site with 5,000 square feet of land). Each zone includes a
base FAR that will apply to most development, as well as a bonus FAR for projects that provide community
benefits, such as affordable housing. The RH zone currently regulates intensity/density in this way.
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Methodology and results

This analysis used a four-step approach to analyze the displacomont risk of the Better Housing by
Design project:
1. Identify recent development trends in multi-dwelling zones to derive a strike price (land
valuation) for new development.
2. Model the proposed changes in the Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI) development capacity
model.
3. ldentify new sites that would be more likely redevelop from the BLI model results.
4. Analyzo thoseo sites by location, site size, tenuro, and existing economic vulnerability.

This approach considers the redevelopment potential of a parcol based on the cost to purchase the
land and the intensity of tho existing use on the sito. It is focused on identifying situations where
displacement might occur if tho redevelopment parcel is a renter-occupied home or multi-family unit.
It is loss concerned with homeowners, who could voluntarily sell their home.

Step 1: Developing a strike price using pre-development transactions

The change to the floor-area ratio (FAR) allowances in R3, R2, and R1 zones might make sites more
attractive to rodovelopment. This is because dovelopers are generally able to pay a higher price to
acquire the land due to the fact that more units could be developed.

With this logic in mind, BPS staff noeded to undorstand what developers have beon willing to pay to
acquire land for multi-dwoelling redovelopment. Staff first looked at all rocent residential development
permits that occurred in multi-dwelling zones since 2014. There were 606 now construction permits
issued in multi-dwelling zones (R3, R2, R1 and RH) boatweoen January 2014 and January 2018 for multi-
dwelling projects. These project typeos include duplexes, townhousos and apartments. Staff researched
the sales history of oach individual permit to determine the site purchase price prior to dovelopment.
In casos of multiple transactions prior to permit issuance, caro was taken to solect the appropriate pro-
development transaction that reflected what the developer paid for the parcel (land and existing
structures). All transaction values were adjusted for inflation to 2017 dollars using CPI-U West. The
rosulting datasot contains 342 transactions.

Becauso the housing market varies across different parts of the city, the multi-dwelling zones woro
divided into ten subareas that have similar market characteristics. Staff thon analyzed tho pro-
dovelopment transaction values in each market area (Figure 1). Due to sample size issues and the
variability of values within the dataset, staff constructed a margin of error (at 90% confidence level)
around tho average transaction values. The upper and lower bounds of the margins of error were used
to assoss the redevolopment potential, discussed in Step 3 bolow.

In general, citywide transaction values ranged from $25-575 per square foot of site area. As shown in
Figure 1, thoso values vary by location and base zone. In goneral, inner Portland locations and highor
density zones have higher transaction values. East Portland and along 82™ Avenue tend to have lower
values in the $30 range. To put it another way, developers are willing to pay up to 5100 per square foot
for sites in Inner Portland, but less than 525 per square foot in East Portland.
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Figure 1: Distribution analysis of pre-development transaction land values by multi-dwelling zone and by market subarea. The
shaded bars are the interquartile range (the 25™ through the 75 percentile), the solid lines within each shaded box are the
median of the distribution, the dots are outliers in the distribution, and the “whiskers™ or line segments show the range of the
data {minimum and maximum} excluding the outliers.

Step 2: Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI) capacity model output

The (BLI) development capacity analysis is a GIS model that quantifies the
future development capacity in Portland under current or proposed zoning regulations. It identifies
sitos that are vacant or developed that significantly undorutilize their allowed dovelopment capacity.
This model was used throughout the 2035 Comprehensive Plan process to assess alternative
development standards. The modol consists of threo stops:

1. Calculate oxisting dovelopment and allowed development limits.

2. ldentify constrained properties that are not likely to develop (e.g., natural or historic
resources).

3. ldentify dovolopment parcels that significantly underutilize their allowed dovelopment
capacity.

Using the proposed development standards in the Botter Housing by Design projoct, staff identified
sitos that significantly underutilize their allowed development capacity. Thoso sites are compared to
sitos that are identified as likely to redevelop under the adopted 2035 Comprohensive Plan. The
difference botweoon these two model outputs served as the basis for analysis in Stop 3. In othor words,
this oxorcise identified the new sites that weore flagged as undorutilized under the proposed
development standards.
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Step 3: Apply the strike price analysis to the BLI capacity model
output

With the land valuos for market subareas established in 5tep 1 and the underutilized sitos identified in
Step 2, staff wore able identify the sites that were more likely to redevelop under the proposed
dovelopment standards. If the real market value (RMV) per square foot of an underutilized site (Step 3)
in a given zone and market area was below the land value strike price (Step 1), then the site was
flaggod as more likely to redovelop under the proposed development standards. For example, consider
R2-zoned land in East Portland. The average strike price was 524 per square foot. If the RMV per square
foot of a parcel identified as underutilized from 5tep 3 fell below 524 per square foot, that parcel was
flaggod as more likely to redovelop under the proposed dovelopment standards of tho Better Housing
by Design project.

Bocauso of the variability in the dataset, staff used the margins of error from Step 1 to construct a
confidence interval showing tho reasonable range of the number of parcols that aro moro likely to
redevelop under the project’s revised standards. This method allows the measuroment of displacemont
risk to be more sensitive to variations within the data, and it is a more conservative approach that
holps mitigato potential under-counting.

Step 4: Deeper dive into redevelopable parcels

Once parcels woro idontified as having an increased risk of redevelopment, staff looked more closely
into the sites. They examined the property type (e.g., single-family, multi-family, or another use), the
probable tenure (i.e., renter- or owner-occupied houses), site sizes, the number of units in multi-
family developments, and the demographic composition (i.e., economic vulnerability) of the areas that
wore affocted most.

LB Est. uB LB Est. UB LB Est. UB
82nd Avenue & 27 47 7 29 44 0 1 2
Central City 1 3 4 1 & 7 1 2 5
East Portland 1 17 68 2 13 7 0 3 12
Foster/Tabor/Powell 3 15 26 2 1 19 0 1 2
Inner Southeast 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Interstate/MLK 0 1 4 2 2 4 0 0 0
Mortheast 1 5 12 4 8 12 0 1 1
Sellwood 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0
St. Johns/Peninsula 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0
Westside 1 2 10 1 5 13 0 1 1
Grand Total 15 fo 174 19 74 139 1 9 23

Table 1: Lower-bound (LB) and upper-bound (UB) estimates for the number of sites that would be at increased risk of
redevelopment under the proposed Better Housing by Design development standards, disaggregated by building type and market
subarea. T Rented single-family units may include vacant units and those whose homeowners have a PO box.
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Table 1 above shows the numbeor of residontial parcels with an increased risk of redevelopment by
property type and tenure. Oveorall, it shows that singlo-family homes are more likely to redevelop. It
shows that botweeon 19 and 139 renter-occupied homes have land values low enough that make it
attractive for redevelopment. It also shows that up to 23 multi-dwelling structures have low enough
values to support redevelopment.

Economic vulnerability

Staff also looked at the rosults based on the economic vulnerability of the neighborhood in which the
parcel is located. Economic vulnerability is moasured across four variables: houscholds that ront;
people who identify with a community of color; people without four-yoar degroes; and low-income
households. These socioeconomic factors indicate a reduced ability to withstand housing market price
increases caused by gentrification, making thom more vulnerable to displacoment.

Better Housing by Design displacement risk and economic vulnerability 2017-18
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Figure 2: Parcels at risk for redevelopment and displacement in multi-dwelling zones under proposed Better Housing by Design
project, with economic vulnerability shown in purple. Included are multi-dwelling unit types and single-family rental units. The
conservative, upper-bound estimate is depicted here.
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Figuroe 2 above shows tho distribution of parcels that aro at risk for redevelopment relative to
vulnerable aroas in the city. It shows that tho highost concentration of parcels is in more vulnerable
areas, primarily East Portland, 82™ Avenue, Foster-Powell, and parts of Cully.

Finally, staff looked at site size. Sites largor than 8,000 square feot offer potontial developers more
flexibility and incroase the likelihood that a site would be redeveloped. The number of single-family
rental units that are on larger lots that are in tracts identified as vulnerable range from 10 to 55, while
the share of multi-family structures ranges from 1 to 16 (Table 2).

LB Est. (1]:] LB Est. Ue
Multi-dwelling structures 1 6 16 1 4 B
Single-family rental 10 35 55 | 3 [ 10
Single-family ownership 8 7 i7 | 4 9 15
Total 19 78 148 I 8 19 30

Table 2: Lower-bound (LB) and upper-bound (UB) estimates for the number of parcels identified as redevelolpable on sites larger
than &,000 square feet.

In conclusion, the proposed changes to devolopment standards from the Better Housing by Design
project will have a minimal increaso in displacoment risk. Although most of theo likely redevelopment
potential falls within vulnerable communities (70% to 83%), the magnitude of the impact is not
significant (up to 65 single-family rentals on large lots and up to 67 multi-dwelling units). The
increased affordable housing dovelopment bonuses in the Better Housing by Design proposal helps to
mitigato this increased risk.
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PBOT is undertaking the Connected Centers
Plan (the Plan) to examine regulatory and
implementation measures that will improve
street connectivity and create more attractive
and integrated neighborhoods and community
spaces. Using the Jade District and Rosewood
neighborhood as case studies, the Plan aims to
achieve new connections and in turn improved
access for walking, bicycling and motor vehicles.

The Plan is a strategy to realize new street

and pathway connections as sites develop on
blocks that do not meet existing connectivity
requirements. Portland's long-range planning
policies call for safe and accessible street and
pedestrian connections, especially within centers,
where more concentrated services and housing
are intended. In order to achieve these goals,

the Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT)

is working with the Bureau of Planning and
Sustainability (BPS) to improve street connectivity
in Jade and Rosewood, explore revisions to the
City’s zoning code development standards, and

revise design standards that shape development in

Portland’s multi-dwelling zones.
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BPS is undertaking the Better Housing by Design
(BHD) project, which is updating multi-dwelling
zoning code regulations to improve development
outcomes outside Portland's Central City. The
project is revising regulations for multi-dwelling
zones (RH, R1, R2, and R3), typically located in and
around centers and corridors, and includes a focus
on East Portland to foster development outcomes
that reflect the area’s distinct characteristics

and needs. PBOT staff have worked with the
BHD team to ensure that the new zoning code
provisions complement the Connected Centers
Plan and support the goal of improving street
connectivity in eastern centers. The Jade and
Rosewood neighborhoods were selected as case
study areas for both BHD and Connected Centers
project because both have areas that are broadly
zoned multi-dwelling and both have poor street
connectivity.
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“The Plan aims to achieve new connections and in
turn improved access for walking, bicycling and motor

vehicles”

Good street connectivity is the backbone of safe,
vibrant and healthy communities. More compact
and connected street networks provide greater
accessibility through more direct routes and
shorter trip distances that generally result in more
people walking, biking and taking transit.

Several parts of Portland do not meet the City's
street spacing standards due to established
development and street grid patterns. Most
Eastern Neighborhoods were developed after the
Second World War prior to annexation into the
City of Portland and were built with large blocks,
deep lots, and many lack basic infrastructure such
as sidewalks. Short of clearing the established
neighborhood and starting over, the city must rely
on new street connections being built through infill
development.

Since the Jade District and Rosewood areas are
already established neighborhoods, this plan
seeks to increase the feasibility of building new
street connections as infill development occurs
(or at a minimum, preventing sites being built in
a manner that precludes a potential connection
in the future). The plan proposes allowing new
streets to be built incrementally (or phases) in
locations where sites are narrow, and the right-of-
way needed for a full width street is not available.
Due to the lack of narrower street improvement
options, often opportunities to build streets

on these sites are missed even if the site does
not meet the City Code required street spacing
standards. The Connected Centers Street Plan

Connected Centers Street Plan | September 2019

proposes allowing the requirement to be split
across multiple properties. This would allow
adjacent properties to share the responsibility of
building a street and only requires a fraction of the
space and cost, e.g. as little as 20 feet of right-of-
way, from each site.

The Plan proposes to complement Better Housing
by Design zoning amendments, such as calculating
development allowances before street dedication
(so that new street connections do not cause the
loss of development opportunity), combined with
new types of narrower connections proposed

in the Connected Centers Street Plan, to make a
substantial difference in reducing the disincentives
and the costs to developers of providing new
public street connections rather than simply
building a private driveway.

While successfully achieving new street
connections will remain opportunistic and
incremental, this is of necessity. PBOT does not
currently have a funding source available to
purchase properties or acquire private property
and remains dependent on connections being
made as infill development occurs. In order to
further increase the feasibility of new connections
in the Jade District and Rosewood area, the
Connected Centers Street Plan proposes a
Transportation System Development Charge
(TSDC) project to provide a way for a city to
contribute to a portion of the cost of a public
connection and to allow for credits/discounts to
the required TSDC for a given development.
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Portland aims to create safe and accessible street and
pedestrian connections, especially within centers, where

more concentrated services and housing are located.

Growth in Centers

Portland is expected to continue growing rapidly
over the next 20 years. According to projections,
260,000 new residents will be added to the
620,000 people who currently live here by the
year 2035. The 2035 Comprehensive Plan, the
City's guide for accommodating this growth, aims
to focus 80% of the growth in centers (including
downtown) and along corridors in an effort to
increase density where there are destinations,
services and good access to transit, bike and
pedestrian infrastructure.

Portland’s centers, including the Central City,
Gateway Regional Center, Town Centers and
Neighborhood Centers, are envisioned as walkable
places with dense concentrations of housing

and commercial destinations, easy access to
well-connected transit, and street and utility
infrastructure that can support dense, growing
communities. However, in many cases the existing
conditions still do not reflect this vision.
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Historical Context

Portland's boundaries have not always extended
as far as they currently do. Over the last

century, Portland has expanded by annexing
unincorporated land from Multnomah County.
Most of the annexed area had already been
developed under County standards prior to being
added to the City with low density housing on
large parcels, connected by a sparse and car-
centric street network that does not meet Portland
connectivity standards. Many of these areas still
retain some of their rural character, and they
continue to have insufficient infrastructure to
meet the needs of residents in regard to walking,
bicycling, and traffic circulation. As a result, many
residents don’t currently have good access to
transit and have few options for getting around
other than driving in private vehicles.

The figure on the following page illustrates that
several Centers are located in relatively recently
annexed Eastern Neighborhoods of Portland.
Though the Comprehensive Plan envisions eastern
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centers as dense, walkable communities, their level
of street connectivity is amongst the lowest in the
City of Portland. Street connectivity is a measure of
the frequency and number of intersections in an
area. Routes between destinations are more direct,
there are more route options and it's easier to get
around in neighborhoods with good connectivity.

The locations of the designated Centers were
officially adopted by City Council through

the passage of the Comprehensive Plan. The
boundaries of the Centers contain residential
areas that are primarily zoned multi-dwelling, as
well as concentrated areas zoned commercial/
mixed-use. But many of the parcels in eastern
neighborhoods that are zoned for higher density
housing still retain single-dwelling houses; many
of which were built prior to annexation when they
were subject to different zoning designations.

The fact that the zoning allows for higher density
development than currently exists in many centers
in the annexed eastern neighborhoods is one of

the reasons that so much of the future population
growth is expected to occur there. As population
density increases in centers, there will be greater
demands on the transportation system, and a
need for more street connections to make it easier
for people to get to destinations.

Given the expected increase in density, it is
essential that new street and pathway connections
are developed as these Centers grow. New
connections will serve to better disperse
neighborhood traffic, increase connectivity, and
improve the walkability and bikability of these
growing communities. New tools and processes

to help facilitate the creation of new connections
are needed to ensure that they are built in time to
match the pace of redevelopment.
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Highly Connected
Central City block pattern

Importance of Connectivity

Street connectivity refers to the density of
connections in street and non-motorized
pathway networks. A well-connected network

is characterized by many short blocks, more
intersections and minimal dead-ends (culs-de-
sac). As connectivity increases, travel distances
decrease and route options increase, allowing
more direct travel between destinations and
creating a transportation system that is more
accessible, especially for pedestrians and
people using bicycles.
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Well Connected
Inner neighborhood block pattern

Poorly Connected
East Portland block pattern

In essence, better connectivity makes it easier to
walk or bicycle to places within the neighborhood.
Increased street and non-motorized pathway
connectivity also reduces per capita vehicle travel
and improves overall accessibility, particularly for
non-motorists. Poorly connected streets force
more trips, whether by car, foot or bicycle onto
arterial streets, including trips that both begin and
end within the neighborhood. In East Portland,
these busy streets are often on the high crash
network, which includes some of the most
dangerous streets in Portland for any mode—
motor vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle.

This private drive was built
with a development in an
eastern neighborhood of
Portland. With sidewalks on
both sides and pavement
wide enough for a 2-way
vehicle travel lane, it has
the outward appearance of
a public street. But it was
built as a fenced dead end,
and does not provide any
connectivity to the rest of
the neighborhood or local
destinations.
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Currently, some East Portland Centers lack connectivity,
making it difficult to increase walking, biking and transit

use in these areas.

Challenge in Achieving New
Connections

The City anticipates continued growth within
the designated centers, making them attractive
to a wide range of residential and commercial
developments. More residents will be walking,
bicycling and taking transit in Centers for everyday
activity. Today's transportation networks are not
fully suited to meet community interests. New
streets, walking and cycling connections are
needed within and around Centers to meet the
mobility and safety needs of current and future
residents.

Centers in East Portland have particularly large
blocks, deep lots, and wide gaps in street and
pathway connectivity. There are few vacant lots in
these Centers; however, infill development is filling
in gaps adding new buildings on underutilized
sites. Since these areas are not a blank slate,
the completion of the street grid must work
with the infill pattern incrementally building

out new connections wherever feasible as part of
development.

According to Portland City Code (33.654.110 and
17.88.040), streets must be spaced at maximum
intervals of 530 feet. If development occurs in a
location where the street spacing exceeds this
standard, a new street must be built. Historically,
new streets have been dedicated and built by
developers at the time of development. But

despite the relatively high rate of redevelopment
that is currently occurring in East Portland, many
opportunities for building new street connections
and filling gaps in the street network are being
missed.

If developments involve a land division,
Development Review staff have an opportunity

to review site plans to determine if street spacing
in the area of the development is in compliance
with City standards. Other developments occur in
planned districts, or involve special use permits.
These situations represent circumstances in which
Development Review staff have an opportunity to
get needed new connections built as a condition
of permit approval. However, many developments
in multi-dwelling zones are not located in planned
districts and don't involve land divisions. In these
situations, there is no clear step in the permit
process to trigger City code requirements for
developers to build dedicated public streets in
locations where they are needed, even though
they are technically required to do so if street
spacing exceeds 530 feet. Small sites have

proven especially problematic for getting new
connections. When the City has been successful

in getting required new connections built, it has
often been in situations where large, multi-acre
development has occurred.
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Problem Statement

Many areas of East Portland were platted with
long, narrow parcels. Developers report that it is
difficult to fit developments in small or narrow
parcels that achieve required density, setbacks,
open space requirements and a new public street
connection.

Public streets are expensive, so developers may
be avoiding building multi-dwelling units on

lots where new public street connections are
needed. Further, under existing code, rights-of-
way dedications are deducted from the parcel
(lot) area, thus reducing the development density
allowances, which reduces the amount of profit
that can be generated by a development.

The cost of building public streets is of particular
concern for developers of non-profit and other

affordable housing developments. Many of these
types of projects have lower profit margins, and
their viability may be more sensitive to the added
expense. Portland City Council has declared that
there is a housing emergency, as the cost of
renting and buying housing has increased rapidly
in recent years.

The issue of developers avoiding lots where
new connections are needed is illustrated in
the Gateway Town Center, where master street
plans show the location of several needed new
street connections. Despite fourteen years of
development that has occurred since the first
Gateway master street plan was adopted, only
one new connection has been built.

A deep, narrow
development in an eastern
neighborhood. Constrained
lot dimensions make

it difficult to build new
connections on lots of this

type.

In conjunction with the Better Housing by Design Plan, The Connected Centers Plan is making a

specific range of recommendations to:

1 Allow street improvements that require less space, including pathways and phased street
improvements that can be built incrementally by adjoining developments over time.

2 Require new developments in specific, connectivity deficient East Portland Centers to only
occur on parcels with a minimum frontage width. Narrower parcels may be consolidated with
others to meet this requirement. (This proposal is contained in the BHD plan).

3 Identify potential incentives, specifically Transportation System Development Charge projects
and credits, to increase feasibility of new connections and remove disincentives to developers.

Connected Centers Street Plan | September 2019
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Portland’s Policies and Code Requirements for Street Connectivity

Street Connectivity Policies within the
Portland 2035 Comprehensive Plan
and Transportation System Plan (TSP)

Portland's Comprehensive Plan and TSP contain
specific policies supporting and requiring
appropriate spacing of public streets and
pedestrian and bicycle connectors, especially
within priority Centers and Corridors:

* [Establish an interconnected, multimodal
transportation system to serve centers and
other significant locations. Promote a logical,
direct, and connected street system through
street spacing guidelines and district- specific
street plans found in the Transportation
System Plan. (Policy 9.47)

* Establish a safe and connected rights-of-way
system that equitably provides infrastructure
services throughout the city. (Policy 8.39)

* Provide accessible sidewalks, high-
quality bicycle access, and frequent street
connections and crossings in centers and
corridors. (Policy 4.23)

* Require private or public entities whose
prospective development or redevelopment
actions contribute to the need for public
facility improvements, extensions, or
construction to bear a proportional share of
the costs. (Policy 8.29)

Building and Land Use Permit
Requirements in Portland City Code

City Code establishes regulations affecting

public street, pedestrian and bicycle facility
improvements (Title 17) and public rights-of-way
and street spacing requirements (Title 33) within
and through land division requirements. The
purpose of the City Code is “to ensure an adequate
level of street connections to serve land uses, and
to ensure that improvements to these streets are
made in conjunction with development consistent
with fire, life safety, and access needs” (Title
17.88.001). The following City Code sections are
central to the Connected Centers objectives:

TITLE 17 PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Property Owner Responsibility for Streets
(17.42)
* 5treets are constructed at the expense of
abutting property owners. (17.42.010 A.)

Land Divisions (17.82)

*  Public streets and public alleys within or
adjacent to land divisions shall be improved
in accordance with requirements of the City
Engineer. (17.82.070 A)

*  Public pedestrian and bicycle connections,
within the Land division site and located in
public right-of-way or easements dedicated
to the City shall be improved in accordance
with the requirements of the City Engineer.
(17.82.070 A)

Street Access (17.88)

* Developments or redevelopments must
include through streets as required by the
Director of the Bureau of Transportation
connecting existing dedicated streets or at
such locations as designated by the Director
of PBOT. (17.88.040 A.)
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* New residential or mixed-use developments
or redevelopments must build streets to
respond to and expand on the adopted
street plans, or in the absence of such
plan, as directed by the Director of PBOT.
(17.88.040 C. 1.)

* New residential or mixed-use developments
or redevelopments must build street
connections that are spaced no further apart
than 530 feet, except when prevented by
barriers. (17.88.040 C. 2.)

TITLE 33 PLANNING AND ZONING

Land Divisions - Rights-of-Way (33.654)

* Rights-of-way should be located to ensure
provision of efficient access to as many lots
as possible, and enhance direct movement
by pedestrians, bicycles, and motor vehicles
between destinations. (33.654.110 A)

*  Through streets should be no more than 530
feet apart and pedestrian connections should
be no more than 330 feet apart. Approval
of land division permits is conditional upon
developers dedicating and building right-
of-way to conform with street spacing
standards. (33.654.110 B. 1. a.)

*  Where the existing street spacing in the
immediate area surrounding the site is
no greater than 530 feet, the existing
street pattern should be extended into the
site. Approval of land division permits is
conditional upon extension of streets into
the site. (33.654.110 B. 1. b.)
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U.S. Supreme Court Rulings
ESSENTIAL NEXUS (NOLLAN)

In Nollan, the U.S. Supreme Court held that a
permit condition subject to scrutiny under the
Takings Clause must have an “essential nexus” to
“legitimate state interests.” The “essential nexus”
evaluates the nature of an exaction. According to
the ruling, “an exaction condition on development
permission must substantially advance a
government purpose that would justify denial of
the permit.”

ROUGH PROPORTIONALITY (DOLAN)

In Dolan, the Court held that requirements
imposed on a development must be “roughly
proportional” to the impacts of that development.
Dolan requires that the City enumerate the
potential impacts of the proposed development
here and demonstrate that the potential
requirements would be related to those impacts.

APPLICATION OF NOLLAN/DOLAN
(KOONTZ)

In Koontz, the Supreme Court held “that the
government's demand for property froma...
permit applicant must satisfy the requirements of
Nollan and Dolan . . . even when its demand is for
money.”
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Why Require ROW Dedication With
New Connections?

The City of Portland requires right-of-way
dedication when new connections are built. Right-
of-way dedication is preferred over public access
easements for a number of reasons, including the
following;

* Consistency with Zoning Code, Land Division
and Planned Development - Title 33.654,
Rights-of-Way provisions:

- 33.654.150.B. Ownership

1. Through streets. Through streets must
be dedicated to the public.

2. Partial streets. Partial streets must be
dedicated to the public.

6.a. Pedestrian connections that connect
or are intended to eventually connect two
through streets, must be dedicated to the
public.

* |t fosters consistency in design and ensures
access for all users.

14

It provides clear public ownership and
eliminates the perception of trespassing. This
also provides wayfinding benefits.

The City has control over closures, and there
is less risk of property owners blocking
access.

The City assumes the responsibility of
maintenance given the importance of public

dCCes5.

The City can provide public safety and
emergency access

Connected Centers Street Plan | September 2019



“In places that lack basic public facilities or services and
also have significant growth potential, invest to enhance

neighborhoods, fill gaps, maintain affordability, and

accommodate growth.”

-2035 Portland Comprehensive Plan Policy 8.22.b

Street Networks in Jade and
Rosewood Neighborhoods

The Jade District and Rosewood neighborhoods
were chosen as case studies to represent street
connectivity issues in Eastern Neighborhood
Centers. Their street networks were the subjects
of a detailed analysis, focusing on connectivity.
They both have disjointed and poorly connected
street networks, but the conditions in each area
are not identical.

Jade District Neighborhood Center

The Jade District is generally bound by Harrison
Street (north), Powell Boulevard (south), 80th
Avenue (west), and 1-205 (east). Key arterial streets
in the study area include 82nd Avenue (north-
south), and Division Street and Powell Boulevard
(east-west). These streets are generally very wide
and difficult to cross, even in those cases where
crosswalks exist.
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The internal study area consists of a series of
blocks that are elongated in the north-south
direction. Spacing of north-south streets between
Division Street and Powell Boulevard is relatively
regular, but east-west street connectivity is very

limited. Connectivity issues are exacerbated by
the fact many of the primary connections through
the middle of the neighborhood are unpaved or
unimproved.

Only Clinton 5t creates a link through the Jade
District between 82nd and 92nd Avenues. East

of 84th Avenue, Clinton Street is an unimproved

street, lacking curbs or sidewalks. There are
few arterial pedestrian crossings.
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Rosewood Neighborhood Center

The Rosewood Meighborhood Center is generally
bound by Glisan Street (north), Alder Street (south),
144th Avenue (west), and 162nd Avenue (east).

Key arterial streets the study area include 148th
and 162nd Avenues (north-south), and Glisan,
Burnside and Stark Streets (east-west). Burnside
Street includes the center-running MAX Elue line,
with stations at 148th and 162nd Avenues. There
are off-set designated pedestrian crossings along
Burnside at several key intersections, including
146th, 151st, 154th, 157th and 160th Avenues.
There are fewer segments of unimproved right-of-
way in and around the Rosewood Neighborhood
Center than there are in the Jade District, but there
are fewer, more widely spaced through-streets in
Rosewood, in general. Most blocks in Rosewood
are 600 x 1000 feet. This means that street spacing
is out of compliance with City Code in both the
east-west direction and the north-south direction
throughout the neighborhood.
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Rosewood Neighborhood Center

Like the Jade District, the blocks in the Rosewood
Neighborhood Center are also elongated in

the north-south direction. There are limited

local street connectors that link the mix of
residential, commercial and school uses within
the neighborhood. There is very limited east-west
connectivity aside from Burnside and Stark.

Connected Centers Street Plan | September 2019



East Portland Block - Future Possibilities

These graphics show potential
long-term outcomes for East
Portland blocks. The second
graphic shows a continuation
of current trends, with
development - often on narrow
sites - built to the rear of each
site. The third graphic shows
how a potential new street
connection could be built mid-
block with new development,
as well as a few bike/ped
connections to other sites.

Existing

Identifying Where Connections
are Needed

Blocks where new connectivity is most deficient
were identified as Connection Opportunity

Areas within the Jade District and Rosewood
neighborhoods. These Connection Opportunity
Areas are based on two discrete mapping
measures: street buffering and parcel-level
connectivity (PRDI analysis). The age of residential
and non-residential buildings within each
neighborhood and frontage length analysis also
provided helpful indication of those land parcels
more apt to redevelop sooner, in consideration of
real estate market forces.
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Continuation of
current trends

Potential connections
under new standards
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Measuring Connectivity

Highly connected neighborhoods and Centers
typically contain street patterns of relatively small
blocks and networks of connected streets and
good sidewalks. Within these neighborhoods
people can walk, bike, ride transit and even drive
to destinations, along multiple routes. If the street
network has many unconnected dead-ends or
other travel barriers and blocks are large, people
must travel farther, and are often reliant on driving
rather than walking, bicycling or riding transit.

By using a buffering analysis and Pedestrian Route
Directness analysis broad swaths of area where
new connections are needed could be identified

in the Rosewood and Jade neighborhoods. Within
these areas, a further understanding of the
construction year (building age) and platting of
parcels helps to identify the locations where it
might be the most feasible to get new connections
through blocks in future development.

Steps to Measuring Street Connectivity

o
oA | Ili STREET BUFFER
,_'—T &= e ¥ ANALYSIS
T Tt
‘!EF?-‘”
PEDESTRIAN
ROUTE
DIRECTNESS

INDEX (PRDI)

BUILDING AGE

FRONTAGE
LENGTHS
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Connection Opportunity Analysis
Street Buffer Analysis

Mapping analysis of the study neighborhoods
was completed by applying a 530-foot buffer to
the streets bordering each block, both north-
south and east-west. The analysis identifies
gaps in connectivity of streets running in each
direction and combines the overlapping results
to identify connectivity opportunity areas. City
Code Title 17 requirements will apply in these
areas for land owners seeking new development
or redevelopment of parcels, through the permit
application review and approval process. See the
following pages for maps of these analyses

JADE DISTRICT S5TREET
CONNECTIVITY

Most blocks in the Jade District are elongated in
the north-south direction. Because of this, gaps in
the east-west street network are large. South of
Clinton Street the buffering identifies two primary
corridors lacking east-west street connectivity:
east of the Fubonn Shopping Center and east of
Kelly Street to SE 92nd Avenue. North of Division
Street the gaps in east-west street connectivity are
further complicated by the location of Harrison
Park Elementary School.

The map also indicates significant gaps in
north-south street connectivity through several
commercial and institutional sites, including the
Fubonn Shopping Center, Winco Shopping Center
and Portland Community College (PCC). PCC has
multiple internal, private driveway and sidewalk
connectors that makes for good and practical
north-south and east-west connectivity not
accounted for in the street buffering analysis.
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ROSEWOOD STREET CONNECTIVITY
Like the Jade District, long north-south blocks are
also characteristic of the Rosewood Neighborhood
Center. Burnside and Stark 5treets run through
the middle of the Center. But there is very little
east-west street connectivity other than these
major arterial streets. The spacing of streets that
run in the north-south direction is not as great as
the spacing between east-west streets, but large
commercial buildings and parcels on either side
of 162nd Avenue cause gaps in north-south street
connectivity.
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JADE DISTRICT STREET CONNECTIVITY ANALYSIS
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ROSEWOOD STREET CONNECTIVITY ANALYSIS
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Pedestrian Route Directness Index

The Pedestrian Route Directness Index (PRDI)

is calculated and mapped to reflect the relative
connectedness of each individual land parcel.
PRDI is scored at the individual land parcel level,
and directly accounts for the presence of nearby
dead-end streets or other barriers that prohibit or
diminish direct walking opportunity. The analysis
measures the difference between the straight line
distance between a parcel and adjacent parcels
and the distance that would need to be traveled
to get to those parcels using the existing street
network.

JADE PARCEL CONNECTIVITY

There are some pockets of good connectivity
within the Jade District, given the smaller block
sizes and street network surrounding the western
section of Clinton Street. Fubonn is rated with
good connectivity due to the small pedestrian
access pathway at its eastern edge on 85th
Avenue. However, the connection has poor
visibility, poor lighting, is too narrow for strollers

or wheelchair access and the rear of the shopping
center does not have a public entrance. There are
also 2 streets that dead end into the north end of
the Fubonn property, which do not provide access.

PCC is also rated with good connectivity given

its extensive internal pathway connectors and
sidewalk linkages to 82nd Avenue, Division Street
and 80th Avenue. While both Fubonn and PCC
have internal pedestrian circulation systems, the
system on the PCC property is vastly superior
because it is open, well lit, accessible to all users,
and provides access from all sides of the property.

JADE DISTRICT CONSTRAINTS
*  MNumerous dead-end streets

* Limited crossings of Division Street, 82nd
Avenue, Powell Boulevard and 1-205

* Discontinued and disconnected streets

* Long street blocks (lacking internal,
pedestrian-bike connectors)
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ROSEWOOD PARCEL CONNECTIVITY ROSEWOOD DISTRICT CONSTRAINTS
There are some pockets of good connectivity * Numerous dead-end streets
within the Rosewood Neighborhood. given the
relatively smaller block size and street network * Discontinued and disconnected through-
between Stark and Burnside Streets and 147th streets
and 148th Avenues. The eastern portion of the
Stark Street corridor has some of the poorest * Long street blocks (lacking internal,
connectivity scores measured in the study. The pedestrian-bike connectors)
largest blocks of bad scores are along a long
stretch of Stark that completely lacks pedestrian * Limited crossings along Stark Street

crossings. The blocks along Burnside score better
because there are relatively frequent pedestrian
Crossings.

Much of the remaining areas within the Rosewood

Neighborhood are rated from fair to poor
connectivity, due to a number of prevailing factors.
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Building Age

Lots within East Portland's Centers that contain
older structures and homes predating the 1960s
and 1970s are considered to be more likely to
redevelop sooner than more recently developed
lots. Real estate market forces, guided by the
City’s prevailing zoning code, may precipitate
developments of higher density residential and
mixed-uses within the Connection Opportunity
Areas.

Parcel size and configuration is also a crucial
factor in determining what type of connection is
feasible on a given lot, whether it be a full street
pathway.
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JADE DISTRICT BUILDING AGE

In mid-block areas of north and south Jade District,
the construction dates of residential buildings
range from the 1950s to after 2010. There are
multiple lots with older structures that may see
re-development over the coming years in areas
where the street network lacks connectivity.
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ROSEWOOD BUILDING AGE

The recent residential development that has
occurred in the Rosewood Neighborhood Center
has occurred in relatively small clusters. There
remain large swaths of area that haven't been
redeveloped in decades and may be good
candidates for redevelopment and construction of
new street connections. There are many relatively
large parcels that are likely to see re-development
over the coming years in locations that are most
lacking in street connectivity.
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Frontage Lengths

A frontage length analysis was performed to
determine the location and number of deep,
narrow sites in Jade and Rosewood. Analysis of
parcel frontage lengths compared with the sizes

of multi-family development that is typical in East
Portland indicates that it would be difficult to fit
buildings and new connections while complying
with setbacks, building coverage and open space
requirements. It is unlikely new connections will fit
on lots developed at minimum required density on
the narrowest lots. Analysis by the BHD team also
shows that deep, narrow lots suffer from other site
inefficiencies, such as higher utility costs and larger
portions of site area devoted to vehicle circulation
and parking.
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JADE PARCEL FRONTAGE LENGTHS

Parcels in the Jade District were platted with very
narrow frontages. Around 70% of parcels in the
Jade District are less than 80 feet in width. These
narrow parcels are typically concentrated together
in areas with very low connectivity. If something
isn't done to combine parcels or find ways to build
street connections, these areas may redevelop
without through streets, perpetuating the existing
problems for years to come. It may not be possible
to get needed new connections unless narrower
lots are consolidated prior to development.
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ROSEWOOD PARCEL FRONTAGE
LENGTHS

Parcels in the Rosewood MNeighborhood were
platted with slightly wider frontages than those in
the Jade District. Nonetheless, nearly 58% of the
parcels have frontages that are less than 80 feet in
width. Rosewood parcels are also, in many cases,
much deeper than those in the Jade District. Many
Rosewood parcels are around 300 feet in depth,
compared to Jade District parcels, which typically
range between 160-250 feet in depth. Many of
the narrowest and deepest lots in the Rosewood
Neighborhood are located in areas that have been
identified in both the buffer and the PRDI analysis
as needing new connections, such as the blocks
that are bounded by Burnside, Stark, 143rd, and
148th.
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Existing Development Patterns

Piecemeal infill of multi-dwelling developments in
the deep narrow lots of Eastern Neighborhoods
often results in site designs that include long
driveways that dead end. The driveways provide
access and circulation within the site, but they
don't contribute to the connectivity needs of the

Proposed Development Patterns

surrounding neighborhood. The above image
represents typical infill development in East
Portland. Long driveways occupy large amounts of
space on these sites.

If the sites were to instead develop around a new
public street, a similar amount of site area would
need to be devoted to vehicle circulation, but

the new street would serve as a connection for
pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles from around
the neighborhood, and it would help to make
routes between people and destinations shorter
and more direct. The above image represents

an alternate site layout. In four separate
developments, a similar amount of area is devoted
to vehicle circulation and parking as in the above
example. But instead of long driveways, a new
street provides street connectivity and access to
residents.

The following section features recommendations
for narrow local streets that are tailored to the
context of infill development in East Portland.
The reduced cross sections of the proposed
rights-of-way are intended to be fit into typical
multi-dwelling developments that are being built
in Eastern Neighborhoods without the need

for substantial changes to site layouts. Though

it is often more expensive for developers to
build streets to City standards than it is to build
driveways, some incentives are being proposed
to partially offset the increased cost of building
reguired connections.
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Objective: Provide more feasible options to achieve

needed street and pedestrian connections when
development occurs.

This section outlines new approaches to creating much needed street
connections in outer Portland neighborhoods. Recommendations
outlined in the following pages include;

A process for determining right of way widths,

A variety of street type options for development,

A method for phasing construction of a new street connection
as development occurs, and

Other considerations that may arise as these recommendations
are implemented.
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Steps for Determining Connections
Required With Development

1. SITE PROPOSED FOR REDEVELOPMENT

2. CONNECTION REQUIRED IF

Existing street/pathway spacing requirements are not met pe

Title 17.88.040.

3. FACTORS TO DETERMINE DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS

- Number of dwelling units
- Number of new trips generated
- Impacts on transportation system

4. ELIGIBILITY FOR TSDC SUPPORT

- On TSDC project list
-TSDC credit
- Percentage of credit eligible based on
estimated fee (or exemption status)

5. FACTORS TO DETERMINE ROW DEDICATION

- Total site area
- Frontage length

- Dedication required/site area ratio
- ROW options 1-7 (widest feasible)

Selecting New Connections

A variety of right-of-way widths, from a full 52’
street to a 15-20" multi-use path, are described in
detail on the following pages. The graphic above
shows the order in which these options should
be considered, as well as steps to determine
whether a connection is required with
development.

Selecting Right-of-Way
Dedication Options

—— OPTION 1
52'ROW

l If not feasible

OPTION 2
38'ROW

l

OPTION 3
35'ROW
(Phase 1 of 527

l

OPTION 4
28'ROW
(Phase 1 of 387

l

OPTION 5 OPTION 5
OF 24' ROW

23'ROW >
(Phase 1 of 437 One-way Street

l Pilot

OPTION & OPTION 7

15°-20' ROW
Multi-Use Path

l

NO

20'ROW
{Phase 1 of 407

CONNECTION

Currently, local streets are typically either built

as 38750 full streets or 28735’ partial streets
(depending on provisions of on-street parking)

on one lot or no connection is provided. This
approach allows narrower streets to be built in the
interim while awaiting adjoining lots to develop
and complete the full build-out of a more complete
street.
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Phase 1 Phase 2
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Overview of options for new connections

Options for New Connections

The following options for new local street or *  Full public streets provide access for all

pathway connections should be considered where transportation modes, allowing traffic to be

sites do not currently meet the 530" spacing dispersed throughout the neighborhood.

requirements. Right of way dimensions should be

considered based on feasibility with the underlying *  Full public streets ensure access for all at all

lot dimensions and orientation or other factors hours.

affecting site development. A lower priority option

should only be pursued if the option requiring a *  Public input in these neighborhoods

greater amount of right-of-way does not appear showed that individuals from communities

to be proportional to the scale of the proposed of color may feel excluded, unwelcome or

development. uncomfortable when using narrow paths or
private connectors due to the perception of

In order to meet the growing demands and trespassing.

overall City policy objectives for the Jade District

and Rosewood neighborhoods, a street in public These new street connections will be classified as

right-of-way is preferred over a path or a private local service streets for all modes in the Portland

street in a public access easement for the following  Transportation System Plan. New pathways may

reasons: be given pedestrian and bicycle classifications.
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Examples of how the burden of building a full street can be phased between two lots. In
these examples, Lot 1 is the first to be developed, leaving the remaining right-of-way to
be built when Lot 2 gets developed.

Phased Street Division Between Two Lots

In locations where lots undergoing development
are of sufficient size and scale to fit a full street
connection on a single parcel, the preferred
option is to require the construction of a full
street that can accommodate two way traffic for
all travel modes, and includes parking, stormwater
management, street lighting and street trees.

The following section uses several terms to
describe elements of the right-of-way, defined
below;

Pedestrian zone: the area intended to
provide for pedestrian movement, generally
improved as a sidewalk.

Buffer: a linear portion of the pedestrian
corridor, adjacent to the curb often referred
to as the furnishing zone, which contains
elements such as street lights, street trees,
planting strip, stormwater planters, hydrants,
traffic signs, street furniture, etc.

- Stormwater management may be
implemented in planters or swales in the
buffer.

Curb zone: the area adjacent to the curb that
can be used for a wide variety of mobility and
access functions, including but not limited

to on-street parking, curb extensions, street
trees, etc.

- Stormwater management may be
implemented in planters or swales in
the curb zone as along as fire access
requirements are met.

Travelway: the area intended to provide for

the movement of traffic, including bicycles
and motor vehicles.
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Street Cross Section Options

Current Standards: Full Street or No Street
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Current standards call for a
build-out of a roughly 54' right-
of-way or “three quarter” partial
improvement. By offering a
variety of street types and
options at various right-of-

way widths, there will be a
better chance of some sort

of connection happening, as
opposed to no connection.

54’

Assumptions For All Cross Section Options

The following cross sections detail various options
for building street connections through right-of-
way dedication when development occurs. For
each of these options, the following standards will

apply.

* Build out of a full street as part of a single
development is preferred, where possible.
Otherwise a partial ("three quarter”) street
improvement can be built in phase 1.

* Street lighting will be installed in both phases
for each option.

* A full street connection will be completed
with through access for all modes when
adjoining and back-to-back lots are
developed.

* Green street facilities can manage some
stormwater in the buffer and/or curb zone.
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Addressing stormwater requirements as part
of construction can be done in one of the

following ways, as approved by BES:

In Underground Injection Control Areas:
use UIC's, such as sumps, to manage
stormwater.

Dedicate additional right-of-way at the
rear or front of the lot for placement of
a vegetated stormwater facility per the
Stormwater Management Manual.

Expand the buffer/planter strip to 7 feet
wide to allow for green street facilities,
where feasible.
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*  Full low-traffic street with
access for all modes,
including parking,
stormwater treatment, and
street lighting

* No street parking provided

* Phase 1 is only permissible
if underground injection
control stormwater
management is feasible
and sidewalk is built with
a mountable curb for fire
department access
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In phase 1, an interim
dead-end accessway

is built to meet shared
street standards, including
necessary traffic calming
features. This street can

be signed 15 mph and the
narrow (18 ft max.) roadway
may include speed bumps

Sidewalk and curb zone only
provided in phase 2

24’ Right-of-Way One-Way Street
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Dedicated rights-of-way and
partial, one-way street and
sidewalk connection.

2 way bicycle travel may be
provided by the addition of
a contra-flow bicycle lane in
30 of right-of-way.
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Multi-Use Path

— 15°-20"——

A multi-use pathway may be an option if a full or partial street
connection is not feasible. Due to the length of blocks and multi-
use access, a wider pathway is preferred to provide a safe and
secure connection with adequate space for lighting and other
amenities. Pathways should be a minimum of 12" with 1.5" buffers
or 15" with 2.5 buffers

* Dedicated right-of-way (20 feet) for new bicycle-pedestrian
pathway is preferred over a private path with public access
easement

*  Public pathway connection is completed through the block
when adjoining, back-to-back lots are developed, rights-
of-way are purchased by the City and pathway funded and
constructed.

*  Wide pathways may accommodate water or sewer utility
connections, where necessary.

* Vehicles may access buildings through a separate private
driveway.
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Public Street Through Phased Development

+——Public Right of Way |
Conceptual layout of a street built incrementally by 4 contiguous developments.

Phased Street Improvement

Based on the analysis of existing connectivity

and public input on connection options, new
connection options were developed for building
new streets in increments or phases. This
approach is intended to increase the feasibility of
obtaining new connections in locations where sites
are narrow, and where current standards for wider
street dimensions often result in no connection
being created through redevelopment.

The complete street connection and the right-
of-way needed to accommodate it are split
across multiple properties. This allows adjacent
properties to share the responsibility of creating

the street and only requires a fraction of the space,

e.g. as little as 20 feet of right-of-way, from each
site. Conceptually, the phasing of development
of four neighboring parcels illustrates interim

through-connections for pedestrians and bicyclists.
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Construction of public streets through phased
private development can help to achieve street
spacing standards over time.

The feasibility of completing all phases of the
phased street must be confirmed for a site to

be eligible for the phased street option. This

will provide confidence that the sidewalk will be
constructed before the street is opened to through
traffic.
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Interim shared accessway within public rights-
of-way.

Partial street improved to provide access for
cars, bicycles and pedestrians.

Mo through connection. A traffic barricade is
installed at the dead end on the rear lot line.

For 40° ROW - Buffer strip with stormwater,
street lighting and street tree features.

For 43' ROW - curb-tight sidewalk installed.

In Underground Injection Control Drainage
Areas (including portions of Eastern
Neighborhoods), sumps might replace green
streets. In these areas a 7' curb tight sidewalk
with street lighting is an option in the first
phase.

38

Improvements in Phase 1 continued

40" and 43’ ROW - Through-connection for
pedestrians and bicyclists only - barricades
are installed to prohibit vehicle through-
traffic.

38" and 52' ROW - Barricade is removed to
allow through connection for all modes

Buffer strip with stormwater, street lighting
and street tree features installed

In Underground Injection Control Drainage
Areas (including portions of Eastern
Neighborhoods), sumps might replace green
streets. In these areas a 7' curb tight sidewalk
with street lighting is an option in the first
phase.
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Phase 3

*  Partially completed Public 5treet and *  Buffer strip with stormwater, lighting and
completed street section within public rights- street tree features.
of-way added with new development.

* 40" and 43' ROW - Through-connection for
pedestrians and bicyclists only - barricades
are installed to prohibit vehicle through-
traffic.

Phase 4
* Completed public street section added with * Interim signing and barricades are removed
new development. to allow through connection for all modes.

*  Buffer strip with stormwater, lighting and
street tree features.
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Parcels dedicate extra ROW to allow street to jog

Other Considerations
Parcel Dedication for Street Jogs

In practice, lot lines may not align, or development
may occur in a different sequence than the steps
that were outlined in the previous example. The
dedication of an extra segment of right-of-way

at the rear lot line can allow for the street to

jog when it is completed. If paved at the time of
development, the extra right-of-way can be used
for turn around space needed for fire access until
the street is completed. The rear lot dedication
may also be used for stormwater management
or parking, depending on site configuration and
needs.

Other Street Features

* Stormwater management consistent
with Portland’s Stormwater Management
Manual is required for development and
redevelopment projects on both private
property and public right-of-way. The
manual emphasizes the use of vegetated
surface facilities, often swales for existing
neighborhood redevelopment, fit within
the buffer (planter) or in parking zones. In
Underground Injection Control Drainage
Areas (including portions of Eastern
MNeighborhoods). sumps might replace green
street surface stormwater management.

* Street trees should be planted in the buffer
(planter) or in planters located in the curb
Zone.

* Street lighting is an essential feature of new
street and pathway connections.

* Traffic calming is an optional upgrade for
street connections, based on the desires of
the adjacent property owners and City Traffic
Engineer approval.

Private Street or Pathway with Public
Access Easement

Private streets or pathways may be considered

in situations where dedicated public streets

or dedicated public pathways are not feasible
and the only other alternative is no connection.
Public access easements would be obtained to
ensure that connectivity needs are still addressed.
Pathways on a public access easement may be
approved through a permit or land use process
while private streets are only created through a
land division. If an easement is obtained, signage
and design elements should indicate that the
connection is accessible to the public. Street light
is an essential feature, whether the connection is
public or private. Public, dedicated rights-of-way
are always preferable to private streets, even ifa
full-width street is not feasible.
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“Connect centers to each other and to other key local
and regional destinations, such as schools, parks, and

employment areas...”

-2035 Portland Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.19

Identifying Needed Connections

safe Routes to Centers is a systematic approach
for identifying needed improvements and gaps

in the active transportation networks that allow
those who live in surrounding neighborhoods

to access Centers. Active transportation routes
include the primary walking and biking routes that
run from adjacent neighborhoods and through
Centers. The major walking routes designated as
Major City Walkways are often on busy arterial
streets. Bike routes include streets on the Bikeway
MNetwork, that have separated biking facilities or
neighborhood greenways on quiet neighborhood
streets.

Connection options were presented in the
preceding sections of this report that are tailored
to the context of new local streets or pathway
connections, and will primarily serve local,
neighborhood trips. The improvements that are
proposed through the Safe Routes to Centers
analysis will help to address gaps in the active
transportation networks needed to link neighbors
to the Centers.

The 5afe Routes to Centers analysis is intended to
complement the new approaches for creating new
street connections that are recommended in this
Plan. The goal of this analysis is to create
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a reproducible process for identifying new routes
and crossings that can be applied to other Centers
to create healthy connected neighborhoods
throughout the City.

The following section includes a Safe Routes to
Centers analysis of the Jade District and Rosewood
neighborhoods, which were selected as the

first case studies for this type of analysis. This
methodology will be replicated for other centers in
future PBOT street plans.

Process

1 Identify major destinations: Destinations
include parks, schools, commercial
properties, and stops on frequent service
transit routes. For this study, destinations
were mapped and input was gathered at
community outreach events. Concentrations
of destinations within each Center were
identified.

2 Define the walkshed (service area): 1 mile
buffers were created around each Center.
The area encompassed by the buffers
represents the destination walksheds,
including neighborhoods surrounding the
Center.
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THE PROCESS

1) Define the service area: center
boundary + adjacent neighborhoods

2] Map the destinations

EloE

3) Map the Pedestrian and Bike networks

3 Map the active transportation (pedestrian
and bike) networks: The pedestrian and
bicycle networks are designated within the
Portland Transportation System Plan (TSP).

4 Identify improved active transportation

routes: Map the existing active
transportation routes and identify missing
connections.

4) ldentify the routes used today and missing
connections

5] Identify the needed improvements; scope
the improvement options and prioritize
projects

5 Define projects: For the missing
connections, describe the project extents,
proposed improvements and determine the
cost to fill gaps in the active transportation
network. Prioritize the major capital projects
for grant funding or minor projects for
program implementation .
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Partial street build with development in SW Portland

Jade District Safe Routes to Centers

Existing Conditions

Current conditions in the Jade District include an Major arterials have relatively frequent crossings,
existing bike network on Division and Mill Streets when compared to similar East Portland

in the east/west direction and 85th and 92nd inthe  neighborhoods, but these crossings do not meet
north/south direction. The Woodward/Tibbetts/ City of Portland crossing spacing standards for
Brooklyn bikeway is a bit disjointed, as Woodward roadways on the Pedestrian Network and many
ends at 75th Ave, making for a less than optimal more are still needed.

path to the Center. An east/west connection south
of this bikeway is lacking, as Powell does not have
bike facilities.

There are generally sidewalks along the major
arterials, with only a few missing gaps encountered
occasionally. Sidewalks within the residential
neighborhood to the east of 82nd Ave are greatly
lacking, as are east/west roadways. resulting in
large, long blocks.
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Plans and Recommendations

There are plans for improved bikeways on Division,
and along the 79th/80th Ave bikeway, as well as
recommended bikeways on Powell, and the 70's
neighborhood greenway. These are shown on

the map on the following page, where planned
bikeways are projects that have identified funding
sources, and are planned to be built in the next
10 years. Recommended Bikeways have been
identified in the TSP or other planning documents,
but do not have an identified funding source.
Proposed Bikeways are new recommendations
from the Connected Centers Plan.

Through this analysis, two possible alignments for
an east/west neighborhood greenway connection
were identified. Option 1 would utilize Woodward,
crossing 82nd Avenue at the existing signal at the
entrance to the Fubonn Shopping Center. This
alignment would rely on recommendations that
were proposed in the EPA funded Jade Greening
Project for changes to the south side of the
Fubonn Shopping Center. The recommendations
include building a through-street connection to

SE 85th Avenue, and creating a more pedestrian
oriented streetscape on the south side of the
building. Option 2 would divert the neighborhood
greenway south at the intersection of Woodward
and 79th Avenue to Tibbets 5t. The greenway
would cross 82nd Avenue at a new pedestrian
crossing at the intersection of Tibbets and 82nd.
A new connection from Clinton to the 1-205 path
is also recommended, which would provide more
direct access from the Jade District to the MAX light
rail station.

Several new crossings of Powell and Division are
also recommended to support these bikeways
and major walkways, including crossings at
Division and 77th, Division and 79th, Powell

and 79th, Powell and 80th, Powell and 85th,
Clinton and 92nd, and Tibbets and 82nd. These
recommendations will greatly improve access to
the commercial centers along these arterials.
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Twelve additional crossings are proposed to bring
the spacing of crossings on City Walkways within
the 800 foot spacing standards that are currently
being proposed. These crossings are proposed at
the following general locations: Division between
72nd and 74th, Powell and 84th, Powell and 90th,
82nd and Harrison, 82nd and Clinton, 82nd and
Franklin, 82nd and Rhone, 92nd and Lincoln,
92nd and Caruthers, and two crossings on 92nd
between Clinton and Powell.

Project Definition

The 4 new pedestrian crossings on Division

5t are recommended to be built as part of

either the Division 5t Transit Improvement TSP
project (70015) or the Inner Division Corridor
Improvements, Phase 3 TSP project (70014). Both
of these projects are projected to built in the 11-20
year time frame.

The 5 new pedestrian crossings on 82nd Ave are
recommended to be built as part of the 82nd Ave
Corridor Improvements TSP project (40013). This
project is projected to be built in the 1-10 year
time frame.

The 5 new pedestrian crossings on Powell Blvd

are recommended to be built as part of the Inner
Powell Bikeway TSP project (70046). This project is
projected to be built in the 11-20 year time frame.

The 5 new pedestrian crossings on 92nd Ave are
not aligned with any existing TSP projects. These
projects should be constructed through either the
Pedestrian Network Completion Program, Vision
Zero, or Safe Routes to School.
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Between SE 85th Ave and I-205, Clinton St is
designated as a Major City Bikeway. In this area,
much of Clinton 5t is unimproved right-of-way,
and the street comes to a dead end between
92nd and the I-205 pathway. A new TSP project

is recommended to be created, which would
complete the bikeway on Clinton 5t, and create a
new bikeway/walkway to connect Clinton 5t to the
I-205 pathway and the SE Division 5t MAX Green
Line station.
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Pathway Connection in Gresham

Rosewood Safe Routes to Centers
Existing Conditions

In Rosewood, the bike network is centered around
the major arterials: 148th, 162nd, and Burnside.
There are currently no designated bikeways
outside of these arterials, creating a cycling
environment that is not comfortable for people of
all ages and abilities.

The arterial sidewalk network is relatively filled
out, with the exception of small gaps where newer
development has not yet occurred and two big
gaps on the north side of Glisan along the frontage
of the Glendoveer Golf Course, which together,
represent a gap of nearly one half mile in the
sidewalk network on a designated City Walkway.
There are abundant crossings of Burnside, where
the MAX line runs, but additional crossings are
needed along Stark, Glisan, 148th, and 162nd to
meet crossing spacing guidelines.

Connected Centers Street Plan | September 2019
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Plans and Recommendations

In the map on the following page. planned
bikeways are projects that have identified funding
sources, and are planned to be built in the next

10 years. Recommended Bikeways have been
identified in the TSP or other planning documents,
but do not have an identified funding source.
Proposed Bikeways are new recommendations
from the Connected Centers Plan.

There are already planned bikeways along Glisan
and Main Streets, making a more comfortable all
ages and abilities network available in this Center.
Several bikeways are planned and recommended
along 151st, 154th, and 155th Avenues. The
Growing Transit Communities plan identified
several new crossings on Stark St to improve
access to transit stations.

This plan proposes that the 151st and Yambhill
connections be removed in favor of a more direct
route on 154th or 155th and through Parklane Park
to the south. This analysis recommends a crossing
at Stark and 155th and 154th to accommodate
pedestrian and bike traffic across this busy
corridor. Crossings are also recommended on
Glisan at 146th, 155th, and 156th Avenues to
facilitate these new bikeways.

Twelve additional crossings are being
recommended to bring the spacing of crossings
on City Walkways within the 800-foot spacing
standards that are being proposed in the
Pedestrian Master Plan update. These crossing are
recommended at the following locations: Glisan
and 136th, Glisan and 143rd, Glisan and 146th,
Glisan and 151st, Glisan and 160th, 148th between
Couch and Flanders, 148th between Burnside and
Stark, 148th and Alder, 148th and Taylor, Stark and
157th, 162nd and Alder, 162nd and Taylor, Main
and 151st, and Main and 164th.
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Sidewalk infill is recommended on the north side
of Glisan St, east of 148th Ave. There is currently
no sidewalk along the frontage of the Glendoveer
Golf Course between the bus stop at 148th, and
the golf course entrance at 141st PI. Sidewalk
infill is also needed along the frontage of the golf
course between 140th Ave and 134th PI. A project
is on the current TSP project list to build the
sidewalk and bike lane that are needed on Glisan
St

Project Definition

The 7 new pedestrian crossings on Glisan 5t are
recommended to be built as part of the Outer
Glisan Safety and Streetscape Improvements TSP
project (50025). This project is projected to be built
in the 11-20 year time frame.

The 3 new pedestrian crossings on Stark 5t are
recommended to be built as part of the Outer
Stark Ped/Bike Improvements TSP project (80017),
in addition to the pedestrian crossings that have
already been identified in the Growing Transit
Communities plan. This project is projected to be
built in the 1-10 year time frame.

The 4 new pedestrian crossings on 148th Ave are
not aligned with any existing TSP projects. These
projects should be constructed through either the
Pedestrian Network Completion Program, Vision
Zero, or Safe Routes to School.
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“Guide development and land use to create the kinds of
places and street environments intended for different

types of streets”

-Portland Transportation System Plan Policy 9.13

Incentives

The following concepts were considered to
improve the feasibility of new connections in
Centers with poor street connectivity. These
concepts would complement and supplement the
proposals that are presented in this plan:

1 Incentives for connection opportunity
areas: Based on the "Connection
Opportunity” Analysis, the Connected
Centers Street Plan identified the blocks
that are most crucial for connectivity and
seeks to help reduce the burden on sites
where a new public street or pathway is
reguired by providing Transportation System
Development Charge (TSDC) incentives,
specifically potential TSDC credit and TSDC
capital funding. These opportunity areas are
outlined on the following pages.

TSDC credit: A proposed credit for TSDC
charges to developments that are required to
build new street connections would help to
offset the cost of building new connections,
and it would recognize the important
contribution that new connections make

to local street connectivity. This credit will

be geographically focused in the Jade and
Rosewood neighborhood centers
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Calculate development allowances prior
to dedication of right-of-way: Calculate
development allowances prior to the
dedication of right-of-way for new street
connections, i.e. when the developer is
proposing multi-dwelling development
through a permit or land use review process.
This would allow developers to build up to
the density or floor area ratio that would

be allotted to the parcel if no dedication

was required. Under current rules, density

is calculated after parcel area is deducted
for frontage improvements and new public
street connections. Calculating parcel

area prior to dedication would remove a
disincentive to create new street connections
(Proposal is included in the Better Housing
by Design Discussion Draft).

Explore a new funding source: A new
funding source to consider could be a

fund for property acquisition or a charge

on development similar to the Local
Transportation Infrastructure Charge

(LTIC). This would implement a charge to all
developments in areas not meeting street
spacing standards, which would be collected
and distributed to help offset the costs
incurred by those specific developments that
are required to build new connections.
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Incentives for Connection Opportunity Areas

TSDC Incentives

The Connection Opportunity Areas were identified
by selecting parcels whose centers do not fall
within 265 feet of a street connection, and thus
don't meet Portland’s connectivity standards.
Parcels highlighted in blue represent the parts

of the East Portland blocks that are out of
compliance with the street connectivity standards.
Areas that are outlined in black and numbered
are Connection Opportunity Areas where TSDC
incentives for building street connections can

be provided. For both the Jade and Rosewood
neighborhoods, East-West connectivity is lacking
much more than North-South connectivity, so the
Connection Opportunity Areas identified here
focus on incentives for East-West connections.
Private driveways and off-street parking are
commaonly built for access and circulation on
these sites when a public street is not required.
The TSDC incentives are intended to help offset
some of the additional costs from building a
public street to city standards.

Jade District Connection Opportunity
Areas

The Jade District Map on the following page
identifies eleven Connection Opportunity Areas
that would be eligible for TSDC incentives

for required East-West connectivity. If street
connections are built in each of the 11 blocks,
this would equate to roughly 4,200 centerline
feet of new roadway constructed. The cost to
build these 11 blocks is roughly $5M, based

on the rate charged to developers on under-
improved local traffic streets without a curb

for frontage is consistent with PBOT's Local
Transportation Infrastructure Charge. Based on
prior development trends over the past decade,
it is anticipated that a small percentage of these
sites will redevelop over the next ten years.

This Plan proposes a $1.26M TSDC capital project
for the Jade District along with a TSDC credit to
reduce costs for developers on sites the build a
public connection. This would assume roughly
half of these sites develop over the next 10 years
and the TSDC project would cover half the cost for
the developer to build the street.

Rosewood Connection Opportunity
Areas

The Rosewood Area Map identifies seven
Connection Opportunity Areas that would be
eligible for TSDC incentives for required East-West
connectivity. If street connections are built in each
of the seven blocks, this would equate to roughly
3.225 centerline feet of new roadway constructed.
In some cases, specifically Connection Opportunity
Area #2 and #3, the required connection

would include a rear-lot dedication and street
improvement to link two dead-end public rights-
of-way. The cost to build these seven blocks is
roughly $3.87M (based on the LTIC rate).

This Plan proposes a $967,500 TSDC capital project
for the Jade District along with a TSDC credit to
reduce costs for developers on sites the build a
public connection. This would assume roughly half
of these sites develop over the next ten years and
the TSDC project would cover half the cost for the
developer to build the street.
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Better Housing by Design Code Provisions (DRAFT)

The following is a summary of proposed Title 33
changes to the multi-dwelling zoning code included
in the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability Better
Housing by Design Plan. These provisions will help
to support the creation of connections in new
developments.

Properties in the multi-dwelling zones in East
Portland are often both narrow and very deep
(sites 60-feet wide and 200-feet or more in depth
are commaon), making it difficult to achieve
guality site design. In recognition of some of the
design challenges related to development on
East Portland's narrow sites, Comprehensive Plan
Policy 3.94 calls for land in Eastern Portland to be
combined into larger sites before development
OCCUrs.

Require street frontages wide enough
for quality site design and to provide
space for new street connections in
East Portland centers.

This Title 33 proposal will apply to sites with multi-
dwelling zoning located in the Jade District, 122nd/
Hazelwood, Rosewood/Glenfair neighborhood
centers and in and around the Midway town
center. Within these areas, for multi-dwelling
Zone sites more than 160-feet deep, the proposal
requires a minimum street frontage of 90 feet

for development of new units to take place.
Exceptions are provided for projects approved
through a Planned Development Review or that
are surrounded by fully-developed properties.

This minimum street frontage width will provide
enough space for a variety of site configurations,
more efficient site design and partial street
connections (if needed), as well as allow for
driveways to take up less than a quarter of the
site width. While there are many benefits to larger
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sites, a tradeoff is that requiring narrow sites to
be combined adds time, cost, and complexity to
development.

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

This proposal will apply citywide. It allows FAR
to be calculated before street right-of-way is
dedicated, to reduce disincentives to providing
street connections.
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Summary of Recommendations

This Connected Centers 5treet Plan establishes a strategy for attaining new street and pathway
connections where blocks do not meet existing connectivity requirements. The recommendations
contained in this plan will be applied in the following areas: 1) Citywide, 11) Focus Area, 111) Multifamily
Zones.

I. CITYWIDE

1. Retain Existing Street Spacing Requirements
The Plan does not propose a change to the minimum street spacing standards that are currently
set in City Code, and which are in alignment with the Metro Regional Transportation Plan spacing
standards. These requirements are 530" for streets and 330" for pathways.

2. New Options to Phase Street Improvements
In locations where new connections are needed, but it is not feasible to build a street on a single
parcel, streets may be built in phases, across multiple parcels.

When phased street connections are required in locations where lot lines are not aligned,
new developments may be required to dedicate right-of-way on the rear lot line to allow
the street to jog and connect through the block when future development provides the
remaining connection.

Il. FOCUS AREAS: JADE DISTRICT AND ROSEWOOD NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS

3. Provide Financial Incentives to Offset Cost of Street Construction
Incentives, such as TSDC credits, provided to developers would offset the difference between the
cost of building a driveway and the cost of building a new connection to City standards.

4, Safe Routes to Centers

Complete active transportation connections and new crossings to support pedestrian and bicycle
access to destinations within the Jade and Rosewood Centers from surrounding neighborhoods.
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. MULTIFAMILY ZONES (BETTER HOUSING BY DESIGN PROPOSAL)

5. Calculate Development Capacity Prior to Dedication of Right-of-Way
The Plan proposes that development allowances for multi-dwelling developments be allowed to
be calculated prior to the dedication of right-of-way. This would eliminate disincentives to creating
new connections.

Currently,
development that
provides a public
street connection

loses development

allowances.

While a development
that only includes a
private driveway has

no such penalty.

6. Minimum Frontage Length (East Portland Centers)
Require street frontages wide enough for quality site design to provide space for new connections
in East Portland Centers. Within the multi-dwelling zoning in the Jade District, 122nd/Hazelwood,
Rosewood/Glenfair neighborhood centers, and in and around Midway town center, for multi-
dwelling zone sites more than 160-feet deep, the proposal would reguire a minimum street
frontage of 90 feet for development of new units to take place.
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