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To: Council Ad Hoc ReCode Committee

From: Jeff Levine, Planning & Urban Development Director
Date: June 19, 2019

RE: ReCode update

l. INTRODUCTION

Since late 2017, staff in the Department of Planning & Urban Development has been working on the
ReCode, an effort to rethink, restructure, and redraft the city’s goo+-page land use code. The
ReCode involves all elements of the current Chapter 14, including the historic preservation, site plan,
subdivision, and zoning sections of the code. The purpose of this workshop is to provide the Ad Hoc
ReCode Committee with an update on work since its late February meeting and to gather feedback
on several key policy issues that have arisen through the redrafting process. The Planning Board
considered these policy issues at a June workshop; where they have provided staff with input, it is
summarized below.

1. PROGRESS UPDATE

1. Phasel

As has been previously discussed, Phase | of the ReCode project is largely organizational and involves
an evaluation of the code as a whole for consistency and clarity. Phase | began with Community
Conversations, a major public outreach effort with neighborhood organizations, and the launching of
the ReCode website (www.recodeportland.me). Over the past year, Phase | has also included specific,
focused work on particular elements of the code:

A. Impact fee ordinance. The creation of an Impact Fee system, to provide a more predictable
and systematic way to assess the impacts of new development on City infrastructure, began
as a study in early summer 2018 with the technical assistance of a consulting team, Tischler
Bise, Inc. It was adopted as an ordinance in November 2018. A full summary of the topic and
key documents are also included on the ReCode webpage.

B. Sign ordinance. Rewriting the sign code (currently Division 22) is underway with the
assistance of Lisa Wise Consulting. Signs particularly lend themselves to be more visual than
the current regulations are, with graphics of sign types, measurement methods, and easier to
read tables. In recent years there have been changes to case law that make the timing of this
rewrite, and the inclusion of a consultant team familiar with the changing legal landscape of
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regulating signs, particularly appropriate for early inclusion in Phase I. Sign technology and
terminology has also changed since the section has last been revised, and this provides an
opportunity to address new sign types, as well as check-in with stakeholders about what’s
working best and what warrants improvement in regard to signs. To-date there have been
stakeholder meetings, a code audit to assess issues and needs of the current regulations, as
well as frequent communication and collaboration with the consulting team as they’ve
developed a new draft for review. The consultant has delivered a first full draft of the sign
code and it is currently being reviewed by staff. Additional background on this initiative is
posted on the ReCode website, and as we move into public discussion of the draft sign code
additional information will be included here, as well: https://www.recodeportland.me/sign-

regulations

In addition, Phase | has included the labor-intensive process of re-ordering and reformatting the
code, much of it into tables and charts, while screening for redundancies and inconsistencies. This
work is still underway. As of now, staff have developed working drafts of twenty chapters of a newly
formatted, restructured code, and are working internally and across city departments to review
these chapters. By necessity, Phase | has included some engagement with code language that
currently lacks consistency or merits better integration with broader public policy goals. For
instance, staff is working on redrafting the Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) provisions, parking
provisions, and some definitions. These topic areas warrant consideration by the Committee and are
further discussed below.

2. Phasell

Phase Il of ReCode will include an assessment of where the land use code could be better aligned to
achieve the goals of Portland’s Plan. Evaluating zoning for whether complete neighborhoods (the
principle that all areas of the city should provide all residents access to the basic necessities of daily
life - high quality and affordable housing, schools and other civic functions, food, open space, other
amenities and services - within a walkable, bikeable distance) can be achieved within current
regulations is one example of this assessment. Assessing the suitability of zoning in designated
priority growth areas will be another critical element of work to be done under Phase Il of the
ReCode.

1. POLICY AREA DISCUSSION

In the process of Phase |, staff has identified elements of the current code that, either due to their
existing lack of consistency or their lack of alignment with policy goals as expressed through
Portland’s Plan, warrant not just a restructuring, but also closer policy examination.

1. Parking

As in many American communities, the city’s off-street parking requirements often arise as one of
the most discussed aspects of the land use code, with opinions sometimes alternating between
divergent positions in the parking policy debate. Planning, in conjunction with the Planning Board
and Council, has worked over the past several decades to calibrate the parking ordinance to best
practice, local analysis, and the city’s vision: the Council added bicycle parking standards in 2008,
language allowing for requirements based on parking studies in 2010, a fee-in-lieu provision in 2010,
and exemptions for some residential development in 2016. This incremental approach has been
valuable for testing different strategies; now the ReCode process provides an opportunity to


https://www.recodeportland.me/sign-regulations
https://www.recodeportland.me/sign-regulations

ReCode Portland Update | 6/24/19
Page 3

consider the use of these strategies and others at a more holistic level.

As part of the Phase | work on the parking ordinance, staff has identified a number of provisions
which raise questions about consistency and relationship to the city’s vision more broadly, as
Portland’s Plan promotes multi-modal accessibility, sustainability in transportation policy, and more
housing density proximate to services and transit nodes. Planning staff have identified several tools in
the current code that could be more effectively used, including:

A. Residential parking requirements. The current parking ordinance requires two parking
spaces/residential dwelling unit with exceptions for certain zones and on the peninsula. While
some developers choose to develop two parking spaces per unit, and in fact some choose to
develop more parking than the Land Use Code requires, this parking requirement can also
serve as a barrier to housing production. As part of the ReCode, staff is considering a one
space/dwelling unit requirement city-wide. A one space/unit requirement is consistent with
practice in many cities, including those of a similar size in the northeast, and while it does not
go so far as institute a maximum (i.e. developers would continue to be allowed to develop
more than one space/unit), which has been successful in many communities seeking to limit
excessive additional parking creation, it would allow those developers and tenants who
choose to promote and use alternative modes to avoid the cost of extra parking supply.

B. Off-street parking exemptions for mixed-use zones. Current parking policy provides an
exemption from minimum parking requirements for all uses in the B-5 zone. This exemption
could extend to all uses in other mixed-use zones, including the B-1/B-1b, B-2/B-2b/B-2c, and
B-3. This would give developers and property owners the flexibility to determine parking
supply based on local data and the specific market characteristics of their development. As
with a change in residential parking requirements, this policy change would not introduce
maximums, but would ensure that parking minimums do not serve as a barrier for mixed-use
development or redevelopment. Exemptions could be combined with or done instead of C.,
below, so that exemptions from parking minimums are tethered to required parking analysis.

C. Parking requirements through parking study. Currently, parking requirements for
developments in the B-6 and B-7 zones or for site plans >50,000 SF are identified through a
parking analysis reviewed by the city through site plan review. This method allows the city to
arrive at parking requirements through an analysis informed by local data and experience.
Extending this means of determining parking requirements could be to other scales of
development in all zones would make application of parking policy more consistent city-
wide.

D. Peninsula fee in-lieu provisions. The current parking policy allows any development in a non-
residential zone or the India Street Form-Based Code zone on the peninsula to pay into the
city’s Sustainable Transportation Fund in-lieu of providing off-street parking. In practice, very
few developers opt for the in-lieu fee, choosing to provide parking on-site or secure parking
off-site instead. Through the ReCode, staff is considering extending the geographic scope of
the in lieu fee to make it an option for any development city-wide, or alternatively for transit-
proximate development, as a means of recognizing the potential for alternative modes
across the city and increasing the revenue potential for the fund. It should be acknowledged
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that, as currently structured, the fee-in-lieu provisions serve as a tool for property owners
that want or need to provide less parking than required by ordinance; it is thus integrally tied
to parking requirements and other means to meet them, such as the off-site parking
regulations.

E. Joint use allowance. Today’s code allows the ZBA or Planning Board to approve shared
parking, or “joint use” of parking, for residential uses in selected mixed-use zones in which
residential is proposed with non-residential uses and a study can prove the feasibility of joint
use. These provisions are commonly used where they can be, and are widely considered to
provide for more efficient off-street parking. Staff would propose broadening the joint use
allowance to extend to all uses in all mixed-use zones and to eliminate the ZBA or Planning
Board review requirement.

At their June 11 workshop, the Planning Board reflected on these tools and others as a means of
advancing the city’s objectives with respect to transportation policy. The Board expressed broad
support for a 1 parking space/dwelling unit residential parking requirement city-wide, noting the ways
that this policy change responds to trends in transportation and the potential for oversupply.
Several members of the Board requested that staff investigate ways to better leverage the in-lieu fee
provisions and the potential for parking maximums in transit-accessible areas. Staff is pursuing ways
to make the in-lieu fee more compelling for property owners that provide less-than-required off-
street parking, perhaps by restricting the off-site parking allowances, which are more often used.
Staff is also looking at ways to leverage participation in the in-lieu fee program for property owners
that propose to exceed parking requirements. Last, the Planning Board encouraged staff to look into
ways to use the code to build electric vehicle charging capacity within parking areas.

2. Accessory Dwelling Units

Accessory dwelling units, otherwise known as ADUs, are dwelling units that are independent of,
subordinate to, and wholly contained within either a principal building or attached/detached
accessory structure (such as a garage) on property where a single- or two-family dwelling is the
principal use. While the City of Portland broadly permits ADUs at present, the terminology and
regulations that govern ADUs are inconsistent, and are likely more restrictive than they need to be. In
light of this, and based upon direction provided by the City’s Housing Committee in 2018, staff are
drafting a new, comprehensive set of standards that would apply to ADUs city-wide, with the goal of
broadening opportunities for ADU creation, reducing unnecessary constraints, and employing
consistent terminology. This effort is being undertaken as part of the first phase of ReCode.

For the purposes of this discussion, existing regulations that are to be incorporated into the draft
standards are not listed within this memorandum. Proposed changes are as follows:

A. ADU Forms. Under the draft regulations that staff has developed, all legally conforming and
non-conforming single- and two- family residential properties would be permitted one
accessory dwelling unit. These could take the form of either an internal unit (i.e. within the
basement, attic or attached addition), a detached unit (i.e. within accessory structure such as
a shed, garage) or as a cottage or tiny home, with more residential appearance. This differs
significantly from the current restrictions, which require that an ADU be located within the
principal residential structure, with no allowance for ADUs within accessory structures.
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B. Permitted vs. Conditional Use. Under current zoning, ADUs are identified as a conditional
use, requiring approval by either the Planning Board or Zoning Board of Appeals through a
finding of consistency with relevant conditional use standards. The approach taken by staff
has been to reduce actual and perceived barriers to ADU development, important among
those being the conditional use requirements. For this reason, the draft regulations eliminate
ADUs as a conditional use and instead, permit ADUs by right in all zones where single- and
two-family dwellings are the principal use on a lot.

C. Submission Requirements. As stated under ‘ADU Forms’, the types of ADUs permitted under
this proposal expands, with a new allowance for detached units and small, stand-alone
residential structures identified as a cottage. The expansion of allowable form necessitates a
different approach to reviewing such applications, particularly for stand-alone cottages. The
goal of ADU regulations are to ensure that the predominant character of the zone and lot
are being maintained, so that the addition of an ADU does not substantively alter the
appearance or operation of single- or two-family residential properties. To affect this
outcome, a series of standards have been developed to ensure compatibility of the ADU.
Given the greater conceivable impact of a stand-alone cottage, the draft regulations would
require that ADUs of this typology submit a Level | Minor Residential site plan application,
with accompanying narrative describing compliance of the project with subsequent design
standards.

D. ADU Design Standards. In keeping with the goal of reducing visibility of ADUs and making
them more recessive, a series of design standards are proposed for units significantly visible
from public ways. First, units would be required to be sited specifically so as to minimize
their visibility, with additional screening to be required as necessary. Aside from placement,
additional design standards would require that the ADU be subordinate to the principal
structure in scale, form, composition, and position relating to the street, and that it also be
recessive in its design elements, relating to articulation, materials, forms and composition.
Where reuse of an existing, non-conforming accessory structure is contemplated, the design
of the ADU shall take into account the privacy of neighboring properties.

E. Development/Dimensional Exemptions. A key strategy of this proposal is to relax certain
dimensional requirements that would otherwise impede establishment of ADUs. For
example, this proposal would exempt ADUs from meeting the lot area per dwelling unit
requirement (density calculation) typical of residential zones, and would eliminate the
existing parking requirement of one space per ADU (found under Division 20). Non-
conforming properties would also be permitted to develop ADUs, so long as the non-
conformity is not increased in any way by the ADU.

F. Unit Size. In reviewing best practices and other national examples, staff established a
maximum unit size for ADUs, with attached and detached units being limited in size to either
800 square feet, or less than one-third of the total floor area of the principal unit(s),
whichever is more restrictive. Stand-alone cottages meanwhile would be further restricted,
with the maximum unit size being 600 square feet, or less than one-third of the total floor
area of the principal unit(s), with again, the more restrictive figure applying.

At their June 11 meeting, members of the Planning Board discussed the draft frameworks for ADU
regulations, and were generally supportive of the approach put forward by staff. In particular, the
Board appreciated that property owners seeking to develop ADUs would have fewer regulatory
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hurdles to overcome, such as the conditional use application requirements, and that ADUs would be
permitted more broadly, namely by expanding the allowable form and by making all single- and two-
family dwellings eligible. In response to feedback received in the public comment, members of the
Board questioned whether it was necessary to include design requirements focusing on the
screening of cottage units, and conversely, asked that staff consider opportunities where it may be
appropriate to have an ADU be more prominent (for example on properties with significant front
yard area). The Board also asked that additional information be provided on where existing ADUs are
located, where they could conceivably be located, and where the draft regulations would permit
ADUs, to determine the potential delta. Staff are currently working to compile this information, and
will continue to explore appropriate design and buffering standards for ADUs.

3. Definitions

Last, Planning staff are reviewing definitions for residential uses and for/including those with
implications for the recovery and service sector. Many of these related terms have been unchanged
for many years, and ReCode is an opportunity to update and clarify definitions, review standards and
processes. It’s also an opportunity to ensure they are in step with contemporary practices, applied
equitably and with consideration of local impacts. In particular, these include definition of Family,
Sheltered Care Group Home, permitted areas and standards for Manufactured Housing and related
terms. Consideration of changes to these definitions, permitted locations, and review standards also
prompts careful consideration of consistency with the Fair Housing Act. The June 1™ workshop
presentation went into greater detail on current definitions, issues for consideration when evaluating
changes, and suggested strategies moving forward.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Public comments
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What is ReCode Portland?
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What is ReCode Portland?
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Why ReCode?

3

Streamline
and simplify
code

Introduce
graphics to
improve
legibility

A well-organized new Code
will increase predictability
and clarity for the
development review
process.

An increased use of tables
and illustrative graphics will
make the next iteration of
the Code a more accessible
document for all.

4

Create
consistency
across the
code

Align the
code with
Portland’s
Plan

The ReCode process is an
opportunity to ensure
there’s no outdated,
unclear or duplicative

language in the Code.

The ReCode will help ensure
our regulations align with
our aspirations.
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Definitions

Consolidates definitions

Aligns defined terms with uses & use
categories

gli)minates duplicates (Lot is defined
X

Fills in omissions (Lot coverage, for
example)

Substantive changes to following
categories:

1. Lodging
. Places of Assembly

2
3.  Family Definition
4

. Group homes and related

cultural exchange, training programs and
workshops, neighbiorhood meetings or gatherings,
Ac part ofthess functions and activities, it shall be
permissible to serve food, subject to other
applicable codes and ordirances. Inthe R 6
reddential 20ne only, the building canaka be used
fora farmer's markst purzuant to chapter 21 of this
code and the requirements set forth therein,

‘Community living arrangemants. 4 stats
approved, autharized certified or licensed group
home for eight or fewer mentally handicapped or
developmentally disabled persons.

Conpregate care fadlity. A residertial
development which provides individual lwing or
dweelling Units with sUppOrt services which provide
assktance to residents, Services to be provided
shallinclude

2y Trarsportation for essential 3upport activicies.
This cervice shall be included in the bace rer\r(

by Provision of at keast one meal per day;
¢y Programmed social acthigid ucn
tacilitated by staff. Thisg® 1ce shall be

included in the base ren

d) Frovision of perzonal cars cer
but not limited to, housskesping,
minimal heslth monitoring; and

&

Iretaliation of emergency call buttons or
systems in each congregate care lving unit.

The population of a congregate care facility shall
consist of persons 55 years of age or older and their
spousesandjor dissbled persons and their spouses.

Cuscamarily. Mars oftn than an averags of ane
calendar wesk during ary cakendar month of
operation

Cray care fadllity. 2 facility which providesa ragular
program of care and protection for children under

DEFINITIONS

the age of 16, for consideration, for any part of the
day.

Drinking estabdishment. beans and includes any
establishment required to be licensed to sell
slcoholic beverages for onpremises consumption,
which is not regularly used for the purpose of
providing fulk course meals, as defined in Titke 28-A
of the Waine Revised Statutes, on the premises.

Drive-through facllity. & commercial faciliey
which providesa service dirsctly toa motar vehick
occupant and where the customer drives a motor

uehicle o mises and toa window or
anical through o by which the

c gpwithout exiting the

vel wtinclude major or

mirf, 2 STaTions,

- tm atures. Features accociated with

~ughs Including but net limited to

.s\g) cravel of ctackinglanes, INCrcom

tedd | menu boards, service windows, kiosks,
anical devices, etc

Dwalifng. A building e portion thersof used
extlushely for residertial occupancy, including
single-family, two-Farmily and muli famiy dellings,
but not including hotels, lodging houses, sheltered
care group homes or tourist homes, Occupancy of
awellings for perinds of lecs than 30 days are
subject to the requirements of Portland City Code
Chapter &, Article V1.

Dwelllng unit. One or more rooms with private
bath and kitchen facilities comprising an
independent self- cantained dweling unic

Dwelling, multt-famity. & buiding or portion
thereaf contairing three of mors dwelling unis.

Dwelling, singhe-family. A detached building used
exclusively for ccupancy by one family.

Dwellitg, two-family. 4 zingle building containing

two dwelling units used exclusively for occupancy
by two families living independntly of each other
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DEFINTIONS

Inn. & buiding used for more or less temporary
occupancy of individuals, who are lodged with or
WIthout mreals, having tan but no mors than 5o
rooms. Guest rooms shall not contain e parate
kitchen facilities

Intarmeacdiate care facllity. & facility which
provides, on a regular basis, health-related care and
services to indiiduals who do not require the
degres of care and treatment which a haspital ar
extendad care facilty i designedto provide but
‘who, because of their mertal or physical condition,
require such care and services above the level of
room and boar d Said facilicy must be licensed asa
board care, residential care facility or equivalent
pursuant to the regulations promulgated by the
State of haine Department of Health and Human
Servicss,

Klitchen factlitles. Facilities used for the

preparation of meals, including “san
devices used far the cooki f
food

Light manufacturing. The full seda Iy

or fabrication of raterials but ex
processes such as smelting, refining, &
forging, brewing, and similar processes invokving
corwerting raw materiaks to afinished or semi
finiched product.

Living Unkt An independert seff-contained
dwielling unic that doss not includs full kitchen
facilfties.

Lodging house, A house, building or portion
thereof containing two or more rooming urits and
praviding such Lrits, with or without meaks, to
indwidualk on not less than a weekly or manthly
basis for compensation. A lodging Fouse, except for
lodging houses located inthe IRz, IR-3and FB
20nes, shall contain common areas for uce by all
residerts, includinga kitchen. A kitchen nesd not be
available as part of the common areas where all
meals are provided on a daily basic

& | €ITVOF PORTLAND UNIRED DEVELGPMENT €ODE

Long term or extended care fadlity. An
institution or a distinct part of an institution that is
licenced or 2ppraved ta provide fulktime
convalescent or chronic care, o health care under
medical supervision for 24 of more consecitive
hours, to rire or mare individuals who, by reacon of
advanced age, illness, or infirmity are unable ta care
for themseves, and who are not rebted to the
governing authority by marriage, blood, or

=dgptiond

Apere of lgnd that is decignated asan
ini r “lopmert or ownership
o ot 01 record, recorded inthe

mber “unty Registry of Deeds; or b)a
auoust_ sination of such lots of recard

p ~mmon ownershifs or c a newly
s\:al)  Iparcel mesting all the dimersional
~m mignte of the Zone inwhich It i located,

Lotarea The area of land enclossd within the
boundary linec of 2 lot.

Lot coverage.

Lot width. The distance parallel to the frant of the
building measured between side lot fines through
that part of the principal building where the lot is
Tarr oW st

Low Impact Industrial uses. Indusrial activity
involving the manufacturing, packaging, assembly,
ar distribution of finished products from previously
prepared material, including but nat limited to the
following; bekeries, breweries, bottling, printing and
publishing, phar maceuticals, machine shops,
precision instruments, watchmakers, musical
instruments, toys and sporting goods, pottery and
ceramics wsing only previously pubierized clay,
waod products, jewelry, assembly of electrical
COMpanerts, canteen services, taoland die shops,
andthe packaging of foods. Low impact industrial
uses do not includs the processing of raw materials
or sakaging operations, Low Impact industrial usss
are compatible, dus to their sze and nature of
impact, with recidential, commercial and other low
impact industrial uses becauce of the level oftraffic
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Definitions — Manufactured Housing

Title 30-A M.R.S.A. Section 4358: Municipalities
may not prohibit manufactured housing.

DEFINTIONE

In. & building used for mare o less temporary
occupancy of indhviduals, who are lodged with or
“WIthaut meals, having ten bUt no mors than 50 licensed or approved to pravide full-time

roomes. Guest rooms shall not contain separate convalescent or chronic care, or health care under
kitchen facilities. medical supervision for 24 of more consecitive
hours, to nine or more individuals who, by reacon of
advancedage, illness, or infirmity are urable ta care

Long term or extended care fadllty. An
institution or a distinct part of an institution that is

Intermeacdiate care faclliy. & facilicy which

Existing:

provides, onaregular basis, health-related care and for themselves, and who are not relted to the
services to individuals wha do not require the governing authority by marriage, blood, or

degres of care and treatment which 2 hospital or adoption,

extended care facilty i decignedto provids bur

whao, because of their mental or physical condition, Lot A parcel orarea of land that is desigrated asan

require such care and services above the level of individusl unit for use, development or ownership

. M s room and bioar d. Said Paciliy must be licensedasa that i efthar ayz ot of record, recordd in the
a n u a C u r e O u S I n bard cae, rsidenial care Faciity or squiatent cyener iy Regty of Decas, oty
pursuant ta the reguiations promulgated by the 1guo wation of such lots of recard
State of Maine Department of Health and Human o ~mol “rsh- or ¢y a newly
Services, et “d parcel 4allthe dimensional
re 3

i of thezome inwhich it i located,

Kitchen facTitles. Facilities Liced for the \
. preparation of meals, Including refrigerators and “em. Thes, .22 of land enclosed withinthe
[} M devices used for the coaking and preparation of L inesofalor
anujacture ousin arks o ()
=7 verage.

Light manufacturing. The fully enclosed a

or fabrication af materials bur ¢ e Lot whdth. The distance paraliel tothe front of the
processes such as smeking, g g, dis building measured between side lot lines through
forging, brewing, and simif cessesing that part of the principal building where the lot is
corverting raw materiak to “edar se rarrawest

“Multiple-component manufactured housin st

Living Unit. An irdependent self-cor J inwolving the manufacturing, packaging assembly,

dwelling unit that dasc not include full Kitchen or distribution of finished products from previously

facilfties. prepared material, including bt nat imicsd to the
following: bakeries, breweries, bottling, printing and

Lodging house. & house, building or portion publishing, pharmaceuticals, machine shops,

Proposed: Simplify categories, eliminate
“manufactured housing parks” and permit
manufactured housing as single family dwelling
units.

thereof CoRtaining two of More rooming units and
providing cuch units, with ar withaut meaks, to
individuals on not less thana weekly or monthly
basis for compensation. A lodging fouss, except for
lodging houses located inthe IR-2 IR-3and B
20ne, shall contain common areas for uce by all
reddents, includinga kitchen. A kitchen nesd not be
avallable as part of the common areas whers 3l
meals are provided ona daily bacis

& | €ITrOF PORTLAND UIMIFIED DEVELOPMENT CODE

precision instruments, watchmakers, musical
instruments, toys and sporting goods, pottery and
ceramics using only previously puberized clay,
wood products, jewelry, assembly of electrical
COMpanants, canteen services, tooland die shops,
andthe packaging of foods. Low impact industrial

uses do not include the processing of raw materials
or zabaging opsrations, Low Impact industrial uses

are compatinle, dus to their gze and nature of

impact, with residertial, commercial and other low
impact industrial uses because of the level of traffic




Definitions - Family

Family: Not more than 16 individuals living together in a dwelling unit as a single
nonprofit housekeeping unit. A group occupying a hotel, fraternity house or
sorority house shall not be considered as a family. The family may include
necessary servants.

Family definition is intertwined with other Residential Use Categories, dwelling
unit definitions. For ex., Dwelling Unit, Single Family, Two-Family, Multi-family,
Sheltered Care Group Homes.



Definitions — Sheltered Care Group Home

Sheltered care group home: A facility which, in addition to providing food and shelter to a
defined population, provides guidance or counseling services....

Residential Conditional Use requirements:

"up to 12 individuals + staff

*Not handicapped persons, parolees, persons in correctional prerelease programs, or current
illegal drug users

=Not within 500 feet of another

=Other: Restrictions on open outside stairways, requirements for staffing, building maintenance,

lighting, fencing, security, screening, compatibility of the architectural character, limitation on
the duration of a sheltered care group home permit.



Definitions — Potential Changes

0 Changes to Family definition. Fewer than 16 people, no reference to servants.

O Simplify review standards for Group Homes.

0 Add language to Land Use Code about making all reasonable accommodations
to meet Fair Housing Act.

Considerations:
** Focus on impacts, equal treatment.

*** Group Homes serve protected class, review cannot be unequal or more
arduous than for other residential uses.

*** Family cannot be so narrowly defined as to rule out households not related
by blood or marriage.



Parking

i * National research indicates broad bias

towards oversupply, overreliance on ITE

* Incremental approach over past decade

4 * Opportunity to look more broadly
* Consistency & continuity across zones/uses

e Alignment with Portland’s Plan & other recent
planning work




Parking Policy Questions

e Will a 1 space/dwelling unit requirement help us achieve our land use and
transportation goals?

* Will extending broad, zone-based exemptions from off-street parking
requirements in non-residential zones do the same?

* Or would a requirement based on parking analysis in these zones be more
appropriate?

* Should fee-in-lieu and joint use provisions be more widely available?



Policy Issue Current Policy Potential Policy Case Studies

Residential parking 2 spaces/DU, except: 1 space/DU citywide, with exemption for - Portsmouth, NH - .5 - 1.3/DU depending on unit size (with
requirement - 1/DU in B-2/B-2b/B-2c first three units in R-6 and IS-FBC, ADUs 1 guest space required for each 5 units)
- 1/DU in R-6/R-6a - Montpelier, VT -1/DU
- 1/DU on-peninsula and blanket - Providence, RI - 1/DU
exceptions for the IR-3 and first - Albany, NY - 1/DU
three units in R-6 & IS-FBC - Scranton, PA - 1/DU
- 1/DU for changes of use - Minneapolis, MN - 1/DU

- Chicago, IL - .6/DU (.4 in CBD)
- Portland, OR - .2 - .33/DU for multi-family

Off-street parking No off-street parking required in B-5  Extend exemption to B-1/B-1b, B-2/B-2b/B- - Buffalo, NY - no off-street parking for projects < 5,000 SF |
exemptions zone, IR-3 zone 2¢, and B-3 (where no parking is currently - Hartford, CT - no off-street parking for residential
required for change of use) - Lexington, KY - no off-street parking for specific business
districts
- Cincinnati, OH - no off-street parking in specific districts
Parking requirement Eligible/required in B-6, B-7, USM Expand parking study method to other - Eugene, OR - Allowed city-wide
based on parking Overlay, MMC Overlay, site plans > scales of development in all zones - San Jose, CA - Required city-wide
study 50KSF
Peninsula fee-in-lieu Any development located in a non- Any development [anywhere or near - Northampton, MA - $2,000/space in CBD
of parking residential zone on the peninsula or transit] eligible for fee-in lieu - Albany, NY - with approval of Planning Board
the IS-FBC zone eligible for fee in lieu - Lake Forest, IL
of providing off-street parking - Jackson, WY
- Bend, OR
Joint use allowance Permitted by ZBA or PB based on Permitted based on analysis for all uses in - Portland, OR - Allows joint use anywhere
analysis for residential uses in B-1, B-1b, all mixed-use zones - Waltham, MA - Allows joint use anywhere
B-2, B-2¢, and B-3 which propose joint - Marlborough, MA - Allows joint use anywhere

use with non-residential



Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU)

What is an ADU? An additional residence, either within a single or two-
family home, within an accessory structure such as a garage, or as a small
free-standing cottage.

Why do they matter? ADU’s are an important element of Portland’s
approach to creating a well-rounded housing supply and an organic way to
allow neighborhoods to retain their character as they grow. They increase
supply and diversity of housing, provide flexibility for property owners, and
allow for the adaptation of existing housing and infrastructure.

The Status of Existing Regulations. At present, some form of accessory
dwelling unit is permitted within most of Portland’s residential zoning
districts. Terms, requirements, review standards, and process varies.

Goal. Create a clear unified approach city-wide that permits and
encourages contextual ADUs in Portland’s neighborhoods.




Draft ADU Framework

* ADU Form
CONVERTED GARAGE
* Use Category \%} DETACHED ADU
* Submission Requirements |W|‘|?--- //iL I~ — AnTACHED ADU

| }&7\ |
=~ L0 L // /,
* Development/Dimensional = :;-'/ET:-J/UU @ /J

i \\ i

Exemptions ( -
BASEMENT CONVERSION

* Design Standards

* Unit Size



ADU Policy Questions

* Are three forms of ADU - attached, detached and cottage -
acceptable?

* Should ADUs be permitted in all zones where single- and two-
family dwellings are legally non-conforming use?

* Are the dimensional/development regulations appropriate?
* No required parking
* Not counted towards residential unit density requirements

* Permitted so long as dimensional non-conformities are not
exacerbated
* Unit size:
» Attached/Detached = 800 SF or < 1/3 of total floor area of
the principal unit, whichever is less.

» Cottage = 600 SF or < 1/3™ of total floor area of the
principal unit, which ever is less.
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POLICY GOAL

Establish a unifarm definition and set of easily accessible city-wide
requirgments that would facilitate the development of ADUs a5 a means of

panding housing choice, supporting dging-In-place, increasing density, and
encouraging year-round communities on Pardand's ishinds.

CURRE NT POLICY

In all zones, ADUs are identified as conditional uses, subject to additional

as a canditional use within almost every residential zane,
existing ADL standards differ from zone to zone. For example, the R, Rz
and R-3 permit ADUS 50 long 36 the tatal ioor area does not cxcesd 30%,
wherexs In the IR-1 and IR-2, the imir Is 35%

ADUs are limiced in form to chose Found within a princlpal residenclal
structure, o within an attached addition to that structure. ADUS within
detached accessary structure and or stand-alone tiny homes are not
permicted,

o Pormitted use cltywide: structures and tiry homes

= Allow on awfully Eliminate parking reqy i
canferming and legally non- *  Regulate unit size, tenancy
confarming ane- and two- pericds, site design standards
famiy properties and ewnership raquirament,

nchid ached a
CASE STUDIES

PORTLAND, OR PORTSMOUTH, NH
{ACCessor
MONTPELIER, VT MERIDGE, MA
C recode @ port landmaine. gov
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Neighborhood events - flower power day -
community dinners
City helps immigrants

halfweay houses, lack of regulatnn

‘Youth + mixing cultures

fix il (accountability)

Transparency + lack of long term invest-
ment

Highway through the neighborhood

Access 1o healthcare
Public iransportation
Faith groups

YMCA

State + High 2-way - how to create momen-

7 Culural

identies celebraleel

Kids + Families - SF homes +  Nomore B-27 built out
Trails - river, need more user friendly map + Transit - 9A 98
Access to quality schools

= NBHD Assn - problem solving + connectivty = Trees
* Cc ity policing - linafion - strong Open space - Deering Caks, Congress Sq +  Walkability
ication - 510 Cumberland +  Nice residential neighborhoods
+  Diversity + Immigrants *+  Shop local
+ Convenient location - MMC, state + merril - +  Libraries
ice arena - Hadlock - TP + Businesses
Access to schools - King, Reiche, PHS, BA
Congestion Lack of sidewalk lighting in key spots - +  Lack of bike infrastructure +  Subdivision SIDS + paper sireels - cost of
+ Lack of parking Granl St + Sidewalk gaps curbing bringing to stds?
+ Pedestrian safety + barriers - State + High - +  Snow | - sight lines, enfc + Lack of green space + amenities in parks - Not as transit accessible as possible
rivers of traffic issues - greenspace plaza, community center, +  Lack of density - enough to support vibran-
= Maintenance + age L] g aocsssla * ices + Shaws parking lot oy
* Lan:k ofadhil'y’? i ints = barrier - + Lack of vibrancy - places for people to
- - not | g needs can't attend meemg tlm come
+ Lack of p iders) + Lack of businesses - coffee?

Traffic susceptability + cut throughs - pe-
destrian safety, driver experience

Redevelop Shaw's parking lotnorthgate -

= Homeowmnership + tumover um greenspace plaza

+ Aging in place + complete nbhds *  Lack of public toilets, trash +  Integrate affordable housing

+  Potential for additional services - Joes per- +  Invite immigrants to bring culture/ expe- *  Trail on fall brook - o Washington Ave cof-
fect spot - Mellen St Market rience to city - city hall, info sports, new fee

+ Parking lot harmaony + Momill's corner

+  Communication ReCapital + Habital homes/ affordable housing - tiny

+  Projects + limeline for addressing issues - homes

Transil + alternative modes
Consider alternative comm zones - B2b B1

Building height + form Code does not support oumpeilbls design +  Cut through + speeding - Allen Ave, Wash-
- Rising rents + affordability - threat to long -+ leave - inghton Ave, Auburn Ave, Summit 5t, school
1erm re: pwﬁeupalian Mplanforreienﬁond- times

Traffic + volumes
Landfill hazards - public health - environ-

+ History + perception - data on cles -+ Loss of OAas a hub - 510 Cumberland, S
gerous - ‘parkside the bowi 1o ecreate? + Zoning behind curve - properlies on markel
+ City's kack of system/approach lo afford- - doesn't gel us what we want - Lachman
able! subsidized housing project



Big old frees

Authenticity

Architecture

Community Garden

Desirability

Schools - walkable, UNE, sireel facing
\fariety of businesses - BID, local
Library - Burbank

Community of people, families

Lack of diversity - ethnic, housing, SES
Lack of affordability

Lack of SW + SW maintenance - salety
issue - traffic calming

Code doesn't match existing form - impact
on ability to stay - front yard setbacks -
can't add decks/ addﬂluns

L playg - needs upgrade,

basketball court

More activity not more traffic - atemative
transporiation

MBHD as little downtown

Walkable drug store

Accessory dwelling units - density provi-
sions, RIRS

Integrate UNE - educationak riunities,

rooms, physi

cally

Locall regional fraffic - UNE, Mother House,

wialkability
Mismalch zoning + character

UNE

Cut through traffic - Brentwood, Wilow,
Pleasant, see speed bumps on Stevens
Access! connections to other neighbor-

hoods - train tracks -Forest Ave - nodes as.

antidote

o lm*'

Tae JELLERT L

Green spaces + Evergreen Cemetary
Clear edges + center - Forest Ave,
Stevens, Mother House

Age diversity - schools, businesses
Churches

B-1 working

Car refiance - iling - drop off at Longfeliow
Brentwood/ Slmns Sano s Iui
Lack of i

More traffic calming

MNews buildings + pockel park

School campus - Deering + Longfellow -
stormwvater, fields

Another playground?

B-1 vet center - Siano's

B-1D - lighting - self assessment, benchea
for uniform i trash

paving, sewer, vocabulary

L

Food - restaurants, groceries +
Walkability o
Arts - Merril

History - landmarks

Access to waterfront

Healthcare - pharmacy

Warship

Transportation - free parking, ferny

Culture

Tourism - foct traffic, people working

Parking concerms

Construction impacts

Stralegic pedestrian safety - adequate stop
£igns - speed - crosswalk

Lack of street lighting on India

Fixing sidewalks - Federal st

Trash - lack of city maintenance, response
times

Insufficient green space - need more pocket =
parks

Diversity of business - people
Access o senvices

Lack of moped! motorcycle parking

ADA compliance! access to services - con-
flict with outdoor seating

Access to parks + open space - uniriendly
spaces

Loitering in general and certain locations
{rite-aid alleyway) homeless problem wors.
ening

Appropriate parking durations

Tourism - cruiseships - scme b .
benefit greatly .
Riging propery values .
Beautifying India St - reinvestment in prop-  «
erties -
Traffic calming on Indial Middie, Fore St/ *
Hanceck - stop sign -
More decorative lighting - finding resources, »
improve safety

Greater access to cemetary

Losing tourism to other communities

Less economic diversity

Rising costs - affordability

Rale of change

Loahg neighborhood character to develop-

UmM parking worsened by development
Losing aesthetic of bulldings
Strest safety issues (milestones)

9 9 P
Integrating NBHDS

BID parks

Community partnerships

More bike infrastructure

Pump station open space design
Plastic trash containers to prevent litter
Designing safer spaces

Fire sprinkler + parking requi
cessive for small projects
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COMMUNITY CONVERSATIONS RESTRUCTURE CONVERSATIONS (PHASE II} REWRITE
(PHASEI) . ) . ) ) - ) - )
Based on public input, an analysis of the existing Following the initial restructuring, the City will hold Ultimately, the City will rewrite elements of the
The City held a series of community conversations code, and best practices, the City will reorganize a second round of community conversations to code to better align with Portland’s Plan and
to ST What warks inthe cimsnt code. what nesds the existing code to streamline and simplify it. gather public input on substantive changes to the address substantive issues raised by public input
code. and technical analysis.

to be improved, and how the code could better

meet the vision of Portland’s Plan in Fall 2017 and




Webpage:
https://www.recodeportland.me/

Email:

recodeportland@portlandmaine.gov
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Fwd: Parking policy suggestion in ReCode

1 message

Christine Grimando <cdg@portlandmaine.gov> Tue, Jun 11, 2019 at 11:52 AM
To: Jennifer Munson <jmy@portlandmaine.gov>

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Christian MilNeil <c.neal.milneil@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jun 11, 2019 at 10:48 AM

Subject: Parking policy suggestion in ReCode

To: Christine Grimando <CDG@portlandmaine.gov>

Hi Christine,

| just read through your memo re: proposed parking policy changes for the ReCode effort, and was heartened to read that staff at least
considered the concept of a maximum parking ratio.

To that end, I'd like to offer a constructive suggestion: what if the City of Portland established a maximum parking ratio of 1 space per
unit, AND allowed flexibility for luxury housing developers to go above that ratio only if they make a proportional fee-in-lieu
contribution to the Sustainable Transportation Fund for the excess parking.

Staff and planning board members clearly understand that over-built parking infrastructure — especially downtown, where most new
development is happening — increases congestion, generates more local air pollution, and undermines the efforts of METRO to grow
ridership.

Instead of merely opening the door to invite developers to build less parking (as the current proposal does, and | absolutely agree that
that's an important first step), the city absolutely needs to impose firmer boundaries and expectations around new development in order
to maange parking and reduce motor vehicle congestion. A maximum parking ratio with a fee-in-lieu provision would be a better way to
meet the city's goals, while offering flexibility to developers.

It would also improve the utility of the existing fee-in-lieu system, which is very rarely used, and generate new revenue for the city. A
luxury housing developer whose proforma allows an extra $25,000 in spending on an extra parking space can, and should, contribute
fee-in-lieu revenue to the kinds of Sustainable Transportation Fund projects that the city really wants and needs.

| hope you, your colleagues in the planning department and the Planning Board will give some serious consideration to this idea.
Thanks.

Christian MilNeil

Christian MilNeil

double u double u double u dot christianmilneil dot com


https://www.google.com/maps/search/389+Congress+Street++Portland,+Maine+04101?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/389+Congress+Street++Portland,+Maine+04101?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:cdg@portlandmaine.gov
mailto:c.neal.milneil@gmail.com
mailto:CDG@portlandmaine.gov
http://www.christianmilneil.com/

Google Groups
Zoning Reform: Don't Let "ReCode" Become a Failure

George Rheault <george.rheault@gmail.com> Jun 11, 2019 2:53 PM
Posted in group: Planning Board

Reading the staff memo for the Recode item, it is obvious that, as usual, the most conservative (and reactionary AND
PRIVILEGED) voices will likely be allowed to drive our land-use "reform" bus.

But there is still time for the Planning Board to issue a strong, clear message to planning staff to think boldly and bigly so
21st Century Portland gets a 21st Century zoning code (and not a warmed-over version of the worst planning mistakes of
the 20th Century).

To that end, the Planning Board must be BOTH teacher and student to the wider Portland community that must ultimately
live with the final ReCode results.

Here is how you can do that (1,2,3):

1) DEMAND A BROAD AND EXTENSIVE PUBLIC OUTREACH PROCESS OUTSIDE THE CONFINES OF THE
PLANNING BOARD MEETING SCHEDULE

The newly enacted Comprehensive Plan has some good vision in it. That plan was the result of an unprecedented amount
of outreach and public engagement (there should have been even more, but what did take place was admirable and
welcome), but sadly it appears that the actual IMPLEMENTATION of the Comp Plan will likely occur mostly behind closed
doors and be driven top-down from a myopic City Manager's office. This is terrible and should be immediately addressed
especially since the expansive vision of the Comp Plan is likely to be stillborn without effective policy changes at the
ordinance level driven by smart public engagement.

This is especially true since so much of our current land-use chaos is caused by unproductive NIMBY activity - and if this
civic energy could be redirected away from misinformed fears about change - THEN we might finally be able to plan for a
real future open to everyone rather than spend all our time excluding people, building walls and saying NO to good things
that we all want and need.

2) DO YOUR HOMEWORK ON WHY LOCAL LAND USE RULES ARE EXACERBATING AMERICA'S AFFORDABILITY
(WHICH IS ALSO OUR CLIMATE CRISIS)

For decades Portland has been doing all the wrong things regarding housing. If the rest of the world had been static, this
might not have been so bad, but unfortunately national trends, both at the policy and macroeconomic levels, have
metastasized all of Portland's mis-steps into a giant paralyzing crack-up (Portland's population is currently SHRINKING).
The Planning Board must be able to talk intelligently about the process to get here so that it can be properly explained to the
rest of the City (especially its homeowner class who hold the ultimate power to get Portland out of the hole it has dug for
itself).

While many overviews have been done about the multi-causal factors that have been driving the housing crisis (especially in
exclusionary zoned districts), the following link does a great job hitting all the bases showing the intersection of bad local
land use with the bigger trends: https://www.curbed.com/2019/5/15/18617763/affordable-housing-policy-rent-real-estate-
apartment

3) TEACH (yes, TEACH!) PORTLAND WHY A DEEPLY FLEXIBLE AND INNOVATIVE ZONING CODE CAN PROVIDE
SOLUTIONS TO PORTLAND'S PROBLEMS AND SHOULD NOT BE FEARED

One of the big items in the Comp Plan is the desire for service-rich walk-able neighborhoods. But to do that, we have to
address cars and expensive land costs and why these things make impossible the kind of people-rich densities that make
service-rich walk-able neighborhoods economically viable. The current draft proposals outlined in the staff memo regarding
parking and ADU reforms are pathetic half-measures that will accomplish nothing in the short-term (3-5 years) and precious
little in the long-term (10-20 years).

What we need is a true vision and inspiration to guide specific policy proposals so (A) we can easily articulate them outside
the clunky details and (B) defend them to a wider audience.

To that end, the Planning Board needs to study up on the decades-long ADU reform efforts in Vancouver, British Columbia,
to help Portland learn the same lessons without having to lose precious time reinventing the
wheel: https://www.sightline.org/2013/03/07/in-law-and-out-law-apartments/ AND study up on why parking requirements
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must be dispensed with in order to move forward on the kind of City we want to be: http://www.accessmagazine.org/fall-
2013/parking-reform-made-easy/

Please take the shackles off the planning staff and ask them to get to work on revolution versus whistling past the graveyard.


http://www.accessmagazine.org/fall-2013/parking-reform-made-easy/

Google Groups
ReCode Public Comment

Nathan Miller <nmilleruw@msn.com> Jun 11, 2019 4:32 PM
Posted in group: Planning Board

To Whom It May Concern,

I'm a Portland citizen who is very interested in the ReCode process and outcome, though | can't always make it to the
public meetings, such as the one schedule for tonight. | have reviewed the document titled "ReCode Progress Report"-
dated 6/11/19. Below are my comments.

1) Overall | like the progress on parking and ADU regulations, but | feel like what is being proposed is at best a baby
step in what is needed as part of the ReCode effort. At some point we are going to have to simplify and overall the
higher level zoning rules that currently make it so difficult and confusing to interpret what is even allowed to be built,
let alone actually move forward with a project that will help alleviate our housing shortage. | look forward to
discussions of up zoning, particularly at "hubs" of transportation and commercial activity.

2) Regarding parking, reducing from 2 to 1 required off-street spots is a good start. I'm also supportive of expanding
the no-off-street-parking requirements to more than just the "B" zones identified in the memo.

3) Regarding ADUs- I'm very supportive of switching them to a permitted used type rather than conditional. Make it
the default that they are allowed, not something that needs to be reviewed and approved case-by-case.

4) Also, | am very much in favor of the development/dimensional exemptions revisions. The current rules are too
restrictive and frankly hard to interpret with out professional help to determine if you could even add an ADU.

5) I have concerns wit the ADU Design Standards language. There shouldn't be any more aesthetic restrictions on an

ADU than there are to build a house or garage. This is too vague, too hard to enforce, and it will make the review and
permitting of of ADUs more cumbersome. Who decides if it has been sited in a sufficiently "recessive" manner or if it
complements the styling of a house? Why is it ok with the character of a neighborhood to stare at a garage from the

street but not an ADU. This just doesn't make sense. Scrap aesthetic restrictions.

6) | have some concerns about the maximum ADU sizes restrictions. If we must have a cap on ADU size (must we?),
then it shouldn't be based on the size of the adjacent house. If someone lives in a modest house and wants to add an
ADU, they shouldn't be limited on the size of the ADU compared to somebody in a big house.

Thank you for your work and consideration of these comments,
Nathan Miller

79 Fessenden St

Portland
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Google Groups

Re: [PBPAC] Zoning Reform: Don't Let "ReCode" Become a Failure

Rosemarie De Angelis <rosemarie.deangelis@gmail.com> Jun 11, 2019 4:40 PM
Posted in group: Planning Board

SP has similar restrictions. The idea that an ADU must be attached is absurd, which is SP code. Don’t know all PORTLAND codes. Just makes affordable infill
unaffordable...

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 11, 2019, at 4:37 PM, Zack Barowitz <zbarowitz@gmail.com> wrote:

| agree with everything George has said.

| would just add that when we talk about bigger projects we start getting into code. As | understand the codes, going to 3 units pushes the building
code to spec sprinklers which adds a lot of cost to the project. For example, I'd like to convert my house into two units and then rebuild my garage
into a small house but | think I'd need to sprinkle it which might make it too expensive/cost prohibitive. | expect that there would be other codes as
well. But this is a good question, would the detached ADU qualify the project as 3 units?

On Tue, Jun 11, 2019 at 2:53 PM George Rheault <george.rheault@gmail.com> wrote:
Reading the staff memo for the Recode item, it is obvious that, as usual, the most conservative (and reactionary AND PRIVILEGED) voices will
likely be allowed to drive our land-use "reform" bus.

But there is still time for the Planning Board to issue a strong, clear message to planning staff to think boldly and bigly so 21st Century Portland
gets a 21st Century zoning code (and not a warmed-over version of the worst planning mistakes of the 20th Century).

To that end, the Planning Board must be BOTH teacher and student to the wider Portland community that must ultimately live with the final
ReCode results.

Here is how you can do that (1,2,3):

1) DEMAND A BROAD AND EXTENSIVE PUBLIC OUTREACH PROCESS OUTSIDE THE CONFINES OF THE PLANNING BOARD MEETING
SCHEDULE

The newly enacted Comprehensive Plan has some good vision in it. That plan was the result of an unprecedented amount of outreach and
public engagement (there should have been even more, but what did take place was admirable and welcome), but sadly it appears that the actual
IMPLEMENTATION of the Comp Plan will likely occur mostly behind closed doors and be driven top-down from a myopic City Manager's office.
This is terrible and should be immediately addressed especially since the expansive vision of the Comp Plan is likely to be stillborn without
effective policy changes at the ordinance level driven by smart public engagement.

This is especially true since so much of our current land-use chaos is caused by unproductive NIMBY activity - and if this civic energy could be
redirected away from misinformed fears about change - THEN we might finally be able to plan for a real future open to everyone rather than
spend all our time excluding people, building walls and saying NO to good things that we all want and need.

2) DO YOUR HOMEWORK ON WHY LOCAL LAND USE RULES ARE EXACERBATING AMERICA'S AFFORDABILITY (WHICH IS ALSO OUR
CLIMATE CRISIS)

For decades Portland has been doing all the wrong things regarding housing. If the rest of the world had been static, this might not have been so
bad, but unfortunately national trends, both at the policy and macroeconomic levels, have metastasized all of Portland's mis-steps into a giant
paralyzing crack-up (Portland's population is currently SHRINKING). The Planning Board must be able to talk intelligently about the process to
get here so that it can be properly explained to the rest of the City (especially its homeowner class who hold the ultimate power to get Portland
out of the hole it has dug for itself).

While many overviews have been done about the multi-causal factors that have been driving the housing crisis (especially in exclusionary zoned
districts), the following link does a great job hitting all the bases showing the intersection of bad local land use with the bigger
trends: https://www.curbed.com/2019/5/15/18617763/affordable-housing-policy-rent-real-estate-apartment

3) TEACH (yes, TEACH!) PORTLAND WHY A DEEPLY FLEXIBLE AND INNOVATIVE ZONING CODE CAN PROVIDE SOLUTIONS TO
PORTLAND'S PROBLEMS AND SHOULD NOT BE FEARED

One of the big items in the Comp Plan is the desire for service-rich walk-able neighborhoods. But to do that, we have to address cars and
expensive land costs and why these things make impossible the kind of people-rich densities that make service-rich walk-able neighborhoods
economically viable. The current draft proposals outlined in the staff memo regarding parking and ADU reforms are pathetic half-measures that
will accomplish nothing in the short-term (3-5 years) and precious little in the long-term (10-20 years).

What we need is a true vision and inspiration to guide specific policy proposals so (A) we can easily articulate them outside the clunky details and
(B) defend them to a wider audience.

To that end, the Planning Board needs to study up on the decades-long ADU reform efforts in Vancouver, British Columbia, to help Portland learn
the same lessons without having to lose precious time reinventing the wheel: https://www.sightline.org/2013/03/07/in-law-and-out-law-
apartments/ AND study up on why parking requirements must be dispensed with in order to move forward on the kind of City we want to

be: http://www.accessmagazine.org/fall-2013/parking-reform-made-easy/

Please take the shackles off the planning staff and ask them to get to work on revolution versus whistling past the graveyard.

You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Portland Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee" group.


https://groups.google.com/a/portlandmaine.gov/d/topic/planningboard/TrDX_vAIySc
https://groups.google.com/a/portlandmaine.gov/d/forum/planningboard
mailto:zbarowitz@gmail.com
mailto:george.rheault@gmail.com
https://www.curbed.com/2019/5/15/18617763/affordable-housing-policy-rent-real-estate-apartment
https://www.sightline.org/2013/03/07/in-law-and-out-law-apartments/
http://www.accessmagazine.org/fall-2013/parking-reform-made-easy/

To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to PBPAC+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.

To post to this group, send email to PBPAC@googlegroups.com.

To view this discussion on the web visit
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/PBPAC/CAJX8upR579w%3DPuVDGdpOvSko%3DzJ6jzXGpoquwZ4bi%3DTbvs%2BLAQ%40mail.gmail.com.
For more options, visit https://groups.google.com/d/optout.

207-838-6120
917-696-5649
ZacharyBarowitz.com

ATTENTION:

The information in this electronic mail message is private and confidential,
and only intended for the addressee. Should you receive this message by
mistake, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, reproduction,
distribution or use of this message is strictly prohibited. Please inform

the sender by reply transmission and delete the message without copying or
opening it.

You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups "Portland Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee" group.
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email to PBPAC+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.

To post to this group, send email to PBPAC@googlegroups.com.

To view this discussion on the web visit
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/PBPAC/CAE741VAsXDyGVFaexY301%2BOUvzbbCqUQeTVEJXOAUMuu60OMhag%40mail.gmail.com.
For more options, visit https://groups.google.com/d/optout.


mailto:PBPAC+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com
mailto:PBPAC@googlegroups.com
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/PBPAC/CAJX8upR579w%3DPuVDGdpOvSko%3DzJ6jzXGpoquwZ4bi%3DTbvs%2BLAQ%40mail.gmail.com?utm_medium=email&utm_source=footer
https://groups.google.com/d/optout
http://zacharybarowitz.com/
mailto:PBPAC+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com
mailto:PBPAC@googlegroups.com
https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/PBPAC/CAE741VAsXDyGVFaexY3o1%2BOUvzbbCqUQeTvEJxOAUMuu6OMhag%40mail.gmail.com?utm_medium=email&utm_source=footer
https://groups.google.com/d/optout

Google Groups
Concerns over restrictions on ADUs in the zone reCode

Zack Barowitz <zbarowitz@gmail.com> Jun 11, 2019 11:53 AM
Posted in group: Planning Board

Dear Chair Dundon:

Thank you for taking on the reCode with an eye toward establishing more housing and higher density. However, the
language on ADU design standards and unit size is quite restrictive as to negate the purpose. In the case of the latter, the
small size of stand-alone structures would be suitable for short term rental but not for long-term multi-person basis (see
excerpt below "F").

The language around "reducing visibility of ADUs" is likewise troubling (see excerpt below "D"). It seems to be less about
preserving architectural character and more about hiding the fact that rental units exist in a neighborhood. This strikes be as
not so much and aesthetic judgement but a value (mis)judgement. Practically speaking, it will be very difficult to both
preserve and transform post-war neighborhoods. Moreover, there is a definite trend toward ADUs especially so-called tiny
houses with many books and websites devoted to the subject. There is not, to my knowledge, any such literature devoted to
the aesthetic value of single family houses on quarter acre lots that comprise many of Portland's off peninsula
neighborhoods.

Thank you,

Zack

D. ADU Design Standards. In keeping with the goal of reducing visibility of ADUs and making them more recessive, a
series of design standards are proposed for units significantly visible from public ways. First, units would be required to be
sited specifically so as to minimize their visibility, with additional screening to be required as necessary.

F. Unit Size. In reviewing best practices and other national examples, staff established a maximum unit size for ADUs, with
attached and detached units being limited in size to either 800 square feet, or less than one-third of the total floor area of the
principal unit(s), whichever is more restrictive. Stand-alone cottages meanwhile would be further restricted, with the
maximum unit size being 600 square feet, or less than one-third of the total floor area of the principal unit(s), with again, the
more restrictive figure applying.
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---------- Forwarded message -----—---

From: Markos Miller <markossmiller@hotmail.com>

Date: Sun, Jun 23, 2019 at 10:44 AM

'Subject: Recode

To: jmy@portlandmaine.gov <jmy@portlandmaine.gov>, Christine Grimando <cdg@portlandmaine.gov=>

Cec: Kimberly Cook <kcook@portlandmaine.gov>, bbatson@portlandmaine.gov <bbatson@portlandmaine.gov>, Justin Costa
<jcosta@portlandmaine.gov>

Councilors

Thank you and staff for your work on this important issue. It is essential that we align our zoning with our Comp Plan so that we can
achieve our community goals. >

| am generally pleased with the direction the Recode effort is heading, but encourage all to be bolder and more ambitious. We need
leadership more than ever.

A few quick thoughts about recode issues in front of you. . g

Portland is ready for parking maximums not minimums.

Parking should not be permitted near transit, ie peninsula and transit corridors

Qur excessive parking (see transit study) invites more traffic degrading Transportation functionality, the built environment, and our
environmental heritage.

Not to confuse accessory dwelling units with zoning reform, [ have the following comments:

The minimum size Of 800 sqft or 1/3 the size of the primary structure is oo restrictive. Better to limit size in proportion to lot size.
Location of ADU on lot should not be restricted. Existing design standards can allow for ADU that supports existing aesthetic of
community. These need not be hidden. In fact, already paved driveways may be better locations for ADU than green open space. We
do not limit visibility of garages so why limit visibility of housing?

Looking ahead, residential unit maximums must be loosened throughout the city to increase housing supply, address housing crisis, and
grow our city per Comp plan goals. Other cities like Minneapolis are eliminating single family zones. AII zones in Portland, particularly off
peninsula, should have increased housing capacity.

Thank you for your service

Markos Miller

Sent from my iPhones
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