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Following the broad set of recommendations made in the April 2017 Design Overlay Zone 
Assessment, BDS staff prioritized administrative improvements to Design Review that would 
most immediately impact the efficiency of the process and the experience of its participants. 
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The Design Overlay Zone Amendments (DOZA) package of proposals aims to update and improve 
the processes and tools used in Design Review. Many of the recommendations outlined in the initial 
Assessment were intended to make the process more efficient, focused, predictable, and effective. 
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Key recommendations from the DOZA Assessment were addressed through BDS’s administrative efforts 
and impact the way different groups engage with the process. 

DESIGN REVIEW STAFF APPLICANTS

DESIGN COMMISSION MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC



* The three tenets are born out of how the current design guidelines are structured (Portland Personality, Pedestrian Emphasis, Project Design).
In Fall of 2018 the Planning & Sustainability Commission, Design Commission, and Historic Landmarks Commission were briefed on a 
working purpose statement that is included in the September 2019 DOZA Proposed Draft and provided tentative support. BDS has  
focused the Design Review process around the proposed three tenets noted above.
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Based on current BDS processes.
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OVERVIEW

BDS ADMINISTRATIVE IMPROVEMENTS

A.2. Improve the review
processes with a charter,
better management of
meetings and training for
both the Design Commission
and staff

A.3. Align the City’s review
process with the design
process
A.4. Better communicate the
role of urban design and the
d-overlay tool

KEY DOZA ASSESSMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS:



01 // EXAMPLE CHALLENGES 02 // SOLUTIONS

BDS DOBDS DOZA AZA Administrdministrativative Impre Improovvemementsents

IMPLEMENTATION 
Each project has its own unique set of site constraints, development standards, and approval criteria.  Applicants greatly 
benefit from clear information provided by staff at each stage of the review. Particular success has been found in getting 
early information to applicants to facilitate complete and responsive initial applications. An improved Early Assistance 
staff response template was created to ensure complete and consistent staff feedback early in the review process. Newly 
developed handouts give an overview of the process and a checklist of submittal requirements. Similarly, the Guide to 
Design Review, scheduled for annual updates by the Design Commission, is provided to applicants as an 
attachment to Early Assistance summaries. The Guide identifies ways to successfully approach the review process and 
outlines common Commission concerns. 
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or this 100% aff

In reponse to preliminary feedback at the DAR, the applicant reoriented the duplex 
buildings to better engage the street, create a larger internal plaza for residents, 
and improve visibility through the site. 



aff





MATT MERING
Graves Hospitality

ALAN JONES
Jones Architecture

DAVE OTTE
Holst Architecture

KURT SCHULTZ
SERA Architecture

BECCA CAVELL
BORA Architects
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OVERVIEW

BDS ADMINISTRATIVE IMPROVEMENTS

A.2. Improve the review
processes with a charter, 
better management of 
meetings and training 
for both the Design 
Commission and staff

A.3. Align the City’s review
process with the design
process

A.4. Better communicate
the role of urban design
and the d-overlay tool

KEY DOZA ASSESSMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS:



01 // EXAMPLE CHALLENGES

IMPLEMENTATION 
The responsibilities and duties of the Design Commission are included in Title 33, Portland Zoning Code. Their authority 
is outlined in multiple chapters related to land use reviews, procedure types, and public committee requirements. One of 
the first steps taken in implementation of the DOZA recommendations was the creation of the Design Commission Bylaws, 
vetted and formally adopted by the Commission on November 30, 2017. This exercise created a single document that 
clearly states the responsibilities and authority of the body as a foundation for their work. This document is now included 
in the training material provided to new Commissioners in a newly developed reference binder. This training information 
will be implemented and updated as new Commissioners are oriented to the process. As a single, complete source of 
reference information, the training binder is also intended to assist current Commissioners in their continued success. 

Productivity and efficiency of hearings was also a focus prior to the DOZA Assessment. Senior staff are now seated at the staff 
table for all hearings to ensure consistency and provide high level support for complex or sensitive cases. Regular meetings 
between senior staff and Commission leadership are held prior to hearing days. This coordination is extended to all staff 
during quarterly retreats, where Commissioners and staff debrief recent cases and confirm consistency moving forward. 

Recent renovation of the hearings room included technology improvements that streamline transitions between portions 
of the hearing. The guidelines matrices, hearing visual aids, and procedure cards outlined in the applicants portion above, 
have similarly helped keep deliberations focused to the benefit of the Design Commission. A series of information boards 
were created to provide additional information to Commission meeting attendees. A copy of these boards is included in 
a packet of information provided to the Chair of each meeting. The Design Commission elects a Chair and Vice Chair at 
the beginning of each calendar year, however, other members of the Commission are called upon to facilitate meetings in 
their absence. The comprehensive packet of information helps to keep the Commission on track and operating efficiently 
regardless of absences or temporary leadership changes. 

A new presentation order also streamlines the Design Commission discussion. Staff present limited information regarding 
the Zoning Code requirements and approval criteria, allowing applicants to take full responsibility for presenting their 
concept. The staff presentation outlining  on Type III cases 
follows the format of similarly revised memos to the Commission. The consistency in formatting and clearly defined 
presentation roles have been beneficial in reducing meeting times and created a strong foundation for Commission 
discussion and deliberation. 

02 // SOLUTIONS

Limited training for new Commissioners

Outdated technology in the hearings room

Inconsistent direction 

Inefficient deliberations 

Adopted Bylaws & yearly standardized training for all

Remodeled room with improved technology

Senior Staff seated at table during all hearings

Deliberation and Voting guides
 at all seats 
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OVERVIEW

BDS ADMINISTRATIVE IMPROVEMENTS

A.2. Improve the review
processes with a charter,
better management of
meetings and training
for both the Design
Commission and staff

A.3. Align the City’s review
process with the design
process

A.4. Better communicate
the role of urban design
and the d-overlay tool

A.5. Improve the public
involvement system

KEY DOZA ASSESSMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS:



01 // EXAMPLE CHALLENGES 02 // SOLUTIONS
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OVERVIEW

BDS ADMINISTRATIVE IMPROVEMENTS

A.4. Better communicate
the role of urban design
and the d-overlay tool

A.5. Improve the public
involvement system

KEY DOZA ASSESSMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS:



01 // EXAMPLE CHALLENGES 02 // SOLUTIONS
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1010 NE GRAND
LRS & LEVER Architecture

ELKS CHILDREN’S EYE CLINIC  
NBBJ

DESIGN GUIDELINES



SW PARK & COLUMBIA HOUSING 

GBD ARCHITECTS

PROVIDENCE PARK EXPANSION
ALLIED WORKS ARCHITECTURE

CHERRY BLOSSOM TOWNHOMES
ANKROM MOISAN ARCHITECTS 
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In an effort to encourage robust and informed engagement, information related to Design Commission 
Meetings has been updated with a unified visual language. These changes primarily impact public 
information and understanding, with significant value to applicants.

COMMISSION BYLAWS

OVERVIEW & PROCEDURE 
BOARDS

WELCOME BOARD

TESTIMONY SHEETS



IMPROVED AGENDA

CHAIR BINDERS

SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

PRESENTATION ORDER
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COMMISSION BYLAWS*

OVERVIEW BOARDS

UPDATED AGENDA

PROCEDURE BOARDS

WELCOME BOARD

TESTIMONY SHEETS

DAR SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

PRESENTATION ORDER*

EA TEMPLATE*

CHAIR BINDER*

COMMISSION BINDER*

GUIDELINES MATRIX*

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

LAND USE/PERMIT COMPARISON SHEET

GUIDE TO DESIGN REVIEW*

TERMINOLOGY SHEET

VOTING PROCEDURE

DELIBERATION CARD 

POSTING NOTICE 

@PortlandDCChair 
* EXCERPT ONLY
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Design Commission Bylaws Page 1 of 8

City of Portland, Oregon

Design Commission Bylaws 

Language in italics is from Portland City Title 33, Planning and Zoning. In instances of conflict, 
current zoning code language supersedes the Bylaws.

A. Authority

Part I
Authority, Powers, and Duties

The commissions, committees, boards and officers established in this chapter are empowered
to perform all duties assigned to them by State law or this Title on behalf of the City Council.
(33.710.020). The Design Commission is authorized under Section 33.710.050.

B. Purpose

The Design Commission provides leadership and expertise on urban design and architecture and
on maintaining and enhancing Portland's historical and architectural heritage. (33.710.050.A)

C. Powers and Duties (33.710.050.D)

The Design Commission has all of the powers and duties which are assigned to it by this Title or
by City Council. The Commission powers and duties include:

1. Recommending the establishment, amendment, or removal of a design district to the
Planning and Sustainability Commission and City Council;

2. Developing design guidelines for adoption by City Council for all design districts except
Historic Districts and Conservation Districts;

3. Reviewing major developments within design districts, except those projects involving or
located within the following:

a. Historic Districts;
b. Conservation Districts;
c. Historic Landmarks; and
d. Conservation Landmarks.

4. Reviewing other land use requests assigned to the Design Commission; and
5. Providing advice on design matters to the Hearings Officer, Planning and Sustainability

Commission, Historic Landmarks Commission, Portland Development Commission, and City
Council.

Land Use Reviews
The following land use reviews, when subject to a Type III procedure or when they are appeals of 
a Type II procedure, are assigned to the Design Commission:

1. Design review [except Historic Resource review assigned to the Historic Landmarks
Commission];

2. Adjustments in a Design zone, except historic districts and historic landmarks;
3. Adjustments associated with a design review required by City Council outside of a Design

zone;
4. Reviews in the Central City plan district for height and FAR bonuses and transfers; and
5. South Waterfront Greenway Reviews in the South Waterfront subdistrict of the Central

City plan district. (33.720.020.C)







City of Portland 
Design Commission 

Agenda 
Location 
1900 SW 4th Avenue  
Room 2500B (2nd Floor) 
Portland, OR 97201 

Keep in Mind 
The agenda is subject to change. Cases may be rescheduled. Times are estimates only and item
times may change.
Projects are reviewed in the order listed with a 10 minute break between agenda items.
Hearing cancellations follow Portland Public School Inclement Weather Closure Policy.
Regularly scheduled meetings of the Design Commission are the 1st and 3rd Thursday of each
month. Additional meetings are scheduled as necessary and are noted as a “special date” one the
agenda.
All continuances and reschedules are requested by the applicant, unless otherwise noted.

Resources 
Project information (Reports, Presentations, Drawings, Audio) is available for each project at the
links provided below. Project information is generally available within one week of the meeting
date: www.efiles.portlandoregon.gov
A Guide for Presenting Testimony is available at www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/dctestimony
Design Guidelines are available online at www.portlandoregon.gov/designguidelines

January 17, 2019 at 1:30 PM - CANCELLED 

CANCELLED 

January 24, 2019 at 1:30 PM 

1 
(1:30 – 1:35) 

Items of Interest 

2 
(1:35-3:35) 

Canopy Hotel Cladding | LU 18-266225 DZ
https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/record/12503380 

CITY CONTACT: Emily Hays, BDS, 503-823-5676 
APPLICANT: Julie Bronder 
SITE:  425-431 NW 9th Avenue 

Type III Design Review to retain the existing box-rib metal panel cladding on the west 
facade of The Canopy Hotel in the Central City Plan District, Pearl Subdistrict, 
approved under LU 15-209365 DZM AD. 

Type III Land Use Review



City of Portland 
Design Commission 

February 7, 2019 at 1:30 PM 

1 
(1:30 – 1:35) 

Items of Interest 

 2 
       (1:35 – 2:35)

Lincoln School Replacement | EA 18-181153 DA 
https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/record/12008575 

(RSCHD FROM 12/13/18; CNTD FROM 10/4/18; RSCHD FROM 9/20/18; CNTD 
FROM 7/26/18)       

CITY CONTACT: Puja Bhutani, BDS, 503-823-7226  
APPLICANT: Becca Cavell, BORA Architects 
SITE:  1600 SW Salmon St 

DAR for Lincoln High School replacement building, 8-story, 138 feet high providing 
281,000 GSF of educational and support space. The new athletic track and field is 
located in the east section of the site, along SW 14th Avenue. The primary entrance is 
from an entrance plaza at SW Salmon Street and 17th Avenue. Bus drop off occurs 
on SW Salmon Street, and loading, service and fire access is from SW 17th Avenue 
on south side of the building. Building materials include brick, metal panels, fiberglass 
windows and green roof. Potential Modifications include for ground floor active use, 
bicycle parking, required building line, and transit street main entrance requirements. 

3 
        (2:45-3:45) 

Holden Of Pearl, Senior Living Community | EA 18-261137 DA 
https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/record/12452147 

(CONTINUED FROM 12/13/18) 

CITY CONTACT: Puja Bhutani, BDS, 503-823-7226        
APPLICANT: Evan Lawler, Alliance Realty Partners, LLC 
SITE:  13TH & NW QUIMBY ST 

Design Advice Request for a new, 16 story building located on a full block site (Block 
246) at the northeast corner of NW Quimby Street and NW 13th Avenue. The
proposed use is a senior living facility with 241 residential and group living units with
149 parking stalls. Memory care units are located at Level 1. Assisted living and
residential amenities are located at levels 1-4 with Independent living units located in
the tower from Levels 5-16. Ground level commercial proposed along NW 13th Ave.
The residential lobby located at the ground level at the northeast corner of the site.
Parking and loading access off NW Quimby Street with residential drop off from the
private drive at NW Raleigh. The proposal includes rooftop terraces at levels 2, 3, and
5. Modifications to loading and bicycle parking spacing are requested.

Design Advice Request 

Design Advice Request 







Early Assistance (EA) & Pre- Application Conference (PC) Template 
[last updated 3/20/17] 

1. Generate summary document in TRACS:

LUR-EA Appt Planner Response

Paste after “Limitation” and before “When you are ready to submit an application…”
Note – delete Neighborhood Notification at end of template since not a part of EA info in
TRACS.

LUR-EA-Pre-Application Planner Response 

Paste after 1st intro paragraph
Note:  you need to copy the Neighborhood Notification information that is populated from
TRACS info fields into your template. It is clunky, but necessary.

2. As you edit template (all yellow highlights) be sure to read “Note to Planner” and delete
afterward.

3. Save/upload final template into TRACS, “send” document, and update Planner Response
process line under Process Tab to “Complete”

A. KEY ISSUES AND REQUIREMENTS

The following issues and requirements have been summarized for the applicant to pay special 
attention to as they may impact the proposed project.   

1. Design / Historic Resource Review Process

a. Procedure Type. The project will be subject to a Type X Design / Historic Resource
Review based on the thresholds per table 825-1 / 846-1 / 846-2 / 846-3, 846-4 of
Section 33.825.025 / 33.846.060.  Submittal requirements can be found in Section X
below.

b. Approval Criteria. The applicable approval criteria are X and can be found at
portlandoregon.gov/designguidelines.  Other approval criteria may apply if Modifications
(Section 33.825.040 / 33.846.070) or Adjustments (Section 33.805.040) to development
standards are requested.

c. Additional Reviews.  Modification review may be requested as part of land use review
for site-related standards (such as setbacks, size of loading spaces) that are not met.
Adjustment review may be requested as part of the design review for use-related
development standards (such as floor area ratios, number of loading spaces, number of
parking) that are not met.

Note to Planner - Confirm if other reviews required, like Greenway, Conditional Use,
Central City Parking Review, etc., and if so provide process, fees and approval criteria
accordingly.



CITY OF PORTLAND 
DESIGN COMMISSION 

MEETING MATERIAL
Chair Binder



CITY OF PORTLAND 
DESIGN COMMISSION 

TRAINING BINDER 
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Design Advice Requests (DAR) are a form of early assistance intended to provide feedback 
on early design concepts prior to Design or Historic Resource Review. This feedback is 
advisory and preliminary in nature. This meeting is not a land use review. Decisions are not 
made in the DAR process.

Design Commission
Historic Landmarks Commission

Design Advice Request Information Sheet

DAR Application Requirements

 Application Form - https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/index.cfm?a=136435
 Fee - https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/article/727186
 Drawing Sets (see reverse) and Digital Model

Design Advice Topics

Deliverables Timeline

Public Meeting Procedure

issues for the Commission to discuss. Possible    
topics include (but are not limited to):

•
• Compatibility with Historic Resources
•
•
• Design Coherency
•
• Placemaking
• Materiality
•
•

• Applicants must bring a digital copy of the
presentation (drawings & model).  Presentation
boards, easels & material samples are optional.

• Public meeting order and timing:

• DARs are usually about 90 minutes.
•

summary notes are sent to participants within

 
 
 
 
 

one meeting and corresponding noticing. A re-noticing fee will be charged when the DAR meeting is rescheduled at the 
applicant’s request.



1. Project Summary
•  Team Information
•  Summary of Development Program
•  Sheet Index

2. Context Study
•  Zoning Summary
•

•

Open Space

Pedestrian & Vehicle Access Points
•

Easements
Pedestrian & Vehicle Access Points

•

3. Concept Design
•

•  Proposed Site Plan
• Zoning Height Base Point
• Ground Level Plan
• Typical Upper Floor Plan
• Roof Plan
•
• Preliminary Building Elevations
• Material Concept(s)
•
•  Representative Image of Project
•  

The following information may be provided as part of the DAR application. Submittals may vary based on 

Items in bold are required at time of submittal. Items in italics may be helpful to facilitate discussion at the 

information is included. 

meeting date): 
• Ten (10) drawing sets printed
• Staple or clip at upper left corner with each page labeled in bottom right corner with case number (EA

Design Guidelines are used to guide the conversation during the DAR because they are the approval criteria 
used in Design Review and Historic Resource Review. Design Commission feedback will relate to the 

three design tenets. The Historic Landmarks Commission typically organizes their feedback based on macro- 
and micro- level issues related to the applicable approval criteria. Design Guidelines can be found online at: 

DAR’s are intended to align with the schematic design phase of the architectural design process. The following 
information and drawings should not be presented at a DAR:

DAR Drawing Set Requirements

Please don’t get ahead of us

•
• Detailed elevations
• Fully rendered images

• Final material selections
•
• Detailed landscape plan
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Certificate of Compliance
(Design and Historic Resource Review Approvals)

Thank you for participating in the City of Portland's Design/Historic Resource Review process. We 
look forward to your building's contribution to the City of Portland.

The Design/Historic Resource Review approval grants entitlements for the proposed work to be 
built. The expectation is that the building permit will reflect the elevations, sections, details, material 
samples, etc. that were stamped and signed by the land use case planner. Additionally, 
compliance with all Conditions of Approval is expected at the time of permit review and
construction.

Land Use Services staff will review the permit drawings for compliance with the Design/Historic 
Resource Review decision. At the time of permit submittal, you will be required to submit this 
Certification of Compliance form. It is the applicant's responsibility, in the permit drawings, to 
demonstrate compliance with the Design/Historic Resource Review approved project. It is also the 
applicant's responsibility to identify for Land Use Services staff any and all revisions made to the 
project since Design/Historic Resource Review approval, whether the changes were made by 
choice, for value-engineering purposes, due to Code requirements, or for any other reason.

The Bureau of Development Services expects the project team to coordinate directly with the 
Design/Historic Resource Review planner once a change is being contemplated. Changes to the 
Design/Historic Resource Review drawings are subject to another land use review, which must be 
approved prior to the issuance of building permits; it is therefore critical for early engagement to 
have the time for the necessary coordination and process.

We (architect of record and owner) certify that the project plans submitted with the building permit 
application, and subsequent revisions and deferred submittals, are consistent with the Design 
Review or Historic Resource Review approval and meet the Conditions of Approval.

Architect Name:
Architect Signature: Date:
Owner Name:
Owner Signature: Date

Project Name and Address:

Design/Historic Review Case File Number:

Y:\Team_Design&Historic\admin\Seniors\DZ HR Compliance/CertificateofComplianceForm 3/2/17



Land Use Case (LUR) #
Building Permit #
Address

LUR Exhibit Name LUR Exhibit # Permit Set # Comments
Site Plan C.1 C100 revised bollard spacing

Land Use Review Exhibits & Building Permit Sheets Reference Table

Y:\Team_Design istoric\admin\_Permit Reviews\LUR Permit Comparison Table Updated  6/23/2017
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City of Portland

Design Commission 

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

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

www.portlandonline.com/bds

A Guide to the City of Portland Design Review Process  
Prepared by the members of the Design Commission – May 2016 

Design Commission 

The Design Commission provides leadership and expertise on urban design, architecture and on 
maintaining and enhancing Portland’s historical and architectural heritage. The Design Commission consists 
of seven volunteer members, appointed by the Mayor and confirmed by the City Council, who serve a 
four-year term. The Commission includes a representative of the Regional Arts and Culture Council, one 
person representing the public at-large, and five members experienced in design, engineering, financing, 
construction or management of buildings, land development, or related disciplines. 

The Design Commission reviews all Type III major projects, as well as all appeals of Type II reviews. 
Projects are classified based on location in the city and valuation. Minor projects are classified as Type I-II 
and go through an administrative staff-level review.  

This guide is intended to facilitate successful completion of Portland's Type III Design Review process. It 
intends to increase the level of predictability for applicants by clarifying how the Design Commission 
upholds the Design Guidelines. Applicants who utilize this document and collaborate with Bureau of 
Development Services (BDS) Planning Staff throughout the process will reduce the need for redesign, 
number of submittal packets, and hearings before the Commission.  This document will be updated 
periodically to reflect the current Commission membership. 

BDS Planning Staff 

BDS Planning Staff fully understand the Design Guidelines and how the current Design Commission upholds 
and emphasizes the guidelines. The role of Staff is to help applicants move through the review process 
efficiently. Listen to Staff and heed its advice. Design Commission consistently agrees with guideline issues 
identified by Staff. Utilizing Staff suggestions can reduce the number of Design Advice Requests/ hearings. 

Design Advice Request (DAR) 

Design Advice Requests (DARs) are voluntary opportunities for applicants to meet with the Design 
Commission to hear its feedback on early schematic design. Scheduling a DAR session early in your project 
schedule is strongly recommended. For large and/or complicated cases, multiple DAR sessions are often 
appropriate. These early meetings can result in guidance and clarity from Commission about specific site 
and program conditions. Appropriate topics for early conversations may include:  

Massing options
Site organization
Ground level - active ground level uses and transparency
Parking and loading systems
Circulation routes
Landscape concept
Utilities
Preliminary material options



ALWAYS Lead with Criteria

TYPE III DESIGN REVIEW HEARING DESIGN ADVICE REQUEST MEETING 

Proposal
The project has been formally 
submitted and is an active 
quasi-judicial land use case. Changes 
are possible. 

Testimony 
All testimony is considered part of the 
land use record.

Deliberation
The Commission deliberation leads to 
a formal decision on the proposal. 

Decision
The proposal is approved, approved 
with conditions, or denied.

Concept 
The drawing set is not a formal 
submittal for land use review; 
changes are likely.

Comments
Public comments are not considered 
part of the future land use record.

Discussion
The DAR creates an opportunity for 
informal feedback on a project. 

Direction
The DAR cannot result in a formal 
decision, but can provide concept 
direction.  

City of Portland 

Design Commission

Terminology
Just so we’re clear
The terms used in the Design Advice Request and 
Land Use Review processes are distinctly different. 
Below is a guide to the language used in each.

Staff Memo
Design Review staff provide topics for 
Comission Discussion.   

Staff Report
Design Review staff provide a formal 
recommendation of approval or denial. 

Next Steps 
Engage in the formal land use case.

Next Steps 
If you disagree with the findings, the 
decision can be appealed to City 
Council. 



NEXT STEPS
• CHAIR SUMMARIZES DISCUSSION & IDENTIFIES REMAINING CONCERNS
• CHAIR INVITES APPLICANT TO DISCUSS NEXT STEPS & ANSWER QUESTIONS, NO FURTHER DELIBERATIONS
• CHAIR REQUESTS STATUS OF 120-DAY TIMELINE FROM STAFF, WAIVER SIGNED AS NEEDED
• CHAIR IDENTIFIES RETURN HEARING DATE, IF APPLICABLE

DELIBERATION 
PORTLAND DESIGN COMMISSION

COMMISSION ISSUES

STAFF ITEMS

• CHAIR ASKS COMMISSIONERS TO IDENTIFY APPROVAL CRITERIA MET/ NOT MET BY TENET

DELIBERATION

• CHAIR SUMMARIZES COMMISSION & STAFF CONCERNS; INITIATES DISCUSSION OF EACH BY TENET

• CHAIR STATES STAFF’S ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION BY TENET (CONTEXT – PUBLIC REALM – QUALITY)

For LU hearings, the chair 
will request the applicant 
step back before
deliberation begins 



Preamble: Using the Design Guidelines 

Design guidelines are mandatory approval criteria that must be met as part of design review. They also 
intend to serve as parameters for discussion and deliberation. 

During the design review process, applicants are responsible for explaining, in their application, how 
their proposed design meets each guideline.  

The public is encouraged to weigh in on the proposed design, based on the guidelines. 

Decision-makers must tie their comments and responses, and ultimately their decision, to the 
guidelines. Discussion and deliberation should be organized around and focused on whether the 
proposal meets the guideline or does not meet the guideline.   

Proposals that meet all the applicable guidelines will be approved. Proposals that do not meet all of the 
applicable guidelines will be denied.  

If the decision-maker approves the proposed design, they may add conditions to their approval, which 
require revisions to the design to ensure the proposal’s compliance with the guidelines.  



LELAND CONSULTING GROUP 

People Places Prosperity 

Revitalizing Downtowns 
Creating Partnerships 

Targeting Real Estate Success 
Shaping Financial Strategies 

Strengthening Community 
Enabling Sustainability & Livability 

Making Cities Work 

610 SW Alder Street Suite 1008 
Portland Oregon  

97205-3611 
p 503.222.1600 
f 503.222.5078 

www.lelandconsulting.com 

The DOZA Draft Report and Housing Affordability 
Date February 6, 2017 

To Lora Lillard, Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 

From Brian Vanneman, Leland Consulting Group  

CC Mark Hinshaw, Walker Macy  

Per BPS’ request, this memorandum has been prepared as an addendum to the Design 
Overlay Zoning Assessment (DOZA) Report, and addresses the impacts of the DOZA report 
recommendations on housing affordability in the City of Portland. Key findings of this review 
are:  

o Design review in the City of Portland almost certainly adds some cost to the housing
development process since non-profit and private sector housing developers must invest
time, effort, and funds to navigate the process, and higher design standards may require
more costly building materials. Some of these costs are then passed on to renters and
homebuyers.

o The goal of the DOZA project has been to retain and improve the design review process,
and many of the developers and designers we interviewed support the goals of design
review in concept. In this context, the challenge is to optimize the positive benefits of
design review (better-designed buildings and public places), while minimizing rather than
eliminating the cost associated with design review.

o A number of the recommendations in the DOZA report are intended to make the design
review process more efficient, focused, predictable, and effective, and less time-
consuming for applicants. This should help to optimize the benefits of design review, while
reducing costs. Therefore, the DOZA recommendations should help to improve housing
affordability in Portland.

o Design review is just one among many factors that affect housing affordability in Portland.
Other issues, such as the rate of population growth and the availability of land zoned for
single- and multi-family housing, are likely to have a larger impact. In order to make
meaningful improvements to housing affordability, policy makers will need to address
other issues beyond design review.
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Defining Housing Affordability 
Housing affordability has become one of the most important public policy issues in Portland 
over the past several years. However, “affordable” housing can mean different things to 
different people. For example, an apartment that rents for $2,000 per month may seem 
affordable to one family, and out of reach for another.   

As used in this memorandum, the term “housing affordability” describes a general issue that 
affects households across a wide range of income levels in the City—including homeless, low-
income, and even middle and upper-middle income households. Housing prices and rents 
have been increasingly rapidly across the City, so housing affordability has decreased. A key 
measure of housing affordability is whether households are “cost burdened”—spending more 
than 30% of their income on rent. And while lower income households are more likely to be 
cost burdened, higher income households can be cost burdened too.  

“Regulated affordable housing” is a more specific term that is defined by the Portland 
Housing Bureau (PHB) as housing with a regulatory agreement tied to the property deed, 
which requires affordability (usually for specific income groups); this is sometimes referred to 
as “subsidized” affordable housing. Typically, this housing is targeted towards households 
earning 80 percent of area median income (AMI) or less.  

“Inclusionary housing” is a new program that was adopted by City Council in December and 
requires developments with 20 or more units to reserve 20 percent of those units for 
households at 80 percent of AMI or less. Thus, a share of most new housing projects in the City 
going forward will be “regulated affordable housing.”   

Potential Impacts of Design Review on Housing Affordability 
Housing affordability is a complex city and regional issue, and many factors can affect it.
Even in the most extreme cases, design review is only one factor among many. From an
economic point of view, factors affecting affordability can be summarized within two
categories:

o Housing demand is affected by population growth rate from births and
immigration, household incomes, mortgage interest rates, location preferences,
and other factors. If housing demand increases and supply remains the same,
housing prices will increase and affordability will decrease.

o Housing supply (the amount of housing, particularly new housing development)
is affected by construction costs, debt and equity interest rates, labor costs, land
availability and cost, zoning, regulatory processes (such as design review), taxes
and fees, availability of funds for regulated affordable housing, and other factors.
If housing demand is constant, and costs increase or supply is constrained,
developers and owners will pass higher costs on to renters and homebuyers,
which adversely affects affordability.
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The primary way that design review is likely to adversely affect housing affordability is by
imposing additional time, investment, and uncertainty on the development team
(including developer, architect, etc.) during the design process.

o Additional time and investment are most often incurred when the design review
process requires architects and engineers to revise building plans multiple times
and seek approvals from the Design Commission. The process creates uncertainty
when developers cannot be sure when they will be able to break ground/start
construction, secure construction contracts, complete financing documents, begin
leasing apartments, or complete other parts of the development process.

o Time, investment, and uncertainty are deterrents to housing development since,
a) they increase development costs, which developers will seek to pass on to
renters and homebuyers, and b) they may encourage developers to forego their 
project or complete the project elsewhere, outside the City of Portland. When 
design review requires additional time, investment, and uncertainty it can become 
a housing supply constraint.  

o In stakeholder interviews, the DOZA team heard that design review can be a
bottleneck (supply constraint) to housing and other projects, since many
meetings with design review staff and Design Commission (DC) are required, the
process is unpredictable, revisions are required, and the Commission can only
handle so many projects at a time. According to BPS’ analysis of housing
affordability, more than 5,000 new residents moved to Portland each year for the
years 2010 to 2015, which represents an approximate level of housing demand.
Supply must keep up with demand, or housing costs will rise even more than they
would otherwise.

o While this additional time, investment, and uncertainty is real, it should be put in
perspective. The design process, or professional fees paid for “architecture and
engineering” account for approximately 3 to 4% of the total project cost of a
typical housing project. (3% was the average estimated by the City’s 2015 Central
City Density Bonus study. A/E is typically calculated as 6 to 8% of hard
construction costs, which are about 50% of total project cost.) Therefore, if a
project that goes through the design review process requires 20% more design
effort, this would increase total project costs by less than 1%. While this cost
increase may seem modest, interviews indicate that because it requires extra time
and uncertainty early in the development process, it frustrates developers, causes
delays that are compounded later, and could lead them to forego projects or
build elsewhere.

A second way that design review can negatively affect housing affordability is by requiring
higher-cost materials, particularly for the exterior building envelopes such as windows and
brick.
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o When materials cost more, this will increase developers’ cost, and therefore 
increase housing cost across all price points. Hard construction costs make up for 
about 50% of project’s total cost, and therefore, modest increases to the cost of 
materials could significantly increase total cost. However, envelope costs are only 
one part of hard costs; the building’s structure, systems, and interior finishes are 
also significant hard costs.  

o During interviews, the DOZA team did not hear as much about the issue of 
increased materials costs as about the time, investment, and uncertainty issues 
mentioned above.  

 A third way that design review can adversely affect housing affordability is by imposing 
significant time, investment, and uncertainty, and requiring higher cost materials, 
specifically for regulated affordable housing.  

Reasons the DOZA report is likely to benefit housing affordability  
As discussed above, design review is likely to add some additional time and cost to the 
housing development process. However, the intent of the DOZA report is to improve the 
design review process and make it more efficient and effective. Leland Consulting Group 
believes that, if implemented, the DOZA recommendations will accomplish this, and thus help 
the cause of housing affordability. This is for the following reasons: 

 The report provides a number of recommendations that should reduce design review’s 
roles a bottleneck/supply constraint, and thus address issue number 1 above (time, 
investment, and uncertainty) including: 

o Exempting “small” size projects and reducing the level of design review applied to 
“medium” size projects. This alone could reduce the number of projects reviewed 
in the design review process by almost 20% and reduce the bottleneck effect. See 
report Recommendation 1: “Adjust the thresholds for design review…”  

o Various recommendations to make the design review process more clear, linear, 
transparent, and straight forward for applicants (developers), design review staff 
and commission, and the general public. This can have the effect of reducing the 
amount of time investment by the development team (developer, architect, 
others), since the team would be less likely to complete some tasks “out of 
sequence,” and less likely to have to re-do elements of the design multiple times. 
Specific recommendations in the report that address this issue include: 

 Processes Recommendation 2: Improve the review processes with a 
charter, better management of meetings and training for both the 
Design Commission and staff.  

 Processes Recommendation 3: Align the City’s review process with an 
applicant’s typical design process. 
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 Tools Recommendation 1: Clarify and revise the purpose of the d-overlay 
and simplify terminology. 

o Increasing the clarity regarding the issues over which design review has purview, 
and the issues that are outside of design review purview. As the report points out, 
design review’s effect on development is often conflated with other regulatory 
frameworks imposed by the City or other government agencies. For example, 
design review has no oversight over project density, types of land uses in a 
building, or parking requirements, which are all governed by zoning. However, 
this not always understood by the public or other parties, which can create 
confusion and require time to address. The report addresses this issue via: 

 Tools Recommendation 3: Use the Three Tenets of Design to Simplify, 
Consolidate, and Revise the Standards and Guidelines. (The three tenets 
are context, public realm, and quality and sense of permanence.)  

o Increasing the potential supply of housing, by increasing the throughput or 
potential number of projects that the design review process can consider and 
approve at any given time. The report addresses this issue via: 

 Processes Recommendations 8: Consider establishing more than one 
Design Commission…  Establishing additional Design Commissions 
should increase the number of projects that could be evaluated and 
would reduce the bottleneck/supply constraint effect.  

 An addendum to the report recommends that some regulated affordable housing projects 
be exempted from design review. The precise parameters of this recommendation should 
be clarified, so that City staff and leaders can better understand how to apply it. For 
example, the recommendation should clarify whether all regulated affordable housing will 
be exempted, or only those smaller than a certain threshold, and whether this would apply 
to projects with some regulated affordable housing (e.g., projects with 20 or 50 percent of 
regulated units). However, to the extent that regulated affordable housing is exempted or 
receives an expedited review, this should decrease the cost of regulated affordable 
housing projects and increase the total number of units.    
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Other Comments 
 As stated above, housing affordability is a complex city and regional issue, and design 

review is only one small input into this complex equation. Portland faces other housing 
demand and supply factors that are likely having a larger impact on housing affordability 
than design review. In particular, these include relatively rapid population growth and a 
limited supply of single- and multi-family zoned land. 

 As the report points out, design review’s effect on development is often conflated with 
other regulatory frameworks imposed by the City or other government agencies. 
Developers are attempting to understand the combined effect of multiple new or revised 
regulatory frameworks, which include Inclusionary Housing and Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) requirements, and therefore, it is possible that frustration with the 
overall regulatory environment will be directed at design review. 

 However, as summarized above, we believe that because of its recommendations to clarify 
and streamline the design review process, exempt or offer expedited permitting to some 
projects (particularly regulated affordable housing), and potentially increase the 
throughput of the design review system, the DOZA report recommendations, if 
implemented, can be positive for housing affordability. 


