
 

 

MEMO 

 

 

DATE: April 6, 2015 

TO: Planning and Sustainability Commission 

FROM: Deborah Stein, Principal Planner; Marty Stockton, Southeast District Liaison 

CC: Susan Anderson, Director; Joe Zehnder, Chief Planner; Eric Engstrom, Principal Planner 

SUBJECT: Residential Densities: Up-Designations, April 14, 2015 Work Session 

 

Introduction 
 
This is the second report for the Planning and Sustainability Commission on Residential Densities. This 
report is intended to inform your work session on April 14, 2015. The first Residential Densities report 
(February 25, 2015) focused on proposed down-designations, which you discussed on March 10 and 
March 24. This report covers proposed Comprehensive Plan Map up-designations in Inner Southeast 
Portland – places where a higher residential density designation is proposed than what is on the map 
today. Staff-recommended changes to address related testimony are also covered in this report.  
 
As with your earlier deliberations about residential densities on the Comprehensive Plan map, we 
suggest that you consider this broad question: 
 

What is the appropriate residential designation, given the existing land use patterns and density, 
historical development patterns, housing affordability, historic and cultural resources: 
streetscape and architecture, proximity to centers and corridors, and other factors? 

This report summarizes factors and data that staff considered to develop the July 2014 proposal, and 
outlines staff’s approach to refine the July proposal based on testimony received during the public 
comment period (July 2014 through March 2015) and further analysis.  

The purpose of this memo is to inform your recommendations about:  
• Residential up-designations (e.g., as proposed in Buckman, Creston-Kenilworth, Richmond, Mt. 

Tabor and Sunnyside), which would remedy existing nonconforming residential densities. 
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• Residential up-designations requested in testimony, which may also remedy existing 
nonconforming residential densities. 

 

Context 

The January 2015 Centers and Corridors staff report recommended changes to the Urban Design 
Framework and corresponding policies to address the inner-most neighborhoods surrounding the 
Central City. A working title for this area is the “Inner Ring Districts.” The intent is to provide policies for 
the Inner Ring Districts that acknowledge the substantial differences between these areas and other 
locations identified as centers and corridors. 
 
These districts often share a history of developing with an eclectic mix of structures in the late 
nineteenth century, before expansion of the streetcar lines (Eliot, Northwest, Irvington, Kerns, Buckman, 
South Portland, Goose Hollow).The Inner Ring District policies also address testimony that these areas 
are playing more significant roles in accommodating growth than suggested by the original UDF center 
designations. Several factors influence proposed Inner Ring policies, and relate to issues discussed in this 
report: 
 

• Inner Ring Districts are high opportunity areas (per proposed housing policy). 
• Growth in these areas supports reduced vehicle miles travelled (VMT) due to proximity to 

Central City and to local services (well-served by frequent transit, commercial services within ¼-
mile walk for most people, 3-mile easy biking distance of Central City). 

• Diversity of existing housing – historic homes and apartment buildings intermixed. 
• High concentration of historic resources and districts (Lair Hill, Alphabet, Irvington, Ladd’s 

Addition, etc.). 
• History of demolition in post-war era (freeway development, urban renewal, surface parking 

lots interrupted or created gaps in the historic urban form and street grid). 
 
 
Overview of proposed changes 
 
In general, the proposed residential densities addressed in this report would match (or come closer to 
matching) the housing capacity of current residential buildings, rather than introduce new residential 
capacity beyond what’s in place today. In other words, these proposals would “true up” the map 
designations with what is now on the ground. These changes are proposed primarily to remedy 
nonconforming residential density situations that now exist, which can present obstacles for property 
maintenance and improvement and can lead to disinvestment. (See the March 16, 2015 memo, 
Nonconforming Residential Densities and Uses, for more information.)  
 
Nonconforming residential densities occur in numerous locations in Inner Southeast Portland. For 
example, Buckman is a neighborhood where there are a number of duplexes, triplexes and apartment 
complexes scattered among single-dwelling structures on varying lots sizes. A decision was made in the 
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1980s to apply R5 zoning broadly to this neighborhood in order to preserve and stabilize the remaining 
single-dwelling structures and residential character of the historic neighborhood. 
 
Staff focused on Inner Southeast Portland as a starting point for adjusting residential densities through 
the Comprehensive Plan update because this is where the largest disconnect exists between what is 
built and what zones allow. Unlike Inner Southeast Portland, other quadrants of the city have undergone 
community planning processes in which Comprehensive Plan and zoning maps have been updated since 
1980. The East Portland Community Plan (encompassing the inner neighborhoods extending from the 
Willamette River east to roughly SE 60th) was initiated in 1996, but was halted a year later because of 
budget cuts following passage of Ballot Measure 47, a property tax limitation. Therefore, Inner 
Southeast Portland continues to have many pockets where the Comprehensive Plan and zoning 
designations don’t match, and where map designations don’t reflect built densities. 
 
 
Residential housing capacity 
 
As noted in the February 25, 2015 staff report, Residential Densities, the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Map was based on a 30-50-20 residential growth strategy; that is, 30 percent of the anticipated 
household growth allocated to the Central City, 50 percent to other Centers and Corridors, and 20 
percent to residential neighborhoods outside of the Centers and Corridors. Of the total forecast growth 
citywide (2015-35), approximately: 

• 1.5 percent is expected to occur in Farm/Forest, R20 and R10 combined. 
• 6 percent in R7 and R5.  
• 12 percent in R3 and R2.5.  
• 20 percent in multi-dwelling zones of R2 and above. 

The vacant and underutilized land within these residentially designated areas have a combined 
development capacity that is double the expected growth, after considering constraints. This means that 
it is possible to be more selective about where development occurs in residential zones. That said, there 
are some designations where the supply of vacant and underutilized land is tight relative to expected 
demand. This is particularly true in the R5 designation, where the amount of vacant and underutilized 
land is only slightly above expected needs.  
 
The allowed mix of housing in the residential zones has also been examined relative to expected 
incomes. In general, the diversity of the housing type production should be sufficient to produce enough 
housing units to meet the future demand across a variety of income levels, except for the low income 
groups, which will have fewer choices from new development.  
 
A similar dynamic exists at the single-family level, where (based on expected incomes) the demand for 
compact small-lot or high-density single family homes is expected to exceed supply. These more 
affordable single-dwelling configurations are allowed primarily in the R2, R2.5 and R5 zones. Some 
households seeking affordable home ownership opportunities will have to consider multifamily housing 
types (condos) or look to suburban locations because Portland’s single-family supply is limited and 
skewed toward larger more expensive lots. 



4 
 

 

Why weren’t additional up-designations considered? 
 
There are additional locations in the city where selective up-designations would expand opportunities 
for new housing, where owners and renters could take advantage of proximity to the Central City and/or 
centers or corridors and the availability of transit, services, and amenities. Rather than address these 
opportunities through the citywide Comprehensive Plan update process, staff recommends that 
residential densities are considered through area-specific planning projects with localized and inclusive 
community engagement. Through these projects, we should also consider the potential for tenant 
displacement as a result of up-designations and/or up-zonings, and apply approaches to ensure that 
permanently affordable housing is available to low- and moderate-income Portlanders.  
 
 
Proposed map changes  
 
The July 2014 draft map proposed changes in portions of several Inner Southeast neighborhoods where 
the existing platting pattern and nonconforming residential densities and uses are predominantly at a 
higher density than the current Comprehensive Plan designation would allow.  
  

� R5�R2.5: This group of proposed changes includes areas that are designated R5 in the current 
Comprehensive Plan, but are predominantly platted with lot sizes less than 3,000 square feet or 
developed with duplexes and multi-dwelling housing. This group includes portions of Buckman, 
Mt. Tabor, Richmond, and Sunnyside.  

 
� R5 or R2.5�R2 or R1: This group includes areas that are designated R5 or R2.5 in the current 

Comprehensive Plan, but are predominantly developed with duplexes, attached housing or 
multi-dwelling housing. This group includes portions of Buckman, Creston-Kenilworth, 
Richmond, and Sunnyside. 

 
� Split-zoned sites: Staff has also proposed map changes on scattered split-zoned sites where the 

property is developed with multi-dwelling housing and/or the higher designation is applied to 
over 50% of the site. 

 
 
Methodology 
 
To develop the July 2014 proposal for residential up-designations, and in follow-up analysis, staff 
considered and inventoried: 

• Lot sizes less than 3,000 square feet in areas designated for R5. 
• Existing development on each tax lot to identify single units, duplexes, and multi-family units 

ranging from three to five units, six to ten units and ten-plus units. 
• Properties designated as Historic Landmarks or on the Historic Resources Inventory. 



5 
 

 

• Properties owned by non-profit affordable housing providers, including Catholic Charities, Home 
Forward (formerly the Housing Authority of Portland), Portland Community Reinvestment 
Initiatives, Inc. (PCRI), and REACH Community Development. 

Staff also conducted an analysis of areas that are zoned R5 and R2.5 with nonconforming densities and 
uses and are located within ¼ mile of a designated center or corridor. 
 
There are many more nonconforming residential density situations in Southeast Portland (and 
elsewhere) than are proposed to be addressed through the Comprehensive Plan update at this time. 
Staff hopes that this general approach to matching (or coming closer to matching) existing development 
with Comprehensive Plan designations can be applied through area-specific planning projects in the 
future. 
 
 
Policy support 
 
R2.5, R2 and R1 residential densities are consistent with policies that expand the range of housing 
opportunities in inner ring districts, which are part of the Inner Neighborhoods Pattern Area.  
 
Staff considered the appropriate density for properties owned and managed by non-profit affordable 
housing providers within the areas studied, where current nonconforming residential densities pose 
obstacles to renovation and maintenance of such properties.  
 
Additionally, policies regarding inner neighborhoods support infill on vacant and underutilized sites, and 
re-use of historic buildings on adopted inventories. Housing should be located where there is good 
access to opportunities, including active transportation, jobs, open space, high-quality schools, and 
supportive services and amenities. Comprehensive Plan policies encourage development and 
maintenance of housing, especially multi-dwelling housing, that protects the health and safety of 
residents. 
 
 
Summary of testimony 
 
Buckman - SE 17th and SE 19th between SE Stark and SE Alder Streets: 
While the Buckman Community Association Board did not vote on the up-designation of the area 
between SE 17th and 19th from R5 to R2.5, they heard from neighbors quite concerned about this 
proposal. Susan Lindsay, Co-Chair, Buckman Community Association, shared the following history in her 
testimony: 

 
The R5 designation was hard fought in the years of massive demolitions and open turn of the 
century house burnings allowed in the area for the development of track apartments in the 
1960’s and 70’s. Maintaining options for families, for home ownership in a neighborhood with 
over 80% rentals is critical to supporting the schools, the parks and stabilizing the community.  
While much of residential Buckman is already zoned R2.5, R1 or contains apartments built in the 
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CS zones, the interior areas away from the main streets have been kept at R5 to help maintain 
and protect the housing stock. Yet, by some intense focus and scrutiny, this area is now all 
blocked out to be upzoned. We ask for a relook at Planning staff’s move to rezone this area, for 
further understanding of the historical and cultural reasons for the needed R5 in this area, and 
for it to be left as it is for now. 

 
One owner with a property on the historic resource inventory within this proposal felt concerned that 
the R5 to R2.5 map change could allow for subdivision of the corner lot*, doing so would destroy the 
historic relationship of the house to its garage. Other points made were concern about retaining block 
character and that there are other half-blocks in the neighborhood, which are built to the R2.5 density, 
keeping their R5 zoning. Several testifiers, in support, referenced this testimony. 
 
*Note that per PZC Section 33.110.240.E duplexes and attached houses are allowed on corner lots in the 
R20 through R2.5 zones, which includes the current R5 zone. 
 
Another property owner just outside of the proposal conversely requested that her historic resource 
inventory property be included in the R2.5 change to allow for more units, which she asserted would 
assist in preserving the structure. Hand-drawn maps were included: one of the existing zoning and the 
other of the actual use (number of units) and what the zoning could be. Stating that in her analysis, that 
the majority of properties (80%) have existing buildings with more density than R5. At least half are 
officially zoned as R2.5, the others aren’t zoned that but are de facto used as R2.5 or denser. 
 
Buckman- SE Ankeny and SE Ash, on SE 22nd, SE 24th and SE 26th:  
Several testifiers, both property owners and individuals, commented on the nonconforming residential 
properties in this area, that have existing long-term uses that exceed the development density of their 
respective existing zones. Testifiers expressed support for bringing these properties into conformance 
because the buildings mesh well into the neighborhood and that they are located one- to two-blocks 
from E. Burnside. 
 
Buckman/Sunnyside: SE 26th and SE 30th between SE Stark and SE Belmont Streets: 
The Buckman Community Association did not submit testimony on this map change. The Sunnyside 
Neighborhood Association was briefed on and discussed the proposal but did not submit testimony on 
the map change. 
 
Several property owners of apartment buildings in this area submitted testimony requesting 
modification to the proposed R2 zoning with a further up-designation to R1 (or even RH). 
 

The current proposal in the Comprehensive Plan is to change the designation from an R2.5 
Attached Single-Dwelling zone to an R2 Multi-Dwelling zone. Our 18-unit apartment complex is 
also currently classified a legal non-conforming density and will remain classified as a legal non-
conforming density under the proposed Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Given this classification, we would be able to rebuild our 18-unit apartment complex in the event 
it was burnt down or destroyed by some act of god. In addition, our 18-unit apartment complex 
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would then have to be rebuilt within a five year time frame.  However, if we were to demolish 
our apartment complex intentionally and redevelop the site due to economic reasons, we would 
be required to redevelop the site based on the current zoning of our property. As a result, this 
would prevent us from replacing the old 18-unit complex with a new 18-unit apartment complex, 
but would only allow us to build a 7-unit apartment complex under the current zoning for our 
property (R2.5) or a 9-unit apartment complex under the proposed R2 zoning in the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Another point of view: 
 

I would like to make enhancements to my property and someday expand the cottage in back of 
the 4-plex to be a few more units. If I was R1, I could possibly increase up to 50% more units by 
adding amenities. We take great care of our properties and currently offer storage for bikes, 
laundry facilities, but could also add an ADA accessible unit or amenities you might suggest to 
increase our density. We would also like to consider seeing what would be required to get a 
charging station out front for electric cars, etc. We want to be progressive with the city and offer 
inner-city housing, but right now our hands are tied. 

 
Creston-Kenilworth – SE31st and SE 32nd between SE Powell and SE Francis:  
Proposed map change is from R2.5 to R2 for this multi-dwelling development. Testimony suggests that 
this area should be changed to R1 as it is near Powell Blvd and adjacent to R1 parcels also developed 
with apartments. 
 
Richmond - SE Cesar E. Chavez Blvd: 
Individual testimony for 3332-3344 SE Cesar E Chavez Blvd, requested a map change from R2.5 to R1 on 
a split-designated site. The western third of this parcel is zoned R1. The eastern two thirds, developed 
with apartments, is zoned R2.5. 
 
Sunnyside - East of SE Peacock Lane to SE 42nd, north of SE Belmont Street to SE Stark Street: 
Both the Sunnyside Neighborhood Association and individuals submitted testimony on this area along 
the north side of SE Belmont Street and the large multi-dwelling development just north of the corridor. 
This area, just east of Peacock Lane and extending from SE Belmont to SE Stark, is developed with lower-
density apartment complexes. It covers 6 square blocks, and is near the Belmont and Chavez 
intersection. Testimony requested for this entire 6-block section to be re-designated R1 and re-zoned 
R1. Doing so would increase the potential residential capacity in a well-served area of Southeast 
Portland. Sunnyside NA requested that the lots fronting SE Belmont be designated to Mixed Use. 
 
Sunnyside - SE Cesar E. Chavez Blvd: 
Individual testimony on a recently renovated apartment building, which is called the June Manor 
condominiums, at 3866 SE Taylor Street, requested a map change from R2.5 to R1. 
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� Discussion questions: 
 

1. Does the PSC generally support this approach to up-designate to acknowledge existing 
residential development and avoid nonconforming residential density situations? 

a. Supporting property owners, including affordable housing providers, in maintaining 
and/or replacing multi-dwelling density and use over time. 

b. Supporting density in high opportunity areas. 
 

2. Does the PSC support maintaining a level of affordability in the Inner Ring Districts by 
acknowledging multi-dwelling development currently in single-dwelling zones? 

a. Supporting a variety of densities and uses, rather than replacement of multi-dwelling 
with single-dwelling uses. 

b. Supporting affordable housing providers. 
 

3. What other tools should be considered to strengthen preservation of historic structures? Staff 
recommends that a future legislative project design, pilot, and refine a new efficient approach 
to update the City’s Historic Resource Inventory. Note BPS’s 2015-16 Requested Budget includes 
a one-time funding request for a Historic Resource Inventory update and this project may assist 
in addressing public’s concerns about historic preservation. 

 
4. Does the PSC support the following amendments to the July 2014 proposal? In response to 

testimony and further evaluation, staff recommends amendments as outlined in the table that 
follows.  
 

5. Does the PSC support later refinement plans to more systematically address other similar 
situations in Inner Southeast and elsewhere? 
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