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HOUSING COMMITTEE 

 
DATE: May 11, 2016 (Wednesday) 
TIME: 5:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m. 
LOCATION: City Council Chambers, Second Floor 

Portland City Hall 
 

A G E N D A 
 

 
 

 
1. Review and accept Minutes of previous meeting held on April 27, 2016. 

 
2. Presentation of Indexed Policy Binder outlining existing housing related reports, policy tools, and 

funding sources currently being utilized by the City of Portland.  Presented by Tyler Norod, 
Housing Planner, Housing & Community Development Division; Andrew Clark, University of 
Southern Maine, Muskie School of Public Service, Masters Candidate 2017 
 

3. Memorandum outlining the public process for the upcoming Housing Committee’s Community 
Priority & Policy Discussions forum scheduled for Wednesday, May 25th.  Tyler Norod, Housing 
Planner, Housing & Community Development Division; Jack Kartez, Ph.D., Emeritus Professor 
of Community Planning & Development, Muskie School of Public Service. 
 

4. General Public Comment 
 

5. Discussion of distribution options for Housing Committee Packets for Committee Members. 
Tyler Norod, Housing Planner, Housing & Community Development Division 
 

6. Housing Committee member discussion and next steps 
 
 
 
 

Councilor Jill Duson, Chair 
 

  Next Meeting Date:  May 25, 2016 
  Location: University of Southern Maine, Wishcamper Center, Room 102, 34 Bedford Street, Portland 
  Parking: Free parking available in adjacent public garage located on Surrenden Street. 
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Housing Committee 

Minutes of April 27, 2016 Meeting 

A meeting of the Portland City Council’s Housing Committee (HC) was held on Wednesday, 

April 27, 2016 at 5:30 p.m. at St Pious X Church on Ocean Avenue in Portland.  Present from the HC 

was its Chair Councilor Jill Duson, Vice Chair Councilor David Brenerman, and members Councilor 

Spencer Thibodeau, and Councilor Nick Mavodones.  City Councilor Justin Costa and Mayor Eathan 

Strimling were also in attendance.  City staff present included Housing & Community Development 

Division Director Mary Davis, Health & Human Services Department Director Dawn Stiles, Dave 

McClain Human Services, Bryan Marchand, Program Coordinator for Oxford Street Shelter, Linda Weare 

from Elder Services, and Housing Planner Tyler Norod.  

Item 1:  Review and accept Minutes of previous meeting held on April 13, 2016. 

 Motion to accept the minutes by Councilor Brenerman, motion seconded by Councilor 

Mavodones, minutes accepted unanimously. Councilor Ray was absent and Councilor Thibodeau was 

running late. 

 

Item 2:  Overview of Maine’s Senior Housing Bond by Greg Payne, Director of the Maine 

Affordable Housing Coalition 

 
Greg Payne, Director of the Maine Affordable Housing Coalition (MAHC) provided an overview 

of MAHC and went over handouts summarizing MAHC’s role.  The handout is attached to these 

minutes.  MAHC recently proposed and advocated for a general obligation bond to address affordable 

senior housing in Maine built by Maine workers.  The $15 million bond was approved last year.  Went 

to the ballot and was approved 70% of voters.   
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What has happened since vote is that Governor LePage has given public and private negative 

statements about the bond essentially saying that as long as he is the Governor the bond funds will never 

be released.  The concern is that it will take the next governor to issue the voter approved funds.  Other 

options for getting the funds released include: Having fellow republicans pressure LePage to release the 

bonds or the State Treasurer can issue them.   

Director Payne noted that the state has a huge need for additional senior housing.  Need this 

resource available sooner rather than later.  Of our most recent eviction residents many have been 

seniors.   

 

 Item 3:  Briefing: Linda Weare, Director of Elder Affairs, City of Portland 

Linda Weare, Director of the City’s Office of Elder Affairs provided an overview of senior issues 

that her office oversees and what the City is doing to support its aging residents.  Ms. Weare’s notes for her 

presentation are attached to these minutes for reference.   

Councilor Brenerman – Are there any state or federal programs that exist to help keep people in 

their homes? 

Ms. Weare – There are 5-6 programs with eligibility guidelines.  Most used is home based care.  

State funded program providing in home meal prep, transportation and some personal care.  There is an 

income eligibility guideline.  More than Maine Care but the problem is that it fills up quickly.  There is a 

cap on the hours of service someone can get.  There is also MaineCare and the Mainecare waiver.  The 

waiver is for people that could qualify for nursing home but want to stay at their own home instead.  

Typically very low income.  Harder to qualify for because you need so many issues that qualify for extra 

care.  Medicare only covers time limited in home care after hospitalization, etc. 

Councilor Brenerman – If the City could afford it what other things could we do? 
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Ms. Weare – We used to do a Senior outreach nursing program.  For very low income Portland 

residents who don’t fit into other programs due to lack of heavy nursing care.  High risk people were well 

served by that and reduced emergency room costs, etc.  There are no subsidies outside of the City money 

for that.   

We use opportunity Alliance resources when possible for heating and other financial support.  The 

City also has Housing Rehab funds. We try to keep eye open for weatherization programs as they come 

along.  Constantly looking for new resources.  One of the problems is how to get better information out to 

seniors. 

Councilor Mavodones – What percentage of Portland residents are over 60? 

Ms. Weare – 23% are over the age of 60.  34% are over age 50.   

Councilor Mavodones – How many people are in your department? 

Ms. Weare – myself, one nurse and 5 CNA’s. 

 

  
Item 4: Briefing: Speaker from the Portland Coalition for Housing Justice 
  

Councilor Thibodeau joined the meeting.   

Dee Clarke – Homeless voices for justice and member of Coalition gave a presentation to the Committee.  

Ms. Clarke was joined by approximately 12 members of the coalition.   A copy of the Coalition’s statement 

is attached to these minutes for reference. 

Other Coalition member – Carolyn Sylvious - Senior homeless women – ¼ of shelter residents are 

between 60 and 80.  Florence house is a model resource.  As good as it is it cannot meet the needs of the 

elderly population.  Dietary restrictions are difficult for a general populations needs.  May need special 

beds or recliner.  Homeless shelter does not have room to accommodate these special needs of elders.  Also 

issues related to spread of disease as seniors are more susceptible when living in close quarters.  These 
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elderly people have contributed a lot to society.  Raised family, served in military.  This issue cuts deeply 

into a vulnerable population.   

  

Item 5:  Housing Resource/Shelter Stayer Policy for development projects receiving certain 
public funding. This is an action item.  See enclosed Memorandum from Mary Davis 
 
 

Ms. Davis began this action item by giving an overview of the memo and then turned the floor over 

to colleagues from the Social Services Division.  

Mr. Marchand, Program Coordinator for Oxford Street Shelter, provided an overview of what staff 

does at the Shelter. Handed out letters of recommendation from landlords who have housed at risk 

populations.  We work hard to connect people to their services including housing.  It is easier to keep 

people in housing rather than find new housing.  We work with landlords to keep people in their homes that 

are at risk.   

Mayor Strimling – Process question – Is committee taking action tonight? Policy changes should 

come before the council first and then get referred to the Committee. 

Ms. Davis – Staff checked with Corp Counsel. Because the item is part of an existing program it 

can go straight to the Committee.  Does not need council action.  Can be done administratively by the 

Committee as it is part of an existing policy/program.  Could be addressed when RFP are responded to by 

Council.   

Councilor Mavodones – If it needs a vote it may not be able to be acted on tonight.  If this is more 

to ask for feedback then we could give direction and then staff could act administratively.   

Ms. Davis – We would like to ask for guidance and it could be referred to Council if you wished or 

could be acted on administratively.   
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Councilor Brenerman – Can you talk about what the services are and how able the City is to provide 

them? 

Mr. Marchand – We help households adjust to living in a home.  Help them get food and adjust to 

daily life skills.  Different levels of service depending on needs.  Check on monthly.  Currently employ 8 

city workers which is sufficient to support this service.  We already have many people placed in private 

property which is very successful.   

Councilor Thibodeau – I think this is a great policy.  Happy to support this project and get this 

moving.   

Councilor Duson – Wrap around services are part of the housing first program.  Folks whose rent 

we help pay and landlords there is a piece of the bargain that the city provides to preserve that relationship 

to help our most vulnerable residents.  Prevent loss of housing over relatively small issues that can be 

avoided.   

Ms. Davis – The QAP for tax credits from the state the applicant can choose to support a similar 

measure but it is a preference and not a requirement.  Many of the units are open and eligible people are 

placed in them but this is about strengthening the policy and getting the City a seat at the table to be 

involved and get people in their shelters placed.  Would ask developers to sign a MOU and would be part 

of the covenants signed between the City and the developer.  The MaineHousing preference is 20% of the 

units.  We only require 10% which can be counted as part of the 20% state level preference.   

Councilor Duson – Appreciate that manager brought this to the Committee’s attention so that we 

could discuss and hear from stakeholders.  But I believe it is implementation of existing policy. 

Councilor Mavodones – I agree that it is existing policy and administrative.  Would like the minutes 

to reflect that there were no objections and that this could be implemented as quickly as possible. 

Councilor Brenerman – Is there a minimum amount of units for this project to kick in.   
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Ms. Davis – There is no minimum in the policy however the type of projects that apply for this type 

of funding typically are larger.  Smallest project in recent years has been 18 units.  I don’t think we need 

one because most smaller landlords will not be applying for the subsidy that triggers this provision.   

Councilor Mavodones – Procedurally I have a concern about having public comment for an 

administrative item unless the Chair wants it.   

Councilor Duson – Lets open to public comment because I think some folks came all this way to 

speak on the subject.   

Public Comment: 

Louis Savator – Franklin Towers – Where does funding come from?  What does the waiting list 

entail?   

Dana Totman – I am not sure I saw the direction from the Council for the TIF, HOME, include this 

prospective.  Maybe it then is a Council item.  The proposal itself does concern me.  Avesta is dedicated to 

helping homeless people.  We want to be good neighbors and members of the community.  Florence House 

and Logan Place have been very successful.  We haven’t always had success within our other programs.  

Moved in 144 homeless people since January 2013 and 65 have moved out since January 2015.  Of those 

92% owe us money.  The average is about $1490 when they move out.  Bulk was for damages and unpaid 

rent.  Simply worry that the level of service is greater than what we are prepared to give.  The two 

programs mentioned in the memo.  VRAP owe $1800 and shelter plus care owe us $1100.  The memo that 

you have state wide program has 50% success rate.  For us that is not a good % for a successful program.  

70-80% stay in their shelter for up to 6 months.  This again is not great results.  We have engaged UNE 

professors to see who is succeeded in these programs at our houses.  They typically are 6-8 times more 

likely to leave our housing.  Last night at the oxford street shelter 230 people came.  A year ago 217 came.  

We are not putting a dent despite good efforts.  When we opened Florence House and Logan Place the 
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numbers dipped dramatically and stayed down for a long time.  In addition to some of the logic behind the 

program, as its been explained to me, the oxford street shelter is limited.  Not fair to women.  They mostly 

stay at Florence House or victims of domestic abuse shelters.  Also alcoholic disabilities who typically stay 

at Milestone.  City’s focus should be on what is most successful.  City has a bit of NIMBYISM order as it 

stands.  A number of our developments are for seniors and we should distinguish that this program would 

not go into this for younger stayers.  Also does not seem to be intended for homeownership and that should 

be clarified.  We have broken ground on multiple housing first developments.   

Councilor Mavodones – Money that tenants owe you do you recoup? 

Mr. Totman – Sometimes via security deposit but generally it is just a loss. 

Kyra Walker – CHOM – We applaud the City’s policy.  In 2013 we opened senior housing which 

has since housed 24 households from Oxford Street that were longtime stayers.  Shelter staff have been 

great to work with.  They are responsive and great to work with.  Bryan in particular has been a great 

resource.  Excellent and very effective partner.  Currently house 12 at risk households out of 30.  Not a 

single household returned to the shelter after staying with us.  Which is a great success rate. 

Carleton Winslow – Housing provider in Portland – I have taken a bunch of subsidized households.  

Most leave owing money, usually from damages.  I try to take these programs but I have high incidents of 

high costs that need to be addressed.   

Jan Tenian – Preble St – We appreciate the City manager thinking outside the box and the City 

being creative.  Not sure why referrals can only come from City shelters and not other programs supporting 

other groups in shelters.   

Ms. Clarke -  10% seems like a low requirement for these projects that receive City money.  Its true 

that some people that have hard lives, untreated mental diseases, addiction issues, but housing is an 
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important component with the necessary supports to solving these issues.  I think it’s a great program but 

just too narrow.  More than just the City should be able to refer.   

Ms. Davis – Grant funds are federal home funds and CDBG funds (very unlikely – not typical for 

new rental development), and the TIF program.  This year are total allocation is about $800k to be used 

within about a year.  Not sure the waiting list question.  Varies year to year.  Not typically long waiting list 

for funds.  This is a policy to support long term stayer initiative that the Council has already supported.  

Dana is right that some aspects that we haven’t thought of such as senior housing. We would hope that in a 

senior development that we would find an appropriate senior to find a space.  Why only senior shelters is 

that the city manager has attempted to leverage other resources to alleviate strain on city resources.  Other 

question about homeownership is that this memo explicitly only affects rental projects.   

Councilor Brenerman – Can you comment on Dana’s comment on lack of success.   

Mr. Marchand – We have formed a great community around this issue. We have had 69 people 

housed with only 1 return to the shelter.  These people are in a variety of housing – PHA, market rate 

housing, etc.  This is the most successful system we have seen in quite some time.  We have had 13 people 

only in Avesta process.  Hard to get them into Avesta projects.   

Councilor Duson – To be clear this is not going to impact existing units.  Would hope that staff 

would be in early to work with developers to make for a successful process.   

Council deliberation 

Costa – Look at math and see the total impact of new policies.  Want the City in a successful 

program.  I assume staff is doing due diligence.   

Councilor Mavodones – If corporation counsel thinks this is administrative than we should abide by 

that.  I think I understand the narrowness of the program.  I would like to make sure that we codify whether 
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or not we may open up to case by case basis would like feedback from staff.  Staff to consider feedback 

from tonight when taking administrative action.   

Councilor Thibodeau – I agree with Councilor Mavodones – I would love to see this implemented 

sooner rather than later.  I think we have been given good statistics from staff.   

Councilor Brenerman – When we talk about reports we are talking about projects that haven’t been 

built or applied yet.  When will this realistically happen? 

Ms. Davis – Would not reasonably to see affected units until 2018.   

Councilor Brenerman – CHOM and Avesta said different things which helps us understand the 

issue better.  One common issue seems to be damage to apartments.  I know we cant be big brother.  Can 

we do more to educate folks about that issue.  What is considered damage?  Can be opinion or significant.  

What can city do? 

Mr. Marchand – Currently we try to be proactive.  Also if landlord brings something to our attention 

we address it immediately.  Also have TBRA.  Or can structure payment plan with landlord for tenant to 

pay back.  We don’t want to take money from landlords to keep them housed.  Sometimes people come 

without attached to City Staff which may not work as well. 

Councilor Brenerman – Have we thought about a model program? 

Ms. Davis – It was discussed but was not encouraged by City Manager. We would like to release 

these applications by the end of this week in order to allow developers to leverage funds for tax credit 

application in the fall.  Needs to happen now to include this policy in HOME fund application 

Councilor Brenerman – Agree with Councilor Mavadones that if corporation counsel says its 

administrative than I am comfortable to agree.  Just want to ensure that our programs are as best they can. 

Councilor Mavodones – Ask Mr. Carleton and Mr. Totman a question – You own a lot of units for a 

long time, I assume there is normal wear and tear.  Is there a clear definition of damage? 
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Mr. Carleton – Holes in wall, damage to cabinets and doors, stoves trashed so that they need to be 

replaced.   

Mr. Totman – In the last several months when we have had a few high profile failures with damages 

etc.  We met with officials from Preble Street and Shalom House.  Damages are just really hard.  Most of 

our developments are brand new.  When you have to do it after opening a new building 9 months later that 

becomes problematic.  Our operations are reviewed by MaineHousing.  There are benchmarks for damages 

and vacancy.  It’s a real factor trying to make sure that they are in the black.  There are a handful of 

projects that are most expensive and cause the most financial pain.  Its always close to meeting those 

benchmarks.  

Councilor Mavodones – Real issue since that money cant be put towards more housing or better 

housing. 

Mr. Totman – Working with other folks to help transition/orientation.  Different issues for homeless 

than refugee households who might not be accustomed to the same appliances.   

Councilor Mavodones – Want to make sure that we can flag this issue so that we can better educate 

people and show that there are consequences for damages.   

Councilor Brenerman – I want to be clear that we are not saying that there is just one population 

that is causing damage.  However we are responsible for this particular program and that’s why we are 

asking these questions.  We obviously still want to have Avesta and others to continue to build housing in 

our community.  

Councilor Thibodeau – Want to point to the City’s statistic and how impressive it is.  Our program 

seems like it is working well and apparently better than private market without city help.  Seems like a 

great way to proceed. 
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Councilor Duson – To clarify that this information should be updated annually and that it would be 

helpful to provide feedback on how it goes between now and next year.   

 

Item 6:  Review of the annual Affordable Housing Development HOME Funds Application.  
See enclosed Memorandum from Mary Davis 
 
This item was taken up at the same time with the previous item and supported by the Committee.  

The City will release the application for available HOME funds to be used for housing development within 

the next few days.   

 

Item 7:  Communication Item – Bayview Heights HUD Grant 
 
Committee will read this communication item and ask staff questions later if necessary. 

 
 
Item 8: Housing Committee Member discussion and next steps 
 
 

Councilor Duson introduced Jack Kartez who will be helping to facilitate and organize the upcoming 

May 25th Housing Committee meeting. 

Councilor Duson – we are getting close to a formal process to laying policy items on the table to 

prioritize for action by the Committee.  At the May 11th meeting we will have a full description of the 

public process for the special May 25th meeting.   

Councilor Mavodones – We have spent several meetings soliciting comments from the public. Make 

sure that the Committee takes time to process.  Want to make sure that work so far is not pushed aside from 

folks that attend only one meeting that can control the process despite months of input from others that 

have spent their time participating and listening.   

Councilor Duson – The idea is to then handback the process to the committee with additional 
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opportunity to prioritize.  

Councilor Mavodones – Want to make sure that there is not an appearance that we are not listening 

to folks who attend that sole meeting that we are not listening to others who have participated throughout 

the process.  We have heard from many different people and want to make sure their voices are heard even 

if they do not attend the May 25th meeting.   

Councilor Duson - Jack and Tyler are working on putting process summary in bullets to be made 

public.   

On a motion made and seconded the meeting was adjourned at 7:51 PM. 
 

       Respectfully, 

       Tyler Norod 



























 
 

 
 

TO: Councilor Duson, Chair 
Members of the Housing Committee 
 

FROM: Tyler Norod, Housing Planner 
Housing and Community Development Division 
Andrew Clark, University of Southern Maine, Muskie School of Public 
Service, Masters Candidate 2017 
 

DATE: May 6, 2016 
 

SUBJECT: Presentation of Indexed Policy Binder outlining existing housing related 
reports, policy tools, and funding sources currently being utilized by the 
City of Portland.   

 
 
At the Housing Committee’s first meeting in January of 2016, Committee Members 
recommended that staff compile an “indexed binder” outlining all housing related policy 
tools, reports, and financial resources. It is staff’s hope that the document will prove a useful 
reference for City of Portland staff, elected officials, and the general public with regard to 
various policies and projects.  
 
The document is divided into chapters detailing a project, program, recent policy change, 
general topic, etc. These chapters are grouped into broader themes for ease of reference. Each 
chapter shows a general timeline, highlighting major dates of public hearings, submission, 
adoption, amendment, etc. Every item contains a brief summary of the topic at hand, followed 
by a number of supporting documents, including reports, memoranda, excerpts from the 
Portland City Code of Ordinances, etc. A particular report or memorandum is included on the 
basis of it being current, thorough, and, whenever possible, an appropriate reflection of 
current policy or standard operating procedure. City Code excerpts represent the current legal 
standards relevant to the topic, naturally being subject to amendment from time to time.  
 
Though the supporting documentation is unaltered, certain pages or sections may have been 
excluded for the sake of brevity and relevance. For this reason, references within each 
individual document to attachments and other addenda may not be accurate. Page numbers, 
section headers, and the like, may similarly be misplaced. The reader can be assured that 
anything excluded is irrelevant or duplicate, and at any rate is on file with the Housing and 
Community Development Division or the City of Portland. Additional information, when 
necessary, can always be requested from the Housing and Community Development Division 
or the City of Portland. The information in this document is intended for reference only and it 
is recommended that authoritative sources be consulted when appropriate. The document is 
intended to be a living document, subject to occasional additions, deletions, and amendments. 



 
 

 
 

New programs, new reports, or major changes in policy should be reflected, and outdated 
information should be deleted, or at least noted as such, as appropriate. It is the hope that this 
document will bring clarity and tangibility to the work of the Housing and Community 
Development Division. 
 
Attached to this memo is an excerpt of the binder including the title page, content list, 
introduction, and certain select items.  The complete binder due to its sheer size of more than 
500 pages will available digitally through the City’s website.   
 
Staff would also like to acknowledge the hard work of our intern Andrew Clark who is 
primarily responsible for the development of this new City resource.  Andrew was the point 
person for sorting through the large volume of documents considered for inclusion, structuring 
the documents layout, and drafting each item’s one page summary.   
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 

A Reference of 
Housing and Community Development Division 

Policies, Programs, and Other Documents 
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Introduction 
 
This	document	has	been	compiled	as	a	resource	index	of	housing	related	reports,	policy	tools,	funding	
programs,	and	other	documents.		It	is	the	hope	that	the	document	will	prove	a	useful	reference	for	City	of	
Portland	staff,	elected	officials,	and	the	general	public	with	regard	to	various	policies	and	projects. 
 
The	document	is	divided	into	chapters	detailing	a	project,	program,	recent	policy	change,	general	topic,	etc.		
These	chapters	are	grouped	into	broader	themes	for	ease	of	reference. 
 
Each	chapter	shows	a	general	timeline,	highlighting	major	dates	of	public	hearings,	submission,	adoption,	
amendment,	etc.		Each	chapter	then	contains	a	brief	summary	of	the	topic	at	hand,	followed	by	a	number	of	
supporting	documents,	including	reports,	memoranda,	excerpts	from	the	Portland	City	Code	of	Ordinances,	
etc.		A	particular	report	or	memorandum	is	included	on	the	basis	of	it	being	current,	thorough,	and,	
whenever	possible,	an	appropriate	reflection	of	current	policy	or	standard	operating	procedure.		City	Code	
excerpts	represent	the	current	legal	standards	relevant	to	the	topic,	naturally	being	subject	to	amendment	
from	time	to	time. 
 
Though	the	supporting	documentation	is	unaltered,	certain	pages	or	sections	may	have	been	excluded	for	
the	sake	of	brevity	and	relevance.		For	this	reason,	references	within	each	individual	document	to	
attachments	and	other	addenda	may	not	be	accurate.		Page	numbers,	section	headers,	and	the	like,	may	
similarly	be	misplaced.		The	reader	can	be	assured	that	anything	excluded	is	irrelevant	or	duplicate,	and	at	
any	rate	is	on	file	with	the	Housing	and	Community	Development	Division	or	the	City	of	Portland. 
 
Additional	information,	when	necessary,	can	always	be	requested	from	the	Housing	and	Community	
Development	Division	or	the	City	of	Portland.		The	information	in	this	document	is	intended	for	reference	
only	and	it	is	recommended	that	authoritative	sources	be	consulted	when	appropriate. 
 
	The	document	is	intended	to	be	a	living	document,	subject	to	occasional	additions,	deletions,	and	
amendments.		New	programs,	new	reports,	or	major	changes	in	policy	should	be	reflected,	and	outdated	
information	should	be	deleted,	or	at	least	noted	as	such,	as	appropriate.		It	is	the	hope	that	this	document	
will	bring	clarity	and	tangibility	to	the	work	of	the	Housing	and	Community	Development	Division. 
 



 

 

 

List of Topics 
 
Financial	Resources	and	Programs	
	

 Affordable Housing Revolving Loan Fund 

 Affordable Housing Tax Credit Financing 

 HOME Funds 

 Housing Development Investment Policy 

 Housing Trust Fund 

 Lead Safe Program 

 Residential Rehabilitation Program 

 Tenant Based Rental Assistance 
	
Land	Use	and	Zoning	Policies	
	

 Accessory Dwelling Units 

 B‐1 and B‐2 Zoning Text Amendments 

 B‐7 Zone Parking Text Amendments 

 Downtown Height Overlay Map Amendment 

 Housing Preservation and Replacement 

 Inclusionary Zoning, Density Bonuses, and Reduced Fees 

 India Street Form‐Based Code 

 Peninsula Fee‐in‐Lieu of Parking Provision and the Sustainable Transportation Fund 

 R‐6 Zoning Text Amendments 
	
Reports	and	Plans	
	

 Housing:  Sustaining Portland’s Future 

 HUD Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis 

 Portland 2030 Workforce Housing Demand 

 Transforming Forest Avenue 
	
Miscellaneous	Topics	
	

 Age‐Friendly Community 

 Housing First 

 Short‐term Rentals 



 

 

 

Affordable Housing Revolving Loan Fund 

 
Timeline 
 
10.16.2013	 Submitted	to	Housing	and	Community	Development	Committee 
 
Summary 
 
Upon	approval	from	MaineHousing,	the	City	of	Portland	established	a	new	Revolving	Loan	and	Investment	
Fund	to	be	utilized	for	the	development	of	affordable	permanent	rental	and	homeownership	housing	
throughout	the	City	of	Portland.	As	a	U.S.	Department	of	Housing	and	Urban	Development	Entitlement	
Jurisdiction,	the	City	of	Portland	administers	housing	programs,	including	rehabilitation	programs,	first	
time	homebuyer	assistance	programs	and	new	construction	development	programs.	Using	this	experience,	
the	City	of	Portland	developed	program	guidelines	that	ensure	compliance	with	the	Affordable	Housing	TIF	
Program. 
 
The	fund	is	used	solely	for	the	development	of	affordable	permanent	housing.	Types	of	permanent	housing	
to	be	developed	will	be	single	family	homes,	condominiums	and	apartments	or	other	rental	housing	units	
intended	to	be	occupied	by	a	household	on	a	continuing	basis.	Shelters,	nursing	homes,	convalescent	
homes,	hospitals,	residential	treatment	facilities,	correctional	facilities	or	student	dormitories	will	not	be	
allowed.	Affordable	permanent	housing	developed	with	this	fund	or	fund	proceeds	will	be	affordable	to	
households	earning	no	more	than	120	percent	of	the	area	median	income. 
 
In this chapter 
 

 409	Cumberland	Avenue	AHTIF	Update,	Housing	and	Community	Development	Committee	
memo,	10.16.2013	



 
 

 
 

 
TO:  Councilor Mavodones, Chair  

Members of the Housing and Community Development Committee 
 
FROM: Mary Davis, Director 
  Housing & Community Development Division 
 
DATE: October 16, 2013 
 
SUBJECT: 409 Cumberland Avenue AHTIF Update 
 
  
In response to direction given to staff at the October 9 HCDC meeting, I spoke with staff 
from Maine Housing and have received preliminary approval on the following language 
for the revolving loan fund. 
 
Upon approval from MaineHousing, the City of Portland will establish a new Revolving 
Loan and Investment Fund to be utilized for the development of affordable permanent 
rental and homeownership housing throughout the City of Portland.  As a U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development Entitlement Jurisdiction, the City of 
Portland administers housing programs, including rehabilitation programs, first time 
homebuyer assistance programs and new construction development programs.  Using this 
experience, the City of Portland will develop program guidelines that ensure compliance 
with the Affordable Housing TIF Program.  Allowable uses are described below:  
 
Revolving Loans.  Loans will be provided to developers interested in creating affordable 
permanent housing in the City of Portland.   Loans will be made for both new 
construction of affordable permanent housing and the rehabilitation of existing housing 
as long as the rehabilitation results in the creation of affordable permanent housing.   All 
loans made from this fund will be repaid to the City of Portland and all loan repayments 
will be deposited into the fund and used for additional loans for the development of 
affordable permanent housing.  
 
Investment/Real Estate Acquisition.   Loans will be used for the purchase of property in 
the City of Portland.  Property will be purchased by the City of Portland for the 
development of affordable permanent housing by the City or by a developer to which the 
City sells or leases the property.  All proceeds of sales of any property purchased or 
rental revenues from leases into which the City of Portland enters will be placed in the 
fund and used for additional purchases of property for the development of affordable 
permanent housing.   
 



 
 

 
 

 
 
 
The fund will be used solely for the development of affordable permanent housing.  
Types of permanent housing to be developed will be single family homes, condominiums 
and apartments or other rental housing units intended to be occupied by a household on a 
continuing basis. Shelters, nursing homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, residential 
treatment facilities, correctional facilities or student dormitories will not be allowed.  
Affordable permanent housing developed with this fund or fund proceeds will be 
affordable to households earning no more than 120 percent of the area median income. 
 



 

 

 
B-7 Zone Parking Text Amendments 
 
Timeline 
 
09.25.2015 Submitted to Planning Board.  Public hearing. 
 
Summary 
 
A challenge in the Bayside neighborhood is the regulation of surface parking. The Bayside Plan asserts the 
neighborhood should be an “attractive urban gateway and extension of the downtown”, with “mixed use 
and compact development”, “[emphasizing] a quality pedestrian experience”. “Extensive land consumption 
by surface parking lots” is to be avoided. Surface parking is a poor substitute for a continuous street wall of 
buildings supporting pedestrian activity and street life. 
  
In 2011, the Planning Board recommended, and the City Council approved, a series of amendments that 
provided more flexibility for surface parking. This provision grandfathered existing blacktop parking. This 
change would assist redevelopment or reuse of existing buildings on smaller lots, and support the 
transition of Bayside from a warehouse/industrial district to a mixed use district.    
  
Gravel areas do not have the grandfathered status of paved parking areas although there have been several 
recent redevelopment proposals involving properties that are reliant on the area presently occupied by 
gravel parking space. For property owners, gravel areas in the short-term may have value as stand-alone 
parking lots. The long-term view is that these lots have value as parking to support a significant on-site   
redevelopment or as a building lot for a stand-alone building. Bayside has many gaps in the streetscape so 
redevelopment of these sites is important in filling these spaces. Appropriately scaled redevelopment 
proposals of these sites could be hindered if some flexibility for gravel areas is not provided. 
 
In this chapter 
 

• Proposed Zoning Amendments:  Surface Parking (B-7), Planning Board report, 09.25.2015 
• Portland City Code, Ch. 14 Div. 17 Sec. 14-295(a) 24-26, surface parking language 





















City of Portland Land Use 

Code of Ordinances Chapter 14 

Sec. 14-295 Rev. 11-16-2016 

 

 

 

adopted by the city; 

 

24. Surface parking existing as of March 9, 2005 and in 

continuous existence thereafter, including the 

reorganization of parking spaces and maneuvering 

aisles.  This section shall apply to surface 

parking accessory to a principle use and a parking 

lot as a principal use. Existing surface parking 

that does not comply with the standards of Sec. 14-

299(f) may continue, provided that any 

modifications to the site layout, development 

constituting a site plan, or building renovations 

exceeding a value of thirty (30) percent of the 

assessed value of the building on file at the City 

of Portland Assessor’s Office, shall require the 

parking to be upgraded to meet the standards of 

Sec. 14-299(f) to the extent practicable; 

 

25. Surface parking created after March 9, 2005, 

provided that the spaces (and newly created 

maneuvering aisles) are thirty-five (35) feet or 

greater from a street and further that the 

standards below (a to c) are also met. This section 

shall apply to surface parking accessory to a 

principal use or a parking lot as principle use. 

The thirty-five (35) foot setback need not apply in 

the case of a property in which eighty percent 

(80%) of the property frontage has a building 

within ten (10) feet of the property frontage and 

or a driveway located perpendicular to the site. 

The parking area shall meet the standards of Sec. 

14-299 (f): 

 

a. No surface parking shall be encumbered by 

lease or other use commitment to an off-site 

use exceeding a twenty-four month term; 

 

b. For surface parking areas of twenty-thousand 

(20,000) square feet or greater in area, lease 

or other use agreements for surface parking 

shall not preclude the relocation of such 

parking for more than twenty-four (24) month 

terms; and 

 

c. Any such parking shall in its lease stipulate 

that developer/owner reserves the right to 



City of Portland Land Use 
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relocate said parking or convert surface 

parking to structured parking as long as the 

replacement parking is located a reasonable 

distance from the associated use; 

 

26. Notwithstanding Sections 14-295(a)(24) and (25) 

above, surface parking that does not meet the 35-

foot parking setback, provided that: 

 

a. All or a portion of the 35-foot setback area 

had a gravel surface on September 29, 2015;  

 

b. The total gravel surface area on the lot and 

any contiguous lots did not exceed 15,000 

square feet on September 29, 2015; 

 

c. The parking spaces provide parking to a 

principle building on the same lot and or a 

principle building on a contiguous lot; 

 

d. One of the buildings described in paragraph c 

above meets the minimum height requirements 

of the Bayside Height Overlay Map and/or a 

building on the site has a floor area of 

25,000 square feet or greater; 

 

e. The total number of spaces within 35-foot 

setback in combination with other spaces on 

the lot does not exceed the minimum parking 

spaces required in Sec. 14-526(a)(4)(a)(1); 

 

f. The proposed parking spaces meet the 

landscape and buffer requirements of 14-

299(f); and 

 

g. Parking spaces within the 35-foot setback 

shall provide stormwater quality treatment if 

required by the City of Portland Stormwater 

Management Standards and the Maine DEP 

Chapter 500 Stormwater Management Standards. 

If not required, an alternative low impact 

development treatment system approved by the 

Planning Board shall be provided; and 

 

27. Bakeries, coffee roasters and commercial kitchens 



 
 

TO: Councilor Jill C. Duson, Chair 
Members of the Housing Committee 
 

FROM: Jeff Levine, Planning & Urban Development Director 
Mary Davis, Division Director, Housing & Community Development 
Tyler Norod, Housing Planner 
 

DATE: May 6, 2016 
 

SUBJECT: Memorandum outlining the public process for the upcoming Housing 
Committee’s Community Priority & Policy Discussions forum 
scheduled for Wednesday, May 25th.   

 

In an effort to identify and address housing related issues in Portland, the Housing 

Committee has been soliciting feedback from various stakeholders over the past four months.  

The Committee has heard from national leaders on housing policy, concerned residents, real 

estate lawyers, tenant advocates, landlords, state officials, affordable housing developers, social 

service providers, senior housing advocates, advocates for the homeless, neighborhood 

associations, and general members of the public. 

The Committee is taking a comprehensive approach to understanding all issues prior to 

making any policy recommendations.     

Attached to this memo is a master list of approximately 130 recommendations, organized 

into four themes, representing all ideas received to this point.   

The Committee will be deviating from its typical format at its May 25th meeting to 

encourage greater community feedback on this extensive list.  The Committee will be instilling 

the help of a team of outside facilitators to coordinate break out groups for attendees of the May 

25th meeting.   

The Committee will be asking the breakout groups to discuss the list of recommendations 

and provide feedback on what the Committee should consider priorities for exploring in greater 

detail.  It is important to note that this process is not meant to be an opportunity to lobby for a 

particular issue nor is it intended to be a final vote on whether or not a recommendation is 



 
 
enacted.  The Committee is asking for the public’s help to filter this list for more detailed 

consideration. As part of the subsequent June 8th Housing Committee meeting, the Committee 

will review the feedback received at the May 25th meeting.   

It is intended that at the June 8th meeting, Committee members will consolidate the 

comprehensive list of recommendations into a manageable list for further in-depth examination.  

There will be an opportunity for public comment at the June 8th meeting.   

The Committee will continue to review and update the list so that as time allows 

additional recommendations may be brought forth.  
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A)  Tenant/Landlord Regulations
# Theme Potential Policy
1 A Tenant/Landlord Ombudsmon to mediate disputes

2 A
Rent Control - limiting rent increases to a certain set amount 
in a certain period of time

3 A
Moratorium on No-Cause Evictions

4 A Increase notification minimums from landlords to tenants for 
rent increases or non-renewal of any lease

5 A
Ordinance prohibiting landlords from refusing Section 8 or 
other vouchers

6 A Clarify tenant rights in foreclosed buildings

7 A
Ordinance providing long-term residents of rooming houses 
protection under Maine's eviction statute

8 A
New ordinance prohibiting new development projects 
receiving City funding from denying tenants access to low-
income units due to poor-credit history if tenant can 
demonstrate sufficient current income to pay the rent

9 A
Tighten up condo converstion regulations to clarify tenant 
rights, proof of notification, and timing to better capture 
future intent of landowners.  

10 A
One page Tenant Rights Handout

11 A
Improve public understanding of tenant and landlord 
responsibilities

12 A

Encourage property owners to take a long term view when 
renovating older homes through federal tax incentives and 
increased energy efficiency in an effort to improve units 
while keeping rents stable

B)  Zoning/Land Use
# Theme Potential Policy
1 B Strengthen sober house regulations

2 B
Regulate Short Term Rentals (STR's) such as AirBnB in an 
effort to return existing housing stock to the long term rental 
market

3 B Examine Accessory Dwelling Unit or ADU (i.e. in-law type 
units in existing structures) policies for all residential zones

Housing Policy Bucket List
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4 B
Revise zoning for additional density along corridors off 
peninsula

5 B
Increase Inclusionary Zoning requirements to to more than 
10% of all new units

6 B
Revise inclusionary zoning requirements to support lower 
income households 

7 B Revise inclusionary zoning to target income levels of existing 
residents in each neighborhood/census block/peninsula

8 B Remove the inclusionary zoning sunset clause

9 B
Encourage the creation of village centers/nodes off-peninsula

10 B Long term ground leases of city land rather than selling to 
developer to help support long term affordability

11 B
Develop mechanisms and incentives for long term 
affordability restriction

12 B
Embrace redevelopment of schools or other institutional 
buildings for housing

13 B
Remove barriers to expanding/renovating older homes

14 B Revise threshold of commercial building codes for multi-
family properties from 2 units to 3 unit buildings

15 B Revise zoning codes where appropriate to reflect the beloved 
historic development patterns of certain neighborhoods

16 B
Creative use of city-owned land to encourage diverse type of 
housing stock of numerous sizes and for a variety of 
populations.

17 B Update housing definitions within zoning ordinance

18 B
Update entire zoning ordinance for overall clarity and 
efficiency

19 B
New ordinance to penalize dilapitated abandoned buildings 
and incentivize maintenance

20 B
Examine zoning for Jewish Community Center/School to 
encourage housing

21 B
Housing Replacement Policy - Prohibit replacement units 
from being "luxury"

22 B
Housing Replacement Policy - Instead of paying fee, owners 
can make a market rate unit in another building affordable to 
low-income households

23 B
Housing Replacement Policy - Mandate developers pay into 
the Housing Trust Fund when replacement units are not at 
"affordable" levels
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24 B

Amend zoning ordinances to include and clarify protections 
for abutting residences bordered by commercial/industrial 
uses to help mitigate conflicts involving lighting, parking, 
noise, and pollution.

25 B Allow for more accessory apartments in East Bayside

26 B
Locate higher density/larger structures along neighborhood 
edges and transit corridors

27 B
Make regulations easier to convert a single family home into 
a multi-family home

28 B
Support the creation of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU's), 
tiny homes, in-law units, etc to help create more housing 
supply

29 B
Provide greater clarity in the B2B zone language as it relates 
to how development in the B2B should relate to surrounding 
properties in other zones.  

30 B

Amend the ILB Zone for industrial uses in East Bayside to 
encourage new business development in an effort to attract 
more living wage jobs to the neighborhood (but not national 
chains)

31 B
Amend the R-5 zone to allow for more housing development 
in a way that is consistent with the historical development 
patterns of the existing neighborhoods

31 B
Locate R-6 zones in off-peninsula neighborhoods to 
encourage housing development

32 B

Develop policies to incentivize the retention, improvement, 
and replacement of 1, 2, and 3, unit housing structures along 
the streetscapes where they currently are the dominant 
housing typology

33 B
Limitations should be placed on how close registered sex 
offenders can live in proximity to schools

34 B The recently revised R-6 zone has helped fuel a development 
frenzy on Munjoy Hill and should be reconsidered

35 B
Get rid of parking and height requirements in zones within 
walking distance of downtown

36 B
The City should increase housing unit density limits within 
existing buildings

C)  Housing Supply and Financial Resources
# Theme Potential Policy

1 C
Increase Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) voucher 
funding for low income at risk households
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2 C Increase General Assistance maximums to match Portland 
market funded through increased AirBnB fees

3 C Regional approach to housing demand

4 C
Focus on creation of new middle class/family housing - both 
owned & rental

5 C Create more Housing First projects for the homeless

6 C
Work with local universities to create more student housing

7 C

Partner with organizations like Habitat for Humanity to 
create new housing on smaller lots.  Perhaps with 
affordability and size restrictions for allowing development 
on smaller lots

8 C
Improve communication channels with local academic 
institutions to place students/faculty in extra bedrooms of 
existing  residents 

9 C
Encourage/support the creation of additional low-income 
and workforce housing

10 C
Strengthen Housing Land Trust for creation/preservation of 
affordable housing

11 C Utilize tax acquired properties to fund housing trust fund and 
restrict long term housing affordability prior to buildings sale

12 C City to support the creation of a homeownership program to 
help households buy homes and fix up properties

13 C
Reduce real estate related fees and taxes which harm fixed 
income owners and cause landlords to pass along higher 
costs to renters

14 C
Work with local academic institutions to build more dorms 
for students to remove students from the general housing 
market.

15 C Redefining how affordability is determined
16 C Increase the condo conversion fee

17 C
Add fees/taxes to AirBnB type rentals to help capitalize the 
Housing Trust Fund

18 C
Tax incentives to landlords for rental unit improvements

19 C
All manners of City commerce , bills, taxes, fees, etc. should 
be dealt with via a single online platform

20 C

Increased fees and regulations are increasing costs for small 
time property owners who pass along costs to tenants.  The 
City should reduce fees and regulations to encourage lower 
rents
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21 C
City owned land made available for new development should 
be leased on a long term basis rather than sold to the 
developer (whether for profit or non profit)

22 C Redevelopment of vacated schools and/or institutional 
buildings are opportunities for additional housing

23 C

More creative use of city owned land to promote housing 
creation which accomodates a diverse population of 
households (singles, families, younger households, students, 
various incomes and ages)

24 C
Support adoption of an anti-speculation/anti-flipping tax

25 C Support tax abatement for low-income homeowners

26 C
Support tax abatement for landlords voluntarily rent to low-
income tenants

27 C City should support homeownership development as a 
means to reduce demand on the rental housing stock

28 C
Continue to provide tax increment financing to housing 
development projects as a means of incentivizing the 
creation of more low and middle income housing

29 C
The City should be more supportive of new housing 
development projects despite the potential for neighbors 
being against a project

30 C
City should hire an aging in place specialist to help seniors 
navigate the complex zoning and home modification 
requirements at the state and local levels

31 C
Allow for more density in East Bayside in areas that are not 
directly adjacent to single family homes

32 C
The City should allow for greater density and height while 
lowering parking requirements to encourage more affordable 
housing development

33 C
Larger housing developments threaten the existing character 
of neighborhoods 

34 C
Work with non-profit like Habitat for Humanity to rehab city-
owned tax acquired properties to turn them affordable 
housing 

35 C
Examine Loring House property for  residential development 
potential

36 C
Focus on putting out to bid City owned land to encourage 
more residential development
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37 C

TIF projects should require units that are reserved affordable 
to the average local residents in that neighborhood/census 
block rather than income levels of residents of the entire 
City/metro area.

38 C
Progressive property tax on new luxury developments that 
would charge a higher real estate tax rate to new units sold 
or rented at a luxury level

D)  Housing Safety/Quality
# Theme Potential Policy
1 D Stricter enforcement of existing health & safety laws
2 D Regular schedule for inspecting all units
3 D Develop protocol for emergency complaints

4 D
Occupied rental units in foreclosure inspected monthly

5 D
Ordinance making building owner and party bringing 
foreclosure complaint jointly liable for maintaining the 
building 

6 D Clarify role and responsibilities of various inspection offices 
within the City to promote efficiency and minimize overlap.  

7 D
The Housing Safety Office registration should include 
information on the type of rental (furnished, airbnb, etc) so 
that the public can have a better idea of who is around them.

8 D
Address the potential for overcrowding by revising allowable 
number of unrelated tenants per dwelling

9 D
Gain control and rehab abandoned properties

10 D More strenuous code enforcement of rental units and 
stricter penalties for unresponsive/absentee landlords

11 D
Improve communication about brownfield remediation 
programs/needs for developers in certain areas of the City 
such as East Bayside

12 D

City should require copies of all inspections done by outside 
parties of subsidized housing units to ensure that standards 
are being met that support clean, dignified, safe, affordable 
housing

13 D
Housing Safety Office should track additional landlord data 
such as pricing, amenities, bedrooms, past violations, etc. 
and make the information public to help prospective tenants 
more informed before signing a lease
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E)  Planning & Process
# Theme Potential Policy

1 E
Analysis of housing typology approved/built over last ten 
years to acknowledge trends and needs

2 E
Creation of new City Housing Board comprised of a wide 
range of stakeholders to carry forward additional research, 
advise the City, and make policy recommendations

3 E
Comprehensive plan outlining housing goals for the City over 
3, 5, 10 year period.  

4 E
Rental unit data collected through registration should 
identify ownership type and unit make up.  Data should be 
publicly available.

5 E
More frequent public communication about current and 
proposed developments including signage at proposed sites 
that provide sense of scale with surrounding neighborhood.  

6 E

Encourage/facilitate better public process.  Needs to be a 
way to encourage greater public participation and not just 
listen to the loudest voices who may not represent the needs 
of the larger community

7 E
Rising cost of ownership (single fam, condo, landlords) in 
terms of taxes/fees.  Needs better 
justification/communication from the City

8 E
Small landlords should not be percieved as small businesses

9 E
Promote/support age-in-place efforts to make the 
community even more "age-friendly"

10 E Lobby State government to release $15 million in voter 
approved bonds for affordable senior housing development

11 E New developments need to be held to higher architectural 
standards in terms of design, materials, and connective space

12 E
Support the creation of more middle income housing options

13 E Promote homeownership, including affordable home 
ownership, to help build stable long term communities.

14 E

The City should facilitate a larger public dialogue about the 
type of development that it wants to see.  Focus should be 
on scale of development and how urban in character 
Portland should be.
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15 E
Provide greater access to green space and greater protection 
for existing large trees to better integrate nature into the 
urban environment

16 E
Need greater access to open spaces for leisure and sport in 
East Bayside

17 E
Increase small retail spaces in  new large developments.  

18 E
The creation of community spaces within new large 
development projects to support a variety of community 
uses

19 E
City should partner with the non-profit organization that 
works on edible landscaping to design roof top gardens or 
raised bed gardens as part of new project designs

20 E
Do not overreact to short term market fluctuations  with 
overregulation and maintain a long term perspective on 
policy goals

21 E

The City should evaluate the evolution and impact of changes 
in its demographic mix as well as housing stock.  Study should 
not just focus on trends but also determine what the desired 
mix is for the City in term of demographics and housing 
typology

22 E Help seniors remain in their homes

23 E
Help seniors continue to participate in their communities

24 E
Help neighborhoods maintain their intergenerational flavor

25 E Increase the speed at which new development projects and 
renovation projects can get through City approval process.

26 E
City should support and encourage the creation of volunteer 
based "villages" to help aging seniors stay in their 
communities

27 E
Create regional benchmarks for the creation of new housing 
for all neighboring communities 

D) Transportation
# Theme Potential Policy

1 D
Increased transit routes/bus stops/frequency to help 
encourage development/livability of additional density and 
attractiveness of off-peninsula housing

2 D Upzone areas adjacent to the existing bus routes

3 D
Lower parking requirements for new developments near 
existing bus routes
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4 D Village centers/nodes along bus routes
5 D Increase public transportation shelters and seating

6 D
Improvements to sidewalks, curb ramps, bike lanes, and 
crosswalks to promote safety and alternative modes of 
transportation

7 D
Developers need to provide sufficient off-street parking for 
their residents within their site or build new local parking 
garages

8 D
On-site parking requirements for new developments near 
public transit, jobs, and other amenities should have a ratio 
less than 1 car per unit.  

9 D Easy access to off-street parking for new urban infill 
development projects to increase on street safety of others




