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CLACKAMAS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

LAND USE HEARING 
April 27, 2022 

10:00 AM 
 

This public hearing will be conducted in person and virtually using the Zoom platform. If you 
wish to attend in person, the address is: 
 

2051 Kaen Rd, BCC Hearing Room—4th Floor, Oregon City 
 
The Zoom link to the public hearing and details on how to observe and testify online or by 
telephone are available on our website:  https://www.clackamas.us/meetings/bcc/landuse. 
 
All interested parties are invited to attend the hearing in person, online or by telephone and will 
be provided with an opportunity to testify orally, if they so choose. The staff report and drafts of 
the proposed amendments are available on our website at 
https://www.clackamas.us/meetings/bcc/landuse.  Please direct all calls and correspondence 
to the staff member listed below. 

LAND USE HEARING 

File No.: ZDO-282: Housing Strategies, Phase 2 – House Bill 2001 (HB2001) 

Implementation 

Applicants: Clackamas County 

 
Proposal: Ordinance ZDO-282 primarily contains amendments that are needed to comply with House Bill 
2001 (HB2001), a bill from the 2019 Oregon Legislature that mandates jurisdictions, including Clackamas 
County, allow people to build middle housing -- duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and 
townhomes -- in urban areas zoned for single-family detached housing. In unincorporated Clackamas 
County, these requirements will apply to properties in urban zoning districts R-5, R-7, R-8.5, R-10, R-15, 
R-20, R-30, VR-5/7, and VR-4/5. 
 
Ordinance ZDO-282 also contains:  

 other minor amendments related to reducing barriers to housing development;  

 amendments needed to allow for middle housing land divisions (compliant with Senate Bill 458 [2021], 
SB458); and 

 amendments to the county’s’ Comprehensive Plan to ensure there are no inconsistencies or barriers 
to the implementation of HB2001. 

 
 
Staff Contact: Martha Fritzie, Principal Planner, 503-742-4529, MFritzie@clackamas.us 
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P L A N N I N G  &  Z O N I N G  D I V I S I O N  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Land Use Hearing  
Staff Report to the Board of County Commissioners 

  

 
File Number:  ZDO-282, Land Use Housing Strategies Project, Phase 2: House Bill 2001 
(HB2001) Implementation 
 
Staff Contact:  Martha Fritzie, Planning and Zoning Division, mfritzie@clackamas.us 
 
Board of County Commissioners Hearing Date:  April 27, 2022 
 

 

PROPOSAL: 
The Land Use Housing Strategies project (LUHSP) includes three phases of work to consider 
amendments to the county’s Zoning & Development Ordinance (ZDO) to expand zoning 
opportunities to provide more opportunities for housing development in unincorporated 
Clackamas County. Collectively, if approved, the amendments will provide more residential 
development opportunities for property owners throughout most of the urban unincorporated 
area.  
 
Phase 2 of the LUHSP (as found in Ordinance ZDO-282) primarily contains amendments that 
are needed to comply with House Bill 2001 (HB2001), a bill from the 2019 Oregon Legislature 
that mandates jurisdictions, including Clackamas County, allow people to build middle housing -
- duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhomes -- in urban areas zoned for 
single-family detached housing. In unincorporated Clackamas County, these requirements will 
apply to properties in urban zoning districts R-5, R-7, R-8.5, R-10, R-15, R-20, R-30, VR-5/7, 
and VR-4/5.  
 
Ordinance ZDO-282 also contains:  

 other minor amendments related to reducing barriers to housing development;  

 amendments needed to allow for middle housing land divisions (compliant with Senate Bill 
458 [2021], SB458); and 

 amendments to the county’s’ Comprehensive Plan to ensure there are no inconsistencies or 
barriers to the implementation of HB2001. 

 
The amendments proposed in ZDO-282 were created within the parameters of the state’s Rules 
for HB2001 implementation, but also incorporated feedback from a sizeable public engagement 
process that took place over the last 10-12 months. Details about this engagement can be 
found in Exhibit 10 (ZDO-282 BCC Packet C: Exhibits) and a final report on the engagement will 
be available prior to the hearing.    
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Proposed Amendments: 

ZDO-282 proposes text amendments to Comprehensive Plan Chapter 4, Land Use; Chapter 6, 
Housing; and Chapter 10, Community Plans and Design Plans, and to 21 sections of the ZDO.1 
The amendments in each ZDO section and Plan chapter are included in this BCC packet of 
hearing materials; each includes a brief summary of changes made to that section or chapter.   

 
The proposed amendments will generally accomplish the following five actions. Details about 
each action are below. 

1. Allow duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses, and cottage clusters (middle 
housing) in urban low-density residential areas, and identify development and design 
standards that apply to this middle housing; 

2. Remove the 3,000 square foot minimum lot size for residential development; 

3. Simplify the maximum lot coverage requirements in urban low density residential zoning 
districts; 

4. Allow and identify standards for middle housing land divisions, and 

5. Repeal design standards specific to manufactured dwellings 
 

Actions Accomplished by Proposed Amendments 
 

1. Allow duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses, and cottage clusters (middle 
housing) in urban low-density residential areas, and identify development and design 
standards that apply to this middle housing. Specifically, the amendments would: 

 Add new definitions for middle housing types and specify where they are allowed 
outright. 

 Add a new ZDO section – Section 845, Triplexes, Quadplexes, Townhouses, and 
Cottage Clusters – with siting and design standards that are unique to these dwelling 
types in zones affected by HB2001. (This includes general standards -- minimum lot 
sizes for triplexes, quadplexes and cottage clusters -- and standards specific to each 
type of middle housing including entry orientation, driveways, windows, cottage cluster 
courtyards, and others.) 

 Establish a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet for triplexes and 7,000 square feet for 
quadplexes and cottage clusters. Under the HB2001 rules, larger minimum lot sizes 
would be allowed if certain “performance standards” were met, but the county’s land 
supply does not meet those standards.  

 Establish a maximum density for townhomes that is three or four times the density for 
single-family homes (depending on zoning district), as required by the state rules. 

 Establish minimum parking requirements at the highest level allowed under the state 
rules: one parking space per dwelling unit.  

 Prohibit the development of middle housing without public sewer service, except for 
duplexes that meet certain exceptions allowed for detached single-family dwellings in the 
urban area.  

                                                           
1 Each ZDO section proposed for amendment is listed on page 1 of ZDO-282 BCC Packet B: Draft Amendments. 
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 Require sidewalk construction for middle housing with four or more units by retaining 
existing requirements and exemptions. This also means that the current option to pay a 
fee-in-lieu-of (FILO) sidewalks will continue for single-family dwellings and other 
developments with three or fewer dwelling units.   

 Keep other infrastructure requirements for middle housing the same as for a detached 
single-family dwelling.  
 

2. Remove the 3,000 square foot minimum lot size for residential development. Currently, 
in most zoning districts the ZDO requires a lot be at least 3,000 square feet for development 
of a dwelling. This means that if an existing, legally-established lot happens to be smaller 
than 3,000 square feet, it cannot be developed with a dwelling even if the development 
could meet all other applicable development standards. In the county’s urban 
unincorporated area there are a number of older platted lots that are 25 feet x 100 feet 
(2,500 square feet). For these lots to be developed, owners have had to spend time and 
money to develop two or more lots with a single dwelling or replat lots (e.g., reconfigure four 
platted lots into three).    

 

ZDO-282 would remove the 3,000-square-foot minimum lot size for residential development 
and allow the applicable development standards (setbacks, lot coverage, parking, etc.) to 
determine what can be built on a lot. There are three reasons for this proposal: 

 Staff is aware that this rule creates more expense and inconvenience for property 
owners wanting to develop. The 3,000-square-foot minimum lot size has been in the 
county’s zoning code for decades and current staff has found no evidence pointing to the 
rationale behind its original inclusion.  

 In 2019, the legislature passed Senate Bill 534, which requires certain jurisdictions to 
allow the development of at least one dwelling on each platted lot that is zoned for a 
single-family dwelling, regardless of the size of the platted lot. While an argument can be 
made that this legislation does not apply to the county’s urban unincorporated areas, the 
language is unclear.  

 The rules for HB2001 specify that a duplex must be allowed “on any property zoned to 
allow detached single-family dwellings, which was legally created prior to the 
[jurisdiction’s] current lot size minimum for detached single-family dwellings in the same 
zone.”  Staff interprets this provision to mean that the 3,000-square-foot minimum lot 
size cannot be applied to a duplex, and if a duplex is allowed, staff believes it does not 
make sense to continue to prohibit the development of a detached single-family dwelling.  
 

3. Simplify the maximum lot coverage requirements in urban low-density residential 
zoning districts. Currently the amount of a lot that may be covered with structures in urban, 
low-density residential districts is complicated. 

 In the R-2.5, R-5, VR-4/5, and VR 5/7 zoning districts, up to 50% of a lot may be 
covered. 

 In the R-7 through R-30 districts, up to 40% of a lot may be covered, except:  
o If the lot is an existing lot of record that is smaller than 6,000 square feet and was 

created prior to current zoning, then 50% may be covered; or 
o If the lot will be developed with a townhouse, then 50% may be covered. 
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 And in any of the above zoning districts, if the lots are part of a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD), they have a maximum lot coverage of 65%.   
 

ZDO-282 proposes to simplify lot coverage requirements in the R-7 through R-30 zoning 
districts to eliminate the need for most of the exceptions and simply allow for a 50% 
maximum lot coverage on any lot in those zoning districts.  
 
The exception for lots within a PUD would remain. PUD lots are generally smaller than what 
the underlying zoning district allows because a PUD includes common open space tracts in 
lieu of larger lots and individual yards.    

 
4. Allow and identify standards for middle housing land divisions.  In 2021, the Oregon 

Legislature passed Senate Bill 458 (SB 458), which requires that any jurisdiction subject to 
the requirements of HB2001 also allow the division of land that has or is proposed to have 
middle housing  developed consistent with the HB2001 regulations.  
 
Although SB 458 does not require local governments to amend their development codes or 
comprehensive plans, staff proposes that the middle housing land division requirements of 
SB 458 be incorporated as part of the proposed ZDO amendments, because it is easier for 
staff to implement from the ZDO, rather than apply state law directly. These amendments 
would prohibit further division of lots created through a middle housing division and prohibit 
accessory dwellings on the resulting lots. 
 

5. Repeal design standards specific to manufactured dwellings. Currently manufactured 
homes that are to be placed individually on a property (not in manufactured dwelling parks) 
must have at least 700 square feet of living space if within the rural area and 1,000 square 
feet of living space if within the urban area. These manufactured dwellings are also subject 
to a number of standards, like a requirement for a garage or carport, that are not required for 
other dwellings and that can add significant expense to the placement of the home.   

 
ZDO-282 proposes to repeal these requirements in Section 824, Manufactured Dwellings, 
for two reasons: 

 The 2022 Oregon legislature passed a bill (House Bill 4064) that would prohibit 
jurisdictions from having such standards for manufactured dwellings in urban growth 
boundaries. Addressing these amendments with this package will be more efficient than 
addressing them later; and 

 The existing standards for manufactured dwellings can create cost barriers to providing 
them as a more affordable housing option.  

 

Removing these standards would mean that manufactured dwellings would be subject to the 
same standards as detached, single-family dwellings. In addition, removing the minimum 
size for manufactured dwellings in the urban area would effectively allow them to be 
accessory dwelling units or dwellings in a cottage cluster, to the extent that they could meet 
all of the applicable development standards for those types of dwellings. 
 
 

RELATED PRIOR BCC ACTION: 
 

The BCC authorized the Long-Range Planning Work Program with the Land Use Housing 
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Strategies Project on May 7, 2019. Staff briefed the BCC on the Land Use Housing Strategies 
Project as a whole and, specifically the rules and amendments related to middle housing on 
June 30, 2020; April 28, 2021; November 9, 2021; and February 2, 2022. On each occasion, the 
BCC directed staff to keep moving forward with work to implement the middle housing 
requirements into the county’s Plan and ZDO.  
 
The BCC also approved applications for and the acceptance of grant funds, totaling $174,500, 
from the state’s Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) to assist with 
HB2001 implementation. Specifically, these grant funds enabled staff, with assistance from 
consultants, to provide a much more robust and diverse public outreach program for this project 
than we are typically able to provide, including targeted outreach to multi-cultural communities.   

 

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: 
 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the proposed amendments on March 28, 
2022. One member of the public testified; concerns identified in this testimony are discussed in 
the “significant issues” section of this report. 
 

At the hearing, the Planning Commission voted 6-2 to recommend BCC approval of the 
amendments included in ZDO-282.   
 

CPO AND HAMLET RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

All County CPOs and Hamlets were sent notice of this proposal on February 28, 2022. Staff has 
also presented on this topic at several CPO meetings, including for Jennings Lodge CPO, Oak 
Grove CPO and at a Community Leaders Meeting. No CPO or Hamlet has submitted formal 
comments. 
 

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES: 
 

1. Middle housing in urban single-family zones, generally. The state’s requirement under 
HB2001 to allow middle housing in existing single-family neighborhoods is not without 
controversy. While state lawmakers made this decision for laudable reasons - to provide 
more housing choices at more affordable prices and to encourage more diversity and 
inclusion in existing single-family neighborhoods -- the simple fact that this is a state 
mandate that takes away a certain amount of local control is objectionable to some. In 
addition, some community members and decision-makers have expressed concerns about 
potential impacts of middle housing on existing neighborhoods.  However, through the 
extensive public outreach efforts undertaken in this project, staff has also heard a lot of 
support for the new middle housing allowances and especially about the potential for 
smaller, more affordable homes that would be available to buyers and renters who are 
increasingly finding themselves priced out of the detached, single-family housing market. 
 
Regardless of these concerns, however, the county is required:  

 To adopt standards consistent with HB2001 by June 30, 2022, or 

 If the county does not adopt its own standards consistent with HB2001 by June 30, 
2022, the state Middle Housing Model Code will automatically apply. 

 
If the county chose to do nothing and wait for the Model Code to apply, there would be 
ramifications. For example, application of the Model Code would mean: 
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 The county could not require a developer to provide any off-street parking for 
duplexes; 

 The county would have to allow: 
 minimum parking requirements for other middle housing types of less than one 

space per dwelling unit, in some cases;   
 on-street parking to count toward the required parking minimums;  
 middle housing to be built closer to some property lines than single-family 

homes; and  
 no minimum lot size for any types of middle housing.  

 

As such, in 2021, both the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners 
directed Planning staff to develop amendments to the county’s ZDO to implement HB2001 
rather than simply accept the Model Code. These amendments, included for BCC 
consideration in ZDO-282, have been developed to do whatever is possible within the 
parameters of the HB2001 rules to address any potential impacts of middle housing on 
existing neighborhoods. 

 
2. Sufficient urban services. The issue of whether there are sufficient urban services to 

accommodate middle housing infill development was raised in public testimony at the 
Planning Commission hearing.  Several Planning Commissioners also expressed concerns 
about stormwater/storm drainage systems and the cumulative effect on these systems with 
the development of middle housing.  

 

The primary issue raised by the testimony is about the language in HB2001 that specifies 
that the middle housing rules do not apply to “lands that are not incorporated and also lack 
sufficient urban services, as defined in ORS 195.065” (ORS197.758(4)). Since the term 
“sufficient urban services” is not defined in the ORS, the state sought to clarify its meaning 
through the HB 2001 rulemaking process. The adopted rules define this term as “areas that 
are within an urban service district boundary” (OAR 660-046-0020(8)). 

 

The argument during testimony was that even though certain areas are within urban service 
districts, these areas should be exempt from allowing middle housing because services are 
not “sufficient” due to lack of parks, water supply shortages or inadequate storm drainage. 
No specific area was cited, but the Jennings Lodge/Oak Grove areas were generally 
referenced.  
 

However, given that the HB 2001 rules were adopted and not appealed, Planning staff and 
County Counsel agree that the county must implement them. There are no unincorporated 
areas in urban, low density zoning districts that would be exempt based on a lack of 
sufficient urban services, as defined by the rules.  

 

In addition, HB2001 and the associated rules provided an opportunity for jurisdictions to 
request a time extension for any subareas that have current deficiencies or that would 
expect to see deficiencies in water, sewer, stormwater or transportation systems resulting 
from density increases due to the middle housing requirements. The process to request a 
time extension was called an Infrastructure-Based Time Extension Request (IBTER).  

 

With the exception of roadways, public services in the urban unincorporated areas of the 
county are generally provided through service districts (Water Environment Services, Oak 
Lodge Water Services, etc.). 
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To understand if there were any areas with service concerns that might warrant an IBTER, 
staff contacted the sewer, water, and stormwater providers in the urban unincorporated 
areas in February 2021. The service providers were asked whether there were any 
subareas within their service areas that lacked capacity to meet current or expected needs 
from middle housing development at the relatively slow rates of development that are 
expected for middle housing.  None of the providers that responded indicated service 
concerns that would meet the IBTER requirements and therefore no request was made for 
an extension.  

 

Finally, state law requires middle housing be served with “sufficient infrastructure,” which is 
defined to include a connection to public water and sewer systems and storm drainage 
facilities capable of meeting established service levels, and access to streets meeting 
adopted emergency vehicle access standards. All development of middle housing will be 
reviewed through the building permit process, which includes confirmation of the adequacy 
of such services. 
 

It is expected that applicable county departments and individual service providers will review 
each middle housing development proposal to ensure the applicable service levels will be 
maintained and that any future system-wide assessments and infrastructure planning will 
take into consideration actual rates of infill that occur as middle housing development 
begins. 

   
3. Follow-up metrics. The Planning Commission asked the Planning Division to develop 

metrics to track what effect the ZDO changes are actually having on housing supply and 
affordability. The Planning Commission understood that this is not a zoning code issue and 
would not result in any specific changes to the ZDO, but they requested that Planning staff 
schedule a future report to assess the impacts of these amendments. If the proposed 
amendments are approved, Planning Division staff will consider developing these metrics if 
staffing levels allow for this in the context of other work program priorities funded by the 
General Fund.   
 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Staff recommends adoption of the amendments proposed in ZDO-282, as drafted and 
recommended by the Planning Commission. These amendments are necessary to implement 
state law requirements around middle housing and manufactured homes, and would help 
alleviate some of the county’s housing supply constraints by providing additional development 
opportunities for many property owners in the urban unincorporated area. 
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Land Use Housing Strategies Project: 

Phase 2: HB2001 Implementation

Middle housing in urban, unincorporated 

Clackamas County

Board of County Commissioners 

Public Hearing
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Proposal

Legislative text amendments to Zoning & Development 

Ordinance (ZDO) and Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan)

 ZDO Sections 202, 315, 316, 317, 510, 824, 839, 845, 

1001, 1002, 1005, 1006, 1007, 1009, 1010, 1012, 1015, 

1021, 1102, 1105, 1307 

 Comp Plan Chapters 4, 6 and 10, and Appendix B 

Slide 2
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Purpose

 Implement House Bill 2001 from 2019 (HB2001) for 
middle housing

 Also:

 Implement Senate Bill 458 from 2021 (SB458) for middle 
housing land divisions

Amend other housing-related standards to:

 facilitate permitting

remove barriers to developing middle housing and 
other more affordable housing options

Slide 3
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Recommendations
Slide 4

Staff: APPROVAL of file #ZDO-282 text 

amendments as found attached in BCC packet

Planning Commission: APPROVAL of file #ZDO-

282, as recommended by staff

Vote: 6 in favor, 2 against
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House Bill 2001: The “middle housing” bill

 Duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, townhomes and cottage 

clusters in urban “single-family” neighborhoods

Slide 5

 Adopt zoning standards consistent with state 

regulations or

 Use the state’s Middle Housing Model Code

By June 30, 2022, the county must:
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Middle housing – duplex, triplex and quadplex
Slide 6
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Middle housing – townhouse and cottage cluster
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Urban 

Unincorporated 

Areas Affected 

by HB 2001

Zoning districts: 
• R-5 

• R-7 

• R-8.5 

• R-10 

• R-15 

• R-20 

• R-30 

• VR-5/7

• VR-4/5 
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Slide 9Public Outreach (spring 2021 to present)

 Discussion group meetings
 5 languages: Russian, Chinese, Vietnamese, Spanish, English

 Presentations to CPOs and other interested groups

 2 online surveys
 864 total responses (522 first survey + 342 second survey)

 Responses in five languages

 Virtual Q&A Session (February 2022)
 >21,500 postcards mailed

 42 attendees

 Website, social media

 Emails to interested parties list (450+)
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Slide 10Proposed ZDO Amendments 

Individual properties will not be rezoned. 

Changes would:

1. Allow middle housing types in applicable zones

 Clarify which development standards apply to middle housing 

 Include new section with all siting and design standards 

unique to triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses & cottage 

clusters: minimum lot sizes, entry orientation, driveways, 

windows, cottage cluster courtyards, etc.

 Identify sidewalk requirements

 Identify parking requirements (1 off-street space 

per dwelling)
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Proposed ZDO Amendments, cont.

2. Remove 3,000-sq.-ft. minimum lot size for residential 

development

3. Amend lot coverage standards for R-7 through R-30 

zoning districts

4. Allow middle housing land divisions

5. Repeal standards unique to manufactured homes

 Minimum dwelling size

 Design standards
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Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Chapter 6, Housing

Substantial rewrite

Outdated

Chapter 4, Land Use 

Chapter 10, Community & Design Plans
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Analysis & Findings

1) Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, 7, 9, 10, 11 and 12

2) Oregon Revised Statutes (ORSs) and Oregon 
Administrative Rules (OARs)

 ORS 197.58 and OAR 660, Division 46 - middle housing and 
HB2001 implementation 

 ORS 92.030 and 197.360 to 197.380 – middle housing land 
divisions

3) Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

Titles 1 and 7 - housing capacity and options

4) County Plan and ZDO:  Procedural 

Slide 13
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Significant Issues

1. Middle housing in urban neighborhoods

State land-use mandates 

Implications of applying Model Code

2. Sufficient urban services

Definitions in state law

Early outreach to urban service providers

Development review and service provision

3. Metrics, tracking progress
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Planning Commission Hearing

 March 28, 2022

Five people attended

One person testified, against proposal

 6-2 vote to recommend approval of ZDO-282

Proposed amendments are a better alternative for the 

county than the state Model Code

Concerns remain: 

potential impacts to neighborhoods 

affordability
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QUESTIONS?

For more information:  

https://www.clackamas.us/planning/hb2001
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STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

To: Clackamas County Planning Commission 

From: Martha Fritzie, Principal Planner 

Date: March 21, 2022  

RE: File ZDO-282: Land Use Housing Strategies Project (LUHSP) Phase 2 – House Bill 
2001 (HB2001) Implementation 
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PROPOSAL Page 3 

PUBLIC NOTICE & COMMENTS Page 5 

ANALYSIS & FINDINGS Page 6 

RECOMMENDATION Page 17 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS Page 18 

 
BACKGROUND 

The Land Use Housing Strategies project (LUHSP) includes three phases of work to consider 
amendments to the county’s Zoning & Development Ordinance (ZDO) to expand zoning 
opportunities to provide more opportunities for housing development in unincorporated 
Clackamas County.  Collectively, if approved, the amendments will provide more residential 
development opportunities for property owners throughout most of the urban unincorporated 
area.  
 
Phase 2 of the LUHSP contains primarily amendments that are needed to comply with House 
Bill 2001 (HB2001), a bill from the 2019 Oregon Legislature that mandates jurisdictions, 
including Clackamas County, allow people to build middle housing -- duplexes, triplexes, 
quadplexes, cottage clusters, and townhomes -- in urban areas zoned for single-family 
detached housing. In unincorporated Clackamas County, these requirements will apply to 
properties in urban zoning districts R-5, R-7, R-8.5, R-10, R-15, R-20, R-30, VR-5/7, and VR-
4/5.  
 
While the county has some choice on the specific regulations that will apply to middle housing, 
the county does not have a choice on whether to implement HB2001.  

 The county is required to adopt standards consistent with HB2001 by June 30, 2022.  

 If the county does not adopt its own code changes to comply with HB2001 by that date, the 
state’s Middle Housing Model Code will automatically apply. 

 
The county could choose to do nothing and wait for the Model Code to apply, but this decision 
would not be without implications. For example, applying the Model Code would mean: 

 The county could not require a developer to provide any off-street parking for duplexes; 

 The county would have to allow: 
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 minimum parking requirements for other middle housing types of less than 1 space per 
dwelling unit, in some cases;   

 on-street parking to count toward the required parking minimums;  
 middle housing to be built closer to some property lines than single-family homes; and  
 no minimum lot size for any types of middle housing.  

As such, in 2021, both the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners directed 
Planning staff to develop amendments to the county’s ZDO to implement HB2001 rather than 
simply accept the Model Code. 

Developing Amendments for ZDO-282 

To develop these amendments, the county must stay within the minimum standards established 
by the state in the Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR 660, Division 46) and may use standards 
found in the state’s Middle Housing Model Code. 
 
Generally, this means that the county has: 

 No control over what, how, and where middle housing types must be allowed in the urban 
area, and 

 Limited control over certain siting and design standards for some middle housing, as long as 
those standards do not result in unreasonable cost or delay in the development of middle 
housing. To meet the “do not result in unreasonable cost or delay” standard, the regulations 
must be the same (or less restrictive than): 

a. those for a single-family dwelling; 

b. what is included in the Middle Housing Model Code; or 

c. what is included in the OARs for “minimum compliance” with each standard.1  
 
Ordinance ZDO-282 contains the amendments to the county’s ZDO that are needed to 
implement HB2001 and also contains other minor amendments related to housing, including 
those needed to allow for middle housing land divisions (compliant with Senate Bill 458 [2021], 
SB458). The amendments related to middle housing utilize standards from all three of the above 
options (a, b, and c)  – combined and edited to best incorporate it into the existing structure of 
the ZDO -  and incorporates a sizeable amount public feedback in order to find ways to best fit 
middle housing into the county’s urban neighborhoods.   
 
ZDO-282 also includes amendments to the county’s’ Comprehensive Plan to enable the middle 
housing zoning code amendments. The Comprehensive Plan updates are focused on Chapter 
6, Housing, which contains the goals and policies to guide housing-related standards in the 
ZDO. This chapter is outdated and long overdue for an update. Chapters 4, Land Use and 10, 
Community Plans and Design Plans are also amended to ensure there are no inconsistencies 
or barriers to the implementation of HB2001. 
 
There will be at least two public hearings on this proposal: one before the Planning Commission 
on Monday, March 28, and another before the BCC currently scheduled for Wednesday, April 
27. The Planning Commission provides a recommendation to the BCC, who would ultimately 
decide whether the ordinance is adopted. 
 
 

                                                           
1 While the OARs also allow for a jurisdiction to develop “alternative siting and design standards,” staff did not 
recommend this approach and the PC and BCC concurred, largely due to its limitations and to the complicated and 
prohibitive nature the required analysis that would need to accompany this option. 
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PROPOSAL 

ZDO-282 proposes text amendments to Comprehensive Plan Chapter 4, Land Use, 
Comprehensive Plan Chapter 6, Housing, Comprehensive Plan Chapter 10, Community Plans 
and Design Plans, and to 21 separate sections of the ZDO2. The amendments are included with 
a brief summary of each section in Attachments A and B.  
 
The proposed amendments will generally accomplish the following five actions. 
 
1. Allow duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses, and cottage clusters (middle 

housing) in urban low-density residential areas, and identify development and design 
standards that apply to this middle housing. 

The amendments proposed in ZDO-282 include changes that are needed to allow middle 
housing in urban low-density residential areas and identify the development standards for 
such middle housing and would: 

 Add new definitions for middle housing types and specify where they are allowed 
outright. 

 Add a new ZDO section – Section 845, Triplexes, Quadplexes, Townhouses, and 
Cottage Clusters– with siting and design standards that are unique to triplexes, 
quadplexes, townhouses, and cottage clusters in zones affected by HB2001. This 
includes general standards -- minimum lot sizes for triplexes, quadplexes and 
cottage clusters -- and standards specific to each type of middle housing including 
entry orientation, driveway regulations, windows, cottage cluster courtyard 
regulations, and others. 

 Establish a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet for the development of triplexes 
and 7,000 square feet for quadplexes and cottage clusters. Under the HB2001 rules, 
larger minimum lot sizes would be allowed if certain “performance standards” were 
met, but the county’s land supply does not meet those standards. Therefore, the 
proposal includes the largest minimum lot sizes that can be established under the 
state’s rules.  

 Establish a maximum density for townhomes that is three or four times the density 
for single-family homes (depending on zoning district). These densities meet the 
requirements allowed under the state’s rules. 

 Establish minimum parking requirements at the highest level allowed under the 
state’s rules: one parking space per dwelling unit.  

 Prohibit the development of middle housing without public sewer service, except for 
duplexes that meet certain exceptions allowed for detached single-family dwellings in 
the urban area.  

 Retain existing requirements and exemptions for sidewalk construction, which will 
mean that sidewalk construction will be required for middle housing with four or more 
units, whereas the option to pay a fee-in-lieu-of (FILO) sidewalks that is currently 
available to single-family dwellings and other development with three or fewer 
dwelling units will continue.   

 Keep other infrastructure requirements for middle housing the same as for a 
detached single-family dwelling.  

                                                           
2 Each specific ZDO section proposed to be amended is listed in the “List of Attachments” section, found on page 18 
of this report. 
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2. Remove the 3,000 square foot minimum lot size for residential development. 

Currently the ZDO requires a lot be at least 3,000 square feet (in most zoning districts) in 
order for development of a dwelling to be approved. This requirement means that if an 
existing, legally-established lot happens to be smaller than 3,000 square feet, it cannot be 
developed with a dwelling, even if the development could meet all other applicable 
development standards. In the county’s urban area there are a number of older, platted lots 
that are 25 feet x 100 feet (2,500 square feet). For these lots to be developed, owners have 
had to develop two or more lots with a single dwelling or replat lots (e.g., reconfigure four 
platted lots into three)– both options that cost property owners time and money.    

ZDO-282 would to remove the 3,000-square-foot minimum lot size for residential 
development and instead let the applicable development standards (setbacks, lot coverage, 
parking, etc.) determine what can be built on a lot. There are three reasons for this proposal: 

 The 3,000-square-foot minimum lot size has been in the county’s zoning code for 
decades and current staff has found no evidence pointing to the rationale behind its 
original inclusion. Staff is aware that this rule creates more expense and inconvenience 
for property owners wanting to develop.  

 In 2019, the legislature passed Senate Bill 534, which requires certain jurisdictions to 
allow the development of at least one dwelling on each platted lot that is zoned for a 
single-family dwelling, regardless of the size of the platted lot. While an argument can be 
made that this legislation does not apply to the county’s urban unincorporated areas, the 
language is unclear.  

 The rules for HB2001 specify that a duplex must be allowed “on any property zoned to 
allow detached single-family dwellings, which was legally created prior to the 
[jurisdiction’s] current lot size minimum for detached single-family dwellings in the same 
zone.”  Staff interprets this provision to mean that the 3,000-square-foot minimum lot 
size cannot be applied to a duplex, and if a duplex is allowed, staff believes it does not 
make sense to continue to prohibit the development of a detached single-family dwelling.  

 
3. Simplify the maximum lot coverage requirements in urban low density residential 

zoning districts. 
Currently the amount of the lot that may be covered with structures in urban, low-density 
residential districts is somewhat complicated: 

 In the R-2.5, R-5, VR-4/5, and VR 5/7 zoning districts, up to 50% of a lot may be 
covered. 

 In the R-7 through R-30 districts, up to 40% of a lot may be covered, except:  
o If the lot is an existing lot of record that is smaller than 6,000 square feet and was 

created prior to current zoning, then 50% may be covered; or 
o If the lot will be developed with a townhouse, then 50% may be covered. 

 And in any of the above zoning districts, if the lots are part of a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD), they have a maximum lot coverage of 65%.   

 
ZDO-282 proposes to simplify the lot coverage requirements in the R-7 through R-30 zoning 
districts to eliminate the need for most of the exceptions and simply allow for a 50% 
maximum lot coverage on any lot in those zoning districts.  
 
The exception for lots within a PUD would remain; PUD lots are generally smaller than what 
the underlying zoning district allows because a PUD includes common area tracts in lieu of 
larger lots and individual yards.    
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4. Allow and identify standards for middle housing land divisions.   
In 2021, the Oregon Legislature passed Senate Bill 458 (SB458), which requires that any 
jurisdiction subject to the requirements of HB2001 also allow the division of land that has or 
is proposed to have middle housing (duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses, cottage 
clusters) that is developed consistent with the HB2001 regulations. With a middle housing 
lot division, a jurisdiction may include certain limitations such as prohibiting further division 
of the lots or prohibiting accessory dwelling units on the resulting lots.  
 
Although SB 458 does not require local governments to amend their development codes or 
comprehensive plans, the county has chosen to incorporate the middle housing land 
division requirements of SB 458 as part of the proposed ZDO amendments, because it is 
easier for staff to implement from the ZDO, rather than apply state law directly. These 
amendments would prohibit further division of lots created through a middle housing division 
and prohibit accessory dwellings on the resulting lots. 
 

5. Repeal design standards specific to manufactured dwellings.  
Currently manufactured homes that are to be placed individually on a property (not in 
manufactured dwelling parks) must have at least 700 square feet of living space if within the 
rural area and 1,000 square feet of living space if within the urban area. These 
manufactured dwellings are also subject to a number of standards, like a requirement for a 
garage or carport, that are not required for other dwellings and that can add significant 
expense to the placement of the home.   
 
ZDO-282 proposes to repeal Section 824, Manufactured Dwellings, which contains these 
requirements for two reasons: 

 The 2022 Oregon legislature recently passed a bill (House Bill 4064) that would prohibit 
jurisdictions from having such standards for manufactured dwellings. Assuming the bill is 
signed by the Governor, including these amendments with this package will be more 
efficient than addressing them later; and 

 The existing standards for manufactured dwellings can create cost barriers to providing 
them as a more affordable housing option.  

Removing these standards would mean that manufactured dwellings would be subject to the 
same standards as detached, single-family dwellings. In addition, removing the minimum 
size for manufactured dwellings in the urban area would effectively allow them to be 
accessory dwelling units or dwellings in a cottage cluster, to the extent that it could meet all 
of the applicable development standards for those types of dwellings. 

 
PUBLIC NOTICE & COMMENTS 
 
Notice of the proposed amendments in ZDO-282 was sent to: 

 All County Community Planning Organizations (CPOs) and Hamlets;  

 Oregon Department of Lan Conservation & Development (DLCD), Metro, Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT), and other interested agencies; and 

 An interested parties list, specific to this planning project, which contains over 400 
contacts.  

 
Notice was also published in the newspaper and was the subject of several press releases and 
social media posts. To date, Planning and Zoning has received seven written comments from 
members of the public or other agencies (Attachment D).  
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ANALYSIS & FINDINGS 
The proposed Comprehensive Plan and ZDO text amendments are legislative in nature and are 
subject to the relevant Statewide Planning Goals, Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) and Oregon 
Administrative Rules (OARs), the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP), 
County Comprehensive Plan policies, and procedural standards identified in the county’s Zoning 
& Development Ordinance (ZDO). Compliance with the relevant portions of each is discussed in 
subsections 1 through 5, below.  
 
1. Statewide Planning Goals: 

 This section of the report includes findings on the consistency of ZDO-282 with Statewide 
Planning Goals.  

 
a. Goal 1 – Citizen Involvement: Goal 1 calls for “the opportunity for citizens to be 

involved in all phases of the planning process” and requires the County to have a citizen 
involvement program with certain features.  
 
ZDO-282 does not propose to change the Citizen Involvement chapter (Chapter 2) of the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan. ZDO Section 1307 implements policies of 
Comprehensive Plan Chapter 2, and contains adopted and acknowledged procedures 
for citizen involvement and public notification of land use applications. Notice of ZDO-
282 has been provided consistent with the requirements of Chapter 2 and Section 1307, 
including to all Community Planning Organizations, DLCD, other agencies, and a 
sizeable list of interested parties. Notice of the Planning Commission and Board of 
County Commissioner’s hearings were published in the newspaper, advertised through 
social media, and press releases issued.  Before a final decision on ZDO-282 can be 
made, there will have been at least two public hearings: one before the PC and another 
before the BCC. 
 
Public Outreach  

In addition to meeting the minimum requirements for compliance with Goal 1, the county 
engaged in public outreach activities specifically related to middle housing in urban 
unincorporated Clackamas County. Widespread outreach conducted throughout 
unincorporated areas via traditional methods such CPO meetings, mailing lists and an 
online open house were augmented and enhanced by specific, targeted efforts to inform 
and engage multicultural members of our community. 
 
The multicultural outreach utilized a consultant with staff and independent contractors 
who routinely worked in the identified communities. They used their networks to 
establish and lead focus groups of Clackamas County residents from these communities 
in the language spoken by the participants. The liaison for each community was able to 
communicate in the appropriate language and translate comments, questions and 
answers between focus group members and county staff, allowing for meaningful 
dialogue between staff and community members that would otherwise not have been 
possible. A more detailed summary of the multicultural outreach is found in Attachment 
C. 
 
Highlights of the public engagement efforts include:  

 Two online surveys to assess opinions about specific aspects of middle housing. This 
surveys were available in five languages: English, Spanish, Vietnamese, Russian, 
and Chinese. Notice of the surveys was directly sent to people on the project’s 
interested parties list, and was publicized through the news media, on social media 
and on the project webpage (www.clackamas.us/planning/hb2001). The first survey 
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received a total of 522 responses and the second received 342 responses. 
Responses for both surveys were received in all five languages. 

 Discussion group meetings with multicultural communities including:  

o Focus groups conducted in five languages -- Chinese, Vietnamese, Russian, 
Spanish, and English. The discussions allowed participants to learn about HB 
2001 in their primary language and consider the areas of flexibility.  

o A community feedback panel held in English allowed a diverse group of people 
from many different backgrounds to learn and have in-depth conversations about 
HB2001 and the potential impact to their neighborhoods.  

 A virtual Q&A session, in which county staff gave a brief presentation about middle 
housing and gave the public the opportunity to ask questions about the topic. 
Approximately 21,500 postcards advertising the online Q&A session were mailed to 
owners of every property located in the urban single-family zoning districts subject to 
the new middle housing rules, as well as all the urban community planning 
organizations (CPOs) and everyone on the project’s interested parties list. A total of 
42 members of the public attended the online session, many of which had multiple 
questions about the potential impacts of allowing middle housing in their 
neighborhoods.  

 Staff presentations to several other groups including, a Community Leader’s 
Meeting, the county’s Committee of Community Involvement, the Gladstone/Oak 
Grove Kiwanis Club, and the Jennings Lodge CPO. 

This robust public outreach effort ensures any interested parties had more than ample 
opportunity to participate in this planning process. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Goal 1. 

 
b. Goal 2 – Land Use Planning: Goal 2 requires the County to have and to follow a 

comprehensive land use plan and implementing regulations. Comprehensive plan 
provisions and regulations must be consistent with Statewide Planning Goals, but Goal 2 
also provides a process by which exceptions can be made to certain Goals. 
 
ZDO-282 does not require an exception to any Statewide Planning Goal. With the 
ordinance’s proposed amendments, the County’s adopted and acknowledged 
Comprehensive Plan will continue to be consistent with Statewide Planning Goals, and 
the implementing regulations in the ZDO will continue to be consistent with those Goals 
and with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Goal 2. 
 

c. Goal 3 – Agricultural Lands: This goal is not applicable because the ZDO-282 text 
amendments would not change Plan agricultural land policies or implementing 
regulations for compliance with Goal 3.  
 

d. Goal 4 – Forest Lands: This goal is not applicable because the ZDO-282 text 
amendments would not change the Plan forest lands policies or implementing 
regulations for compliance with Goal 4.  
 

e. Goal 5 – Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources:  
Goal 5 requires the County to have programs that will protect natural resources and 
conserve scenic, historic, and open space resources for present and future generations. 
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It requires an inventory of natural features, groundwater resources, energy sources, and 
cultural areas, and encourages the maintenance of inventories of historic resources.  
 
ZDO-282 would not make any change to the County’s Comprehensive Plan goals, 
policies, or inventories, or to ZDO provisions, related to the protection of natural 
resources, or scenic, historic, or open space resources. Middle housing would be 
allowed within areas protected under Goal 5, subject to the same regulations and 
processes as would a detached single-family dwelling. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Goal 5. 

 
f. Goal 6 – Air, Water and Land Resources Quality: Goal 6 instructs the County to 

consider the protection of air, water, and land resources from pollution and pollutants 
when developing its Comprehensive Plan. The proposal would not change any 
Comprehensive Plan goal or policy, or implementing regulation, affecting a Goal 6 
resource, nor would it modify the mapping of any protected resource. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Goal 6. 

 
g. Goal 7 – Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards: Goal 7 requires the 

County’s Comprehensive Plan to address Oregon’s natural hazards. ZDO-282 would not 
change the County’s acknowledged Comprehensive Plan policies regarding natural 
disasters and hazards, nor would it modify the mapping of any hazard.  
 
With the exception of special flood hazard areas, middle housing would be allowed 
within areas protected under Goal 7, subject to the same regulations and processes as 
would a detached single-family dwelling. Within special flood hazard areas, only 
duplexes would be allowed, subject to the same regulations and processes as for a 
detached, single-family dwelling. ZDO-282 would prohibit all other middle housing in 
special flood hazard areas, as allowed under the middle housing rules found in OAR 
660-046-0010. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Goal 7. 
 

h. Goal 8 – Recreational Needs: Goal 8 is not applicable because the text amendments 
do not propose to change Plan policies or implementing regulations related to 
recreational needs. 
 

i. Goal 9 – Economy of the State: Goal 9 requires the County to provide an adequate 
supply of land for commercial and industrial development. ZDO-282 would not change 
the Comprehensive Plan or zoning designation of any property. It also would not add 
any new restriction to land uses in areas of the County reserved for commercial and 
industrial development.  
 
While this goal is not directly applicable, the proposed amendments will support 
economic development goals by removing code barriers to middle housing, thereby 
enabling additional housing options for the workforce in unincorporated Clackamas 
County and would provide more opportunities for people to live where they work. 
Improving opportunities for workforce housing is one way in which the county can 
provide a supportive environment for the development and expansion of desired 
businesses.  
 
As such, this proposal is consistent with Goal 9. 
 

ZDO-282 BCC Packet A
4/27/2022 Public Hearing

Page 32 of 46



ZDO-282; Staff Report, PC hearing 03/28/2022             - 9- 
 

j. Goal 10 – Housing: Goal 10 requires Oregon’s county plans to “encourage the 
availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent levels 
which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow 
for flexibility of housing location, type and density.” 
 
While the Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) completed in 2019 was not formerly adopted 
and acknowledged, its analysis was completed following the OARs for a Goal 10 
analysis and found a significant deficit of residentially-zoned land for housing in urban 
unincorporated Clackamas County at a variety of income levels and housing types. The 
proposed amendments in ZDO-282 will help alleviate this shortage and further the 
objective of Goal 10.  
 
The amendments will allow development of housing types where they were previously 
prohibited—and potentially at a higher density than currently permitted—which will 
increase the capacity of lands to accommodate identified housing need. The proposed 
amendments will also provide more housing choices within existing and new 
neighborhoods, and may result in housing that is more affordable than existing single-
family detached housing development. These changes will provide additional 
opportunities to meet the housing needs of Clackamas County residents. 
Specifically, the amendments proposed under ZDO-282 will increase opportunities for 
housing by: 

 Removing the 3,000 SF minimum lot size for residential development and instead 
letting the applicable development standards (setbacks, lot coverage, parking, etc.) 
determine what can be built on a lot.  This removal will eliminate a barrier that 
causes more expense and inconvenience for property owners wanting to develop 
and will allow more lots is the urban area to be developed with housing.  

 Increasing allowed lot coverage in the low density residential, which will help 
streamline the permitting process and may make middle housing development more 
feasible on some lots.   

 Increasing housing variety and affordability home buyers in the urban area by 
allowing lots developed with middle housing to be divided and sold separately 
(middle housing lot division).  

 Reducing barriers to manufactured home placement in the urban area. 

 Offering greater flexibility to housing developers and more opportunities for property 
owners to provide additional housing on their own properties.  

 
In addition to requiring the various middle housing types be allowed in certain urban 
neighborhoods, HB2001 also includes a requirement that a jurisdiction consider 
methods to increase affordability of middle housing including: 

 Waiving or deferring system development charges (SDCs) 

 Adopting or amending criteria for property tax exemptions or property tax freezes; 
and 

 Assessing a construction tax 
 

Because none of these items are regulated by the ZDO, any consideration of utilizing 
these methods to try to increase affordability of middle housing development is a 
separate conversation and would need to include staff from other county departments. 
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The discussion about SDCs will need to include consideration of: 

 The fact that because most urban services in unincorporated county areas are 
provided by service district, the only SDC that the county has control over is the 
Transportation System Development Charge (TSDC); and 

 Recent changes were made to the TSDC to create a “tiered” system of charges 
based on primary dwelling size and created a reduced fee for accessory dwelling 
units.  

 
Staff is coordinating with the appropriate departments to bring each of these items to the 
Board for discussion and consideration in April of 2022. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Goal 10. 
 

k. Goal 11 – Public Facilities and Services: The purpose of Goal 11 is to ensure that 
local governments plan and develop a timely, orderly, and efficient arrangement of public 
facilities and services to act as a framework for urban and rural development. ZDO-282 
does not propose any change in adopted plans for the provision of water, sewer, or other 
public services.  
 
HB2001 provided an opportunity for a jurisdiction to request a time extension for any 
subareas for that have current deficiencies or would expect to see deficiencies in water, 
sewer, stormwater or transportation systems that would result from density increases 
due to the new middle housing requirements. The process to request a time extension 
was called an IBTER, or Infrastructure Based Time Extension Request).  
 
With the exception of roadways, public services in the urban unincorporated areas of the 
county are generally provided through service districts (Water Environment Services, 
Oak Lodge Sanitary & Water Districts, etc.).  To understand if there were any areas with 
service concerns that might warrant such a request, staff contacted the sewer, water, 
and stormwater providers in the urban unincorporated area in February 2021.  The 
service providers were asked the following two questions:  

1. Are there subareas within your service area where you are lacking capacity to meet 
current service needs, or service needs through 2023? 

2. Are there subareas within your service area where the infrastructure would only be 
expected to exceed capacity with the additional impacts from middle housing 
development pursuant to HB 2001?  

For the analysis under #2, the IBTER rules specified that: 

 Infill and redevelopment areas may only assume a 1% increase in the number of 
dwelling units produced due to middle housing allowances, and  

 Undeveloped and underdeveloped areas may assume a 3% increase in the number 
of dwelling units produced due to middle housing allowances. 

None of the providers that responded indicated service concerns that would meet the 
IBTER requirements and therefore no request was made for an extension.  
 
In addition, state law requires middle housing be served with “sufficient infrastructure,” 
which is defined to include a connection to public water and sewer systems and storm 
drainage facilities all capable of meeting established service levels and access to streets 
meeting adopted emergency vehicle access standards.  All development of middle 
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housing is required to go through development review, which includes confirmation of 
the adequacy of such services.3 
 

   This proposal is consistent with Goal 11. 
 
l. Goal 12 – Transportation: Goal 12 is implemented by Oregon Administrative Rules 

(OAR) Chapter 660, Division 12. Local governments are required to adopt a 
transportation system plan (TSP) and land use regulations to implement the TSP. This 
proposal does not include amendments to the County’s TSP or transportation-related 
land use regulations.  
 
OAR 660-012-0060 also requires any comprehensive plan and land use regulation 
amendment to be evaluated according to the terms outlined in that OAR to demonstrate 
whether they will have a significant impact on the transportation system. However, OAR 
660-046-0030(3) specifically exempts code amendments that are implementing middle 
housing from compliance with the standards listed in OAR 660-012-0060: when a local 
government amends its comprehensive plan or land use regulations to allow Middle 
Housing, the local government is not required to consider whether the amendments 
significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility. 
 
As such, no additional analysis of the transportation system is needed. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Goal 12. 

 
m. Goal 13 – Energy Conservation: Goal 13 encourages land use plans to consider lot 

size, building height, density, and other measures in order to help conserve energy. The 
proposed amendments would not change any policy or implementing regulation 
regarding energy conservation. Nonetheless, the proposed amendments support this 
goal by encouraging more efficient use of vacant and infill properties in areas zoned for 
single-family residential development through the allowance of middle housing types. 
These housing types typically consume less land per unit and therefore may provide a 
more energy-efficient alternative to detached, single-family homes. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Goal 13. 

 
n. Goal 14 – Urbanization: 

The purpose of Goal 14 is to provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to 
urban land use, to accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban 
growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable 
communities. The Goal primarily concerns the location of UGBs, the establishment of 
“urbanizable areas” and unincorporated communities, exception lands, and rural 
industrial uses.  
 
ZDO-282 would not modify any UGB or the status or boundaries of any unincorporated 
community. The ordinance would not modify any urban or rural reserve boundary, allow 
any new land use in such reserve areas in a manner inconsistent with state law, change 
the land use plan designation or zoning of any property, or allow any new uses in 
exception lands in a manner inconsistent with state law. 

                                                           
3 OAR 660, Division 46 requires duplexes be granted the same “exceptions to public works standards to 
detached single-family dwelling development“ and allows for (but does not require) other middle housing 
types (triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses, and cottage clusters) to be granted the same “exceptions.” 
ZDO-282 would allow the other middle housing types the same “exceptions” for water services, but not for 
public sewer.  
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The proposal in ZDO-282 would allow for more efficient use of land within the existing 
UGB by provide more housing opportunities within the urban, unincorporated areas 
which may enhance community livability, environmental sustainability, and social 
interaction in such areas. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Goal 14. 
 

o. Goal 15 – Willamette River Greenway: 
ZDO-282 would not change any existing requirement related to development in the 
Willamette River Greenway (WRG). Middle housing would be allowed within the WRG, 
subject to the same regulations and processes as would a detached single-family 
dwelling.  
 
This proposal is consistent with Goal 15. 

 
p. Goals 16-19: 

These four Statewide Planning Goals address estuarine resources, coastal shorelands, 
beaches and dunes, and ocean resources, respectively, and are not applicable to 
Clackamas County. 
 

2. Oregon Revised Statutes (ORSs) and Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs) 
 
a. ORS 197.758 and OAR 660, Division 46: Middle Housing and HB2001 

Implementation 

1. ORS 197.758(2), the implementing statute for House Bill 2001 (HB 2001), requires 
Oregon cities with populations over 25,000 and cities and county areas within the 
Portland Metro boundary (collectively referred to as “Large Cities”) to allow for the 
development of: (1) all middle housing types (duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, 
townhouses, and cottage clusters) in areas zoned for residential use that allow for the 
development of detached single-family dwellings; and (2) a duplex on each lot or 
parcel zoned for residential use that allows for the development of detached single-
family dwellings. The proposed Comprehensive Plan and ZDO amendments comply 
with this requirement because the amendments allow all middle housing types in all 
urban, “single-family” residential zones (R-5, R-7, R-8.5, R-10, R-15, R-20, R-30, VR-
5/7, and VR-4/5), in compliance with the statute.  

 
2. OAR 660-046-0010 specifies that a jurisdiction may regulate middle housing to 

comply with protective measures adopted and acknowledged pursuant to statewide 
land use planning goals (Goals) and provides direction on how middle housing may 
be regulated with area protected under Goals 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 15, 16, 17 and 18. 
Specifically, middle housing (except duplexes) may be limited or prohibited in certain 
areas subject to Goal 5, Natural Resources; Goal 7, Areas Subject to Natural 
Hazards; and Goal 9, Economics. ZDO-282 proposed to prohibit non-duplex middle 
housing only in special flood hazard areas, subject to Goal 7 protections, as allowed 
under this rule. Middle housing developed in other goal-protected areas would remain 
subject to the same regulations and standards as are applicable to the development 
of detached, single-mainly dwellings in such areas. 

 

3. OAR 660-046-0220 provides specific standards identifying which siting standards 
apply to middle housing. ZDO-282 complies with the standard identified in this 
section, as follows:  
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 the amendments apply the same siting standards to duplexes, as apply to 
detached, single-family dwellings in the same zoning districts; 

 the amendments utilize the minimum lots sizes identified in OAR 660-046-0020 
for triplexes (5,000 square feet) and for quadplexes and cottage clusters (7,000 
square feet); and  

 all other siting standards for triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses, and cottage 
clusters are either the same as (or less restrictive than) the Middle Housing 
Model Code; the same as those applied to single-family detached dwellings in 
the same zone; or are the same as those identified for “minimum compliance” in 
OAR 660-046-0220.  

 

4. OAR 660-046-0225 specifies what design standards local governments may apply to 
Middle Housing. These include: design standards in the Model Code for Large Cities; 
design standards that are less restrictive than those in the Middle Housing Model 
Code; the same clear and objective design standards that the Large City applies to 
detached single-family structures in the same zone; “minimum compliance” standards 
found in OAR 660-046-0225; or alternative design standards as provided in OAR 660-
046-0235. Generally standards originated from the state’s Middle Housing Model 
Code, but have been, in some cases, reworded for consistency with terms and 
structure used in the ZDO, lightly edited for clarity, and, where necessary, amended 
to be more consistent with current standards in the ZDO for detached single-family 
dwellings. Staff has been careful to not alter siting and design standards from the 
Model Code in such a way that they would not meet the standards OAR 660-0465-
0225. 
 
As such, all design standards for middle housing that are proposed in the ZDO text 
amendments are either the same as (or less restrictive than) the Middle Housing 
Model Code or are the same as those applied to single-family detached dwellings in 
the same zone. The proposed text amendments do not include any “alternative 
design standards” as defined in OAR 660-046-0235.  

 
5. OAR 660-046-0030(2) requires that a jurisdiction consider methods to increase 

affordability of middle housing including: 

 Waiving or deferring system development charges (SDCs) 

 Adopting or amending criteria for property tax exemptions or property tax freezes; 
and 

 Assessing a construction tax 
 
As noted, the Board of County Commissioners will be discussing and considering 
these items at a meeting with staff from the applicable departments in April of 2022. 

 
b. ORS 92.030 and ORS 197.360 to 197.380: Middle Housing Land Divisions 

Senate Bill 458 (SB 458), which is added to ORS 92.030, requires local governments 
subject to HB 2001 to allow land divisions for any middle housing type permitted in 
accordance with procedures identified in ORS 197.360 to 197.380.  While SB 458 does 
not require local governments to amend their development codes or comprehensive 
plans, the county has chosen to incorporate the middle housing land division 
requirements of SB 458 as part of the proposed ZDO amendments. The proposed 
amendments include revisions to definitions, review procedures, and land division 
regulations, to incorporate middle housing land divisions into the ZDO. The amendments 
include the specific procedures and timelines found in ORS 197.365 to 197.380, and 
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include a prohibition on further division of a middle housing lot and on the development 
of an accessory dwelling unit on a middle housing lot, as allowed by ORS 92.030. 

 
This proposal is consistent with all applicable Oregon Revised Statutes (ORSs) and 
Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs) 
 

3. Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP) 
The purpose of the Functional Plan is to implement certain regional goals and objectives 
adopted by the Metro Council as the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives 
(RUGGO), including the Metro 2040 Growth Concept and the Regional Framework Plan.  

 
ZDO-282 does not propose to change the County’s residential, commercial, or industrial 
land supply or to regulations related to protection of the county’s habitat and water quality 
areas, or to modify the UGB.  This proposal would change allowed housing density 
standards in urban, unincorporated Clackamas County by allowing increased density in 
existing single-family zoned areas. The UGMFP addresses circumstances in which a 
jurisdiction may reduce the housing capacity in certain areas, but does not limit increasing 
housing capacity or densities. Compliance with relevant sections of the UGMFP are 
discussed as follows:  
 

 Title 1 of the UGMFP is intended to promote efficient land use within the Metro UGB by 
increasing the capacity to accommodate housing. Several actions included in ZDO-282 
will increase housing capacity in the urban, unincorporated areas of the county, 
including: 
o Allowing middle housing on lots currently zoned for single-family dwellings; 
o Allowing development on existing lots that are smaller than 3,000 square feet; and  
o Allowing development to cover slightly more of the lot in some circumstances. 

 

 Title 7 is intended to ensure the production of affordable housing within the UGB. Under 
Title 7, the county is required to ensure that its Comprehensive Plan and implementing 
ordinances include strategies to: ensure the production of a diverse range of housing 
types, maintain the existing supply of affordable housing, increase opportunities for new 
affordable housing dispersed throughout the county, and increase opportunities for 
households of all income levels to live in affordable housing.  

 
The proposal will increase housing opportunities at a range for prices by: 

o Allowing a wider variety of housing options for households with a variety of incomes, 
ages and living circumstances, sited in a dispersed manner throughout the urban, 
unincorporated area to help ensure access to services, community amenities, and 
employment centers; 

o Supporting development of smaller units with lower land and construction costs, all of 
which can facilitate more affordable housing; 

o Supporting lower-cost home ownership options with the inclusion of middle housing 
land divisions; 

o Removing barriers to placing manufactured dwellings in the urban area; and 

o Allowing residential development on lots that are smaller than 3,000 square feet. 
 

 Title 8 establishes a process for ensuring compliance with requirements of the UGMFP. 
An amendment to the county’s comprehensive plan or land use regulations is deemed to 
comply with the UGMFP only if the county provided notice to Metro as required by section 
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3.07.820(a). Notice of this proposal was provided to Metro on February 18, 2022, 38 days 
prior to the first evidentiary hearing. Metro has not submitted any comment. 

 
The proposal is consistent with the Functional Plan. 

 
4. Clackamas County’s Comprehensive Plan 

Staff finds that the following four chapters of the County’s Comprehensive Plan are 
applicable to this proposal. 
 
a. Chapter 2 – Citizen Involvement: 

Chapter 2 aims to promote public participation in the County’s land use planning. Its 
policies largely focus on the County’s Community Planning Organization (CPO) program 
and methods for informing and involving the public. Chapter 2 includes these specific 
policies: 

 
2.A.1 – Require provisions for opportunities for citizen participation in preparing 
and revising local land use plans and ordinances. Insure opportunities for broad 
representations, not only of property owners and Countywide special interests, 
but also of those persons within the neighborhood or areas in question. 

 
2.A.6 – Seek citizens' input not only through recognized community 
organizations, but also through service organizations, interest groups, granges, 
and other ways. 

 
2.A.13 – Insure that the County responds to citizen recommendations through 
appropriate mechanisms and procedures. 

 
The amendments proposed in ZDO-282 were developed with consideration of feedback 
from a robust public engagement effort that included:  

 Discussion groups, held in five languages; 

 A virtual Q& A session; 

 Presentations to several community groups; and 

 Numerous press releases, emails, social media posts and a project webpage. 
 
In addition, consideration of ZDO-282 has proceeded according to the noticing and 
public hearing requirements of ZDO Section 1307, which implements Chapter 2 of the 
Plan. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Chapter 2. 
 

b. Chapter 4 – Land Use: 
Chapter 4 of the Comprehensive Plan generally includes goals and policies for how land 
in Clackamas County should be designated and zoned, and goals and policies for what 
land uses should be allowed in those designations and their implementing zoning 
districts.  
 
ZDO-282 does not propose to change the Comprehensive Plan land use designation or 
zoning district of any property. The proposal does, however, change allowed uses and 
development standards in certain urban zoning district, which necessitated amendments 
to Chapter 4.  Amendments proposed to Chapter 4 would:  

o Remove references to outdated population coordination policies and projections. 
Replace with reference to current state law and responsibilities. 
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o Amend one of the “residential goals” to be consistent with amendments to Chapter 
6, Housing and the removal of references about “protecting neighborhood 
character;” this type of language which has been used in the past to defend 
exclusionary practices in some neighborhoods.  

o Clarify and amend policies to ensure middle housing is allowed in the Low Density 
Residential designation and specifically to remove references to middle housing 
types requiring land use approval through a conditional use permit.  

 
 No other applicable policies were found in Chapter 4.  
 
This proposal is consistent with Chapter 4. 
 

c. Chapter 6 – Housing  
Chapter 6 of the Comprehensive Plan generally includes goals and policies related 
housing choice, variety and affordability in Clackamas County. 
 
ZDO-282 proposes a substantial rewrite to the introduction, background and issues 
sections. The existing language in this chapter is outdated and does not reflect current 
conditions in the county or findings from the most recent Housing Needs Analysis 
completed for the county. In addition: 

 Two of the three Housing Goals were amended to better address current housing 
needs and to better focus on equity, inclusivity and livability for all residents of 
Clackamas County; and 

 Policies in this chapter were reviewed; edited for clarity and relevance; and grouped 
together based on which of the Housing Goals each policy was most closely related 
to.  Several new housing policies related to livability, housing choice and the 
increased opportunities for middle housing in the county were added. Several 
existing policies were deleted because they were redundant or unnecessary.  

 
Care was taken to ensure amendments to this chapter were consistent both with 
HB2001 requirements, as well as existing policies and implementation measures in the 
ZDO.  
 
As such, this proposal is consistent with Chapter 6. 
 

d. Chapter 10 – Community Plans and Design Plans:  
Chapter 10 of the Comprehensive Plan has specific goals and policies, including design 
guidelines, for the Mount Hood area, Sunnyside Village, the Clackamas Industrial Area, 
the North Bank of the Clackamas River, Clackamas Regional Center Area, the 
Sunnyside Corridor Community, and the McLoughlin Corridor.  
 
ZDO-282 includes proposed to amend the:  

 Sunnyside Village Plan 

 Clackamas Regional Center Area Design Plan 

 Sunnyside Corridor Community Plan 
 
These amendments are necessary to ensure middle housing development is allowed 
within the boundaries of these plan areas, as required by HB2001. No other applicable 
policies were found in Chapter 10.  
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This proposal is consistent with Chapter 10. 
 

e. Chapter 11 – The Planning Process:  

Chapter 11 of the Comprehensive Plan includes policies requiring inter-governmental 
and inter-agency coordination, public involvement, and noticing. As explained previously 
in this report, all required entities have been notified in accordance with law and have 
been invited to participate in duly-advertised public hearings. 
 
Chapter 11 of the Comprehensive Plan also contains the specific requirement that the 
Comprehensive Plan and ZDO be consistent with Statewide Planning Goals and with 
Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan; Chapter 11 is what requires the 
ZDO itself to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. This report’s Analysis & 
Findings outline how ZDO-282 is consistent with all of these requirements. 
 
This proposal is consistent with Chapter 11. 

 
5. Zoning and Development Ordinance (ZDO): 

The proposed text amendments are legislative. Section 1307 of the ZDO establishes 
procedural requirements for legislative amendments, which have been or are being followed 
in the proposal and review of ZDO-282. Notice of this proposal was provided at least 35 
days before the first scheduled public hearing to DLCD and all active CPOs, Hamlets, and 
Villages, as well as other interested agencies and an interested parties list with over 400 
names, to allow them an opportunity to review and comment on the proposed amendments. 
Advertised public hearings are being held before the Planning Commission and the BCC to 
consider the proposed amendments. The ZDO contains no further specific review criteria 
that must be applied when considering an amendment to the text of the Comprehensive 
Plan or ZDO. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
Staff finds the proposed ZDO and Comprehensive Plan text amendments are consistent with all 
applicable goals and policies. Staff also finds that the proposed amendments are necessary to 
comply with HB2001 and SB458 and to remove some barriers to housing development, and 
specifically middle housing, in urban, unincorporated Clackamas County.   
 
Therefore, staff recommends the Planning Commission recommend approval of ZDO-282, as 
drafted and included in Attachments A & B.  
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

A. Proposed ZDO amendments (includes summary of amendments to each ZDO Section)  
1. ZDO Section 202, Definitions 
2. ZDO Section 315, Urban Low Density Residential (R-2.5, R-5, R-7, R-8.5, R-10, R-15, 

R-20, and R-30), Village Standard Lot Residential (VR-5/7), Village Small Lot 
Residential (VR-4/5), Village Townhouse (VTH), Planned Medium Density Residential 
(PMD), Medium Density Residential (MR-1), Medium High Density Residential (MR-2), 
High Density Residential (HDR), Village Apartment (VA), Special High Density 
Residential (SHD), and Regional Center High Density Residential (RCHDR) Districts 

3. ZDO Section 316, Rural Area Residential 1-Acre (RA-1), Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 
(RA-2), Recreational Residential (RR), Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre (RRFF-5), 
Farm Forest 10-Acre (FF-10), and Future Urban 10-Acre (FU-10) Districts 

4. ZDO Section 317, Mountain Recreational Resort (MRR) and Hoodland Residential 
(HR) Districts; 

5. ZDO Section 510, Neighborhood Commercial (NC), Community Commercial (C-2), 
Regional Center Commercial (RCC), Retail Commercial (RTL), Corridor Commercial 
(CC), General Commercial (C-3), Planned Mixed Use (PMU), Station Community Mixed 
Use (SCMU), Office Apartment (OA), Office Commercial (OC), and Regional Center 
Office (RCO) Districts 

6. ZDO Section 824, Manufactured Dwellings 
7. ZDO Section 839, Accessory Dwelling Units 
8. ZDO Section 845, Triplexes, Quadplexes, Townhouses, and Cottage Clusters 
9. ZDO Section 1001, General Provisions 
10. ZDO Section 1002, Protection of Natural Features 
11. ZDO Section 1005, Site and Building Design 
12. ZDO Section 1006, Utilities, Street Lights, Water Supply, Sewage Disposal, Surface 

Water Management, and Erosion Control 
13. ZDO Section 1007, Roads and Connectivity 
14. ZDO Section 1009, Landscaping 
15. ZDO Section 1010, Signs 
16. ZDO Section 1012, Lot Size and Density 
17. ZDO Section 1015, Parking and Loading 
18. ZDO Section 1021, Solid Waste and Recyclable Material Collection 
19. ZDO Section 1102, Design Review 
20. ZDO Section 1105, Subdivisions, Partitions, Replats, Middle Housing Land Divisions, 

Condominium Plats, and Vacations of Recorded Plats 
21. ZDO Section 1307, Procedures 

B. Proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments (includes summary of amendments to each 
Chapter) 
1. Chapter 4, Land Use 
2. Chapter 6, Housing 
3. Chapter 10, Community Plans and Design Plans 
4. Appendix B, Summary of Supporting Documents 

C. Public Outreach Summaries 

1. Findings from Session 2 Focus Groups, Clackamas County HB2001 Multicultural 
Community Engagement – Phase 2, March 2022 

2. Findings from Online Survey & Session 1 Focus Groups, Clackamas County 
HB2001 Multicultural Community Engagement – Phase 2, January 2022 

3. HB2001 Implementation Project, Foundational Elements of Engagement, Final 
Report, February – June 2021 

D. Exhibits 1-8 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
DRAFT MINUTES 

 
March 28, 2022 

Meeting held via Zoom meeting online 
 
Commissioners present:  Tammy Stevens, Gerald Murphy, Thomas Peterson, Louise Lopes, Steven Schroedl, Kevin 
Moss, Michael Wilson, Carrie Pak. 
Commissioners absent: Brian Pasko 
Staff present:  Karen Buehrig, Martha Fritzie, Jennifer Hughes, Darcy Renhard. 
 

Commission Chair Stevens called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm.   
 
General public testimony not related to agenda items: none.   
 
The hearing tonight is regarding ZDO-282: Housing Strategies Phase II.  This is a package of proposed 
legislative amendments to the Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan) and Zoning & Development Ordinance 
(ZDO).  Martha Fritzie, Principal Planner shared a power point presentation explaining that this phase of the 
Housing Strategies Project implements HB2001, particularly addressing middle housing in urban, 
unincorporated areas of the County.  In all, the staff proposal would amend 21 different sections of our ZDO 
(sections 202, 315, 316, 317, 510, 824, 839, 1001, 1002, 1005, 1006, 1007, 1009, 1010, 1012, 1015, 1021, 
1102, 1105, and 1307 as well as adding new section 845), and three chapters (4, 6, and 10) and Appendix B of 
the Comp Plan.  Some of these are very minor conforming amendments, while others are very substantive 
including creating an entirely new section of the ZDO (845). 
 
The amendment package also implements SB458 for middle housing land divisions.  HB 2001 mandates that 
jurisdictions allow for middle housing in urban unincorporated areas of the County.  The intent is to facilitate 
the permitting process in some cases, and in other cases to remove some barriers to developing middle 
housing and some other more affordable housing options, such as manufactured homes.  Staff felt that both 
HB2001 and SB458 fit together as one amendment package. 
 
HB2001 requires that the County to allow duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, townhomes, and cottage clusters 
in urban “single-family” neighborhoods.  The County must adopt zoning standards consistent with State 
regulations by June 30, 2022 or will be required to use the State’s Middle Housing Model Code.  Everyone is 
fairly familiar with the duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and townhomes.  Cottage clusters are new to our 
zoning code. They are groupings of generally smaller homes that are detached from each other and surround 
a courtyard that serves as common open space for all of the residents to use.  All of these middle housing 
types can be rented or be owner occupied.  The zoning code does not distinguish between that, and neither 
does HB2001.  The intent was to allow for more housing choices and potentially more affordable housing 
options for people. By virtue of being smaller units with a little bit more density, it is naturally more 
affordable. It does not mean that these are subsidized affordable housing units.  
 
Many jurisdictions in Oregon are required to implement measures in accordance with the new regulations, so 
this same conversation has been happening in a lot of the other counties and cities. 
 
Staff has been working on this project for quite some time and was fortunate enough to receive a couple of 
grants to help offset costs of consultants to help with outreach.  The public outreach on this project has been 
very robust including a number of discussion group meetings (which have happened in 5 different languages), 
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a lot of presentations to CPOs and other interested groups, and two online surveys with a total of 864 
responses.  We also sent out over 21,000 postcards to all property owners within the affected zones and 
invited them to a virtual Q & A session.  There were only 42 attendees at the Q & A session, which was a little 
surprising given the number of postcards that were mailed, but those who did attend had some very, very 
good questions.  We have also had a webpage up for well over a year that provides all of the details for this 
project. PGA has done a great job of sending out social media posts and email updates to our interested 
parties list, which is now over 450 names.  Staff felt that it was really important to understand how the 
community feels about this, and to be able to communicate what we are able to do within the very narrow 
parameters that the State has set out in HB2001.  We did get a mixed reaction, with some citizens being very 
concerned and some people being very excited about it. 
 
To be clear, the ZDO amendments will not rezone anyone’s property.  What they will do is to allow all of 
those middle housing types within the applicable zoning districts (R-5, R-7, R-8.5, R-10, R-15, R-20, R-30, VR-
5/7, and VR-4/5). House Bill 2001 stipulates that we allow middle housing by the same process as a single 
family dwelling, which means we have to know what development standards we are looking at when we look 
at the building permit. Some of these are addressed in the new ZDO Section 845, which has siting and design 
standards for triplexes, quadplexes, townhouses, and cottage clusters. Duplexes really have to be treated the 
same a single family dwellings, and thus do not get unique standards.  One of the standards for the triplexes, 
quadplexes, and cottage clusters is the minimum lot size. The amendments require a minimum lot size of 
5,000 square feet for triplexes and 7,000 square feet for quadplexes and cottage clusters.  It also establishes 
a maximum density for townhomes, which is essentially three to four times the density for a single family 
home. There is a parking requirement of one off-street space per dwelling, which is the maximum amount 
that we are allowed to require. It doesn’t mean a developer cannot provide more, just that we cannot 
require more. It also identifies specific sidewalk requirements, which the Planning Commission has had a lot 
of conversations about.  The County has a fee in lieu of program (FILO), which we are not proposing to 
change and developers could qualify for if they were building duplexes or triplexes. Any development with 
four or more units would actually have to build the frontage improvements required under the ZDO.  This 
proposal would also eliminate the 3,000 square foot minimum lot size requirement that our zoning code 
currently has for residential development. Right now if you have an existing legal lot that is that small, you 
cannot build on it except in certain zones. This proposal would eliminate that minimum size and allow any 
legal lot to be developed upon, assuming it that it meets all of the development standards including lot 
coverage, and setbacks.  The proposal would streamline the lot coverage requirement and instead of being 
40% would make it 50%. 
 
Additionally, we are proposing to repeal Section 824 which is manufactured homes.  There is legislation on 
the Governor’s desk for signature that will require jurisdictions to remove specific design standards for 
manufactured homes. We thought it would be more efficient to just wrap it into this amendment package. 
 
Staff has performed extensive analysis and findings to ensure that we are compliant with all of the Statewide 
Planning Goals, the Oregon Revised Statutes, and the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.  
Staff believes that our proposal is compliant with all of these, and is recommending approval of the legislative 
amendment package as submitted. 
 
Commissioner Wilson wanted to know what Martha thinks the rate of infill will be in the next couple of years 
if we approve this.  Martha explained that it is very difficult to give an exact number, but she believes that it 
would be a fairly moderate rate of infill if not even a slow rate. We’ve had a fair amount of interest, but 
people aren’t banging down the door.  The interest has been from both developers and private property 
owners who are interested in being able to do more with their property (possible income).  Commissioner 
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Wilson followed with a question on how this would fix the homeless or housing shortage situation.  Middle 
housing is not likely to directly impact the homelessness problem because that’s not the market for middle 
housing types. What it will do is provide additional housing options to moderate income households, which 
could potentially free up lower price point housing. 
 
Martha pointed out that all of the service districts in the affected areas were given an opportunity to provide 
input on the proposed amendments.  Since this would be a slow rate of infill development, there does not 
appear to be any concern about meeting the demands that infill might create. 
 
Commissioner Murphy asked if the lot coverage standard also includes the parking spot. Martha answered 
that it would count any type of structure, such as a garage or shop. It does not include the driveway. 
 
Commissioner Murphy is concerned that allowing FILO as well as SDCs that are charged for the new 
developments to be added instead to capital improvement projects is not the best use of these funds. The 
sidewalks should be put in place at the time of the development.  Karen Buehrig explained that SDC funds can 
only be used on projects that are supported by new growth, so there is a specific list of projects where the 
funds can be appropriated.  They can’t be used just anywhere.  Whereas the FILO funds are specifically for 
sidewalk improvement projects that fill in missing sidewalk projects.  It is really two different types of funds 
with different purposes. We are focused on investing the FILO funds near schools and in areas that haven’t 
seen that kind of investment in the past. 
 
Commissioner Moss is concerned about the safety of the duplexes and triplexes in case of a fire. It would 
displace a lot of families if a fire were to break out in one of these developments. He asked if there have been 
any conversations or concerns raised by the local fire districts.  Martha said that the building codes and fire 
codes have very specific requirements that would have to be complied with. It is already factored into the 
construction of these types of developments. Outside of that, there don’t appear to be any specific concerns 
from the fire districts. 
 
There were no other government agencies, CPOs, or hamlets who wished to provide testimony. 
 
Palmer Kellum (Oak Grove) – Mr. Kellum feels that HB2001 is bad legislation that is being forced upon local 
jurisdictions by the State.  Clackamas County does a pretty good job with zoning and planning, and we do not 
need the State of Oregon interfering with our efforts.  This is not a State issue, in his opinion, it is a 
community issue that the State should not be messing with at all.  The provision of urban services in some 
areas is not adequate to meet the additional density that these amendments would allow.  Commissioner 
Peterson asked Mr. Kellum what services were not adequate in Jennings Lodge.  Mr. Kellum said that he is 
concerned about the water usage from the Clackamas River.  He already receives letters each year from the 
water service district that water levels are low, and that everyone needs to limit their water usage. Now the 
State wants to infill the area with more water users. He also gets a lot of surface water runoff into his back 
yard whenever it rains. The drainage system is overwhelmed and it turns his back yard into a pond. This will 
get even worse when you add additional roofs and driveways. He does not feel that his community should be 
included in the requirements of HB2001. 
 
Commissioner Wilson asked if there were going to be any metrics put in place to measure the success of this 
bill.  Martha thinks that it would be a really good idea, and she will look into what data we might be able to 
use for this.  Commissioners Peterson and Murphy agree. 
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Commissioner Peterson commended staff on all of the work that they put into this package. He is perfectly 
comfortable with staff’s recommendation for approval.  
 
Commissioner Moss has deep concerns about this process and what it is going to do to the character of our 
county. We don’t know how many of these houses are going to be built, and we don’t know that they are 
going to be affordable. He doesn’t see a lot of supportive input from the community, so he does not feel that 
he can support the proposal. 
 
Commissioner Lopes understands that this is something that is being required by the State, and we can either 
adopt our own version or we can swallow what the State is offering. She feels that staff has done a very good 
job at trying to make it better, so we can either go forward with the changes that we have made or accept 
the flawed version provided by the State. She agrees with what Mr. Kellum said tonight, and it doesn’t really 
solve anything if the price tag is still going to be out of reach for people who earn a minimum wage.  She 
thinks that measuring the metrics and providing feedback to the State on whether or not this has worked 
down the road would be very beneficial. 
 
Commissioner Murphy thanked staff for all of their work. We are trying to find a solution for our housing 
problem, and we are doing what we can at the moment. He is in favor of moving forward with staff’s 
recommendation. 
 
Commissioner Pak said that we are between a rock and a hard place with this. She will support staff’s 
recommendation, but she is still concerned with the infrastructure needs. Will there be a cumulative 
detrimental effect to our infrastructure as each of these small pieces get put together down the line? She 
would feel better if the special districts created master plans rather than waiting for costs and damages that 
are beyond repair. Also, she does not think that the FILO fees are high enough if they are supposed to cover 
the true cost of doing business. 
 
Commissioner Schroedl echoes most, if not all, of the comments made tonight. This is one solution of many 
that will be done in the future. There will likely be modifications as this is really a living document, even 
though there are legal issues. 
 
Commissioner Stevens appreciates staff’s hard work on this and bringing every option we had, as well as 
walking us through the impacts of each. This is a case where the State has given us our marching orders and 
we really have very little say. 
 
Commissioner Murphy moved to recommend approval of ZDO-282 to the Board of County Commissioners as 
recommended by staff.  Commissioner Lopes seconded the vote.  (Ayes=6: Murphy, Peterson, Schroedl, Pak, 
Lopes, Stevens; Nays=2: Moss, Wilson. Motion passes.) 
 
Jennifer Hughes informed the Planning Commission that the recruitment has closed and we had 5 applicants 
for the two seats.  Both incumbents have applied for reappointment. Darcy will be in touch to schedule the 
interviews in the next week or so. 
 
Jennifer provided a schedule update. 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:11 pm. 
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