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Meeting: Build Small Coalition 

Date/time: Thursday, March 22, 2018 10-11:30 AM 

Place: Metro Regional Center, Room 401 

 

Attendees 
Frankie Lewington (Metro); Miranda Mishan (Metro); Ted Reid (Metro); Megan Gibb 
(Metro); Lina Menard (Green Hammer); Rachel Hill (Multnomah County Idea Lab) ; 
Elizabeth Decker (JET Planning); Joe Wykowski (Community Vision); Jill Cropp (Studio 
Cropp Architecture); Beth Gilden (PSU Institute for Sustainable Solutions); Kol Peterson 
(Accessory Dwelling Strategies); Steven Pettengill (landscape designer) 
 
Welcome, Introduction and Member Updates 
Mr. Lewington welcomed members and provided an update on a letter of support for a 
proposal put forward by BPS to amend the 2019 Oregon Structural Specialty Code (OSCC). 
The proposed language would allow the internal conversion of existing dwellings into three 
or four units to fall within the jurisdiction of the residential building code (ORSC). Mr. 
Lewington shared that feedback on the letter could be sent through the end of the week.  
 
Mr. Lewington asked members to introduce themselves and provide updates on their work. 
Mr. Kol Peterson shared that he was hosting a basement conversion open house on April 
19th.  
 
Jurisdictional Code Audit Update 
Ms. Elizabeth Decker provided an update on the jurisdictional code audit project. She 
reminded members that the goal of the audit was to understand the full range of ADU 
regulations across the Metro jurisdictions.  
 
Member discussion included: 
 

 Mr. Peterson asked what the timeline for reporting out was. Ms. Decker explained 
that it would depend on a lot of other implementation pieces, and the interviews 
wouldn’t be complete until April 9th. She conveyed that a report would be available 
at least a week afterwards but acknowledged it was important to have a resource as 
soon as possible.  

 Mr. Peterson asked if the ADU added entitlements to more families on the property. 
Ms. Decker expressed that because the ADU was defined as a dwelling unit it could 
house a family, unless the city specified regulations against adding families.  

 Ms. Megan Gibb remarked that this regulation discriminated against group housing. 
Mr. Joe Wykowski suggested that these regulations could also discriminate against 
cultural groups that traditionally lived with extended family. Ms. Decker explained 
that living as a group was okay if the group was family.  

 Ms. Decker noted the cities of Portland and Wood Village are the only two that limit 
occupancy to one family/household quota shared between the ADU and primary 
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dwelling, presumably to keep total site occupancy at a level comparable to other 
homes in the neighborhood. 

 Mr. Peterson added that this regulation varied by jurisdiction, and many 
jurisdictions implemented this regulation in order to limit student housing. Ms. Lina 
Menard highlighted that concerns that prompt occupancy limits can often be 
addressed by other regulations such as noise code requirements.  

 Mr. Wykowski emphasized the need for affordability and that people may need to 
live more densely in order to afford a place to live. Ms. Decker noted the importance 
of considering cultural expectations and code expectations.  

 Mr. Peterson asked if regulations allowed for one ADU per single family dwelling or 
one ADU per single family detached dwelling. Ms. Decker explained that usually one 
single family detached dwelling allowed for an ADU, but some jurisdictions allowed 
an ADU per attached dwelling. Ms. Gibb shared that if it was a lot easier to build an 
accessory structure then it would be used as an unpermitted ADU.  

 Ms. Menard shared that many ADU designers wanted to build designs that did not 
match the house, but homeowners wanted the units to match the design of the 
house. Mr. Peterson explained that ADUs were heavily restricted, and while there 
are still many restrictions, over time jurisdictions have liberalized these restrictive 
ordinances. He added that off-street parking was a significant barrier for home 
owners, but from an advocacy point of view, occupancy was a barrier.  

 Ms. Rachel Hill asked if there was a conversation about site regulation. She 
suggested that there was a lot of flexibility with site design and the use of open 
space. Ms. Decker conveyed that within the setbacks there was a lot of opportunity 
for creativity. She noted that there were not many restrictions on how space could 
be used.  

 Ms. Cropp asked if the zoning review was a site plan review and if it was required 
before submitting a permit.  

 Ms. Gibb asked if they would be asking about Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions 
(CC&R’s) in the review. Ms. Decker shared that they would be trying to get a sense of 
HOA regulated cities, and that CC&R’s could be a big factor. Mr. Peterson provided 
national context to the issue of CC&R’s. 

 Ms. Gibb asked if the homeowner associations could change CC&R’s and Mr. 
Peterson said that he thought so. Ms. Cropp explained that it was difficult to change. 
Ms. Gibb shared that Metro code required cities to allow CC&R’s, and Mr. Reid 
clarified that Metro code referred to the zoning laws which Metro had jurisdiction 
over.  

 Ms. Decker highlighted other emerging ADU initiatives in the region, including the 
success of ADUs in Vancouver, WA.  

 Ms. Menard asked what would be done with the results of the audit. Ms. Decker 
explained that they had originally planned to create a toolkit of best practices for 
ADU codes, but with SB 1051’s mandate to be in compliance by July 1st, change was 
happening quickly. She asked for input from the group on how to best share the 
information gained from the audit, and how to advocate for good ADU regulations.  
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 Ms. Gibb shared that Metro would be offering a local jurisdiction workshop and 
other technical assistance on re-writing ADU regulations. 

 Ms. Hill suggested creating a technology platform to track data and be a resource for 
homeowners and other agencies.  

 Ms. Cropp asked what the advocacy work would be for. Ms. Gibb explained that it 
would be to remove barriers to ADUs across the region.  

 Ms. Gilden suggested that presenting the raw data could be very useful for 
jurisdictions outside of the Metro region where small planning commissions were 
trying to create ADU code.  

 Mr. Lewington added that Metro is planning to host a workshop event for 
jurisdictions to work on re-writing code. Ms. Decker noted that it would be feasible 
to help each jurisdiction through the code writing process. Mr. Lewington suggested 
that they could remind jurisdictions that they needed to be in compliance by July 1st 
to encourage jurisdictions to be involved in the workshop.  

 Ms. Cropp suggested creating a shared document online with the data that was 
continuously updated. Ms. Gibb suggested that Metro staff could create a list of 5 
necessary updates. Ms. Decker emphasized the importance of the data being as 
approachable as possible.  

 
Meeting adjourned at 11:30 AM


