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Date:  03 December 2020 

Subject:  Milwaukie Comprehensive Plan Implementation – Code Audit Report 

To:   City of Milwaukie Project Management Team 

From:  Marcy McInelly AIA, Pauline Ruegg, Erika Warhus, Urbsworks, Inc. 

CODE AUDIT SUMMARY REPORT 

Introduction 
Implementing the Comprehensive Plan 

In 2015, as part of its project Milwaukie All Aboard, the city initiated a dialogue with the community to update its 20-
year old vision statement and identify an Action Plan. Building on its visioning process, the city then spent two years 
working hand in hand with the community to update its Comprehensive Plan. Updating the Comprehensive Plan is a 
major undertaking that Oregon requires cities to complete on a periodic basis. An update can be conducted as a 
check-the-boxes exercise, or it can be used to bring a community together, to foster important conversation about the 
future, and to memorialize a compelling vision. The Milwaukie Comprehensive Plan adopted in August of 2020 is an 
example of the latter. Now that it is adopted, the Plan will guide decisions that shape Milwaukie for the next ten to 
twenty years.  

The adoption of the Comprehensive Plan establishes a mandate for Milwaukie to update any lagging land use policies 
and practices that may be holding the city back from realizing its vision. One major area where current policies and 
practices need to be updated is the zoning code. The city made it an early priority to update the zoning code in single 
dwelling residential areas. These areas of the zoning code will need to be amended in order to achieve a number of 
Comprehensive Plan goals related to increasing community diversity, preparing for population growth, protecting 
natural resources, and improving climate resiliency.  

The effect of these zoning changes will be both very large and very slow. Very large in that the Milwaukie areas 
affected equal over 70% of the land within the City; very slow in that these changes will occur somewhat randomly, lot 
by lot, and gradually over a long period of time. While the changes are very important, they will not happen overnight. 
Making the changes does create a framework for addressing historic patterns of inequity. 

Exclusion and lack of affordability 

Changes to Milwaukie’s zoning are focused on a singular aspect of American cities from a certain era: single family 
zoning. Most western US cities and suburban areas developed after regulations were adopted in the mid-19th century 
that dictated the size of residential lots; the form and shape of dwellings; the types and numbers of households that 
could live in them; and requirements for providing parking on-site. In effect, single family zoning created large areas 
with only one kind of housing, which many Americans could not afford. These neighborhoods became monocultures 
of housing, and by extension, monocultures of people, segregated by age, race, income, and household type. 

The Comprehensive Plan touches on how Oregon, as a state, and areas in Milwaukie enacted “Exclusion Laws.” These 
laws banned slavery but also prohibited Black people from settling or remaining in the territory, and later from 
owning property or entering into contracts. Exclusion was further enacted through specific discriminatory laws and 
housing practices, such as racist deed restrictions (only banned in 1948). More subtle forms of exclusion continued, 
largely through the mapping and designation of single family zoning over wide expanses of America cities, including 
Milwaukie. By the time of the 1968 passage of federal Fair Housing Laws, racial exclusion practices continued “de 
facto,” through zoning.  

Richard Rothstein, in “The Color of Law,” details how even after all of the achievements of the civil rights movement—
the desegregation of schools, swimming pools, water fountains, employment, and transportation—one remaining 
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form of segregation in neighborhoods remained: segregated zoning. Single family zoning enacts systemic exclusion 
that still exists today. By end of 1960s, the civil rights movement had persuaded much of the country that racial 
segregation was wrong, and harmful, to both Blacks and whites, and “incompatible with our self-conception as a 
constitutional democracy”—but zoning in cities was largely left untouched.  

After decades of exclusion ranging from being denied home loans, having neighborhoods in which they lived 
“redlined” (when federal certifiers designated neighborhoods ineligible for loans), facing discrimination in 
employment, and receiving less pay, Black people were denied the opportunity to own a home. Unable to join the 
middle class and build generational wealth through homeownership, they were essentially excluded from the 
American dream which White people had access to for decades. Generations of denial have compounded to make it 
harder for Black people to buy single family homes today. Exclusion and segregation persists between Black and 
White people in neighborhoods zoned exclusively for single family homes. 

Milwaukie’s history in this regard is not unique; every metropolitan city in America had similar laws and practices in 
place. Milwaukie is unique, however, in setting a vision for a more diverse community and articulating policies to 
accomplish this vision in its Comprehensive Plan.  

Addressing a housing crisis, needs, and goals 

Major generational and demographic shifts that affect housing supply and demand are taking place in Oregon and 
the country. Some of these affect the entire country and state—such as the recent Great Recession, new households 
forming, young people growing up, older people downsizing. Some of these affect Milwaukie in particular, such as the 
development of the MAX Orange Line light rail and increasing population. These national and local trends have 
combined to create a housing crisis; the supply of housing is not keeping up with the demand, and the need for 
affordable housing has reached a state of emergency.  

The Oregon legislature recently passed House Bill 2001 (HB 2001) intended to address this crisis. Milwaukie, having 
declared a state of housing emergency since 2015, is ahead of other cities in Oregon. Using its vision and adopted 
Comprehensive Plan, Milwaukie is well prepared to address housing needs. The City has already made numerous 
incremental amendments that partially address the issues of housing choice and affordability and bring the zoning 
code closer in alignment with city goals. The purpose of this project is to think bigger and be bolder—to rethink the 
single-family neighborhood, and in the process, rethink the role of parking and how to codify the contribution of 
trees. 

A policy mandate and how the current zoning code falls short 

The purpose of this document is to explain which zoning provisions and procedures fall short of or prevent the city 
from meeting its Comprehensive Plan goals. A code audit is one of the first steps. In Milwaukie, the code audit is 
primarily targeting the zoning code, but there are many related documents that will need to be amended—either as a 
part of this project or future efforts. 

A policy mandate 
Adopted policy documents establish a clear policy mandate for this project, which can be summarized in three main 
themes: housing, tree canopy, and parking.  

1. Increase the supply of middle or attainable housing and provide equitable access and housing choice for 
all 

2. Increase the tree canopy and preserve existing trees 
3. Manage parking to enable middle housing and protect trees 
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The code audit 
In September the consultant team initiated the Milwaukie Comprehensive Plan Implementation Code Audit. The team 
audited existing policies and regulations to identify barriers preventing the city from achieving the goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, the team identified existing policies in the Comprehensive Plan and other policy 
documents that support the city’s goals and vision and reviewed regulations, including policy documents related to 
urban forestry, affordable housing, and House Bill 2001. The team then reviewed regulations including the zoning 
code, public works standards, and draft tree code to pinpoint requirements in conflict with identified policies that 
need to be changed. This memo summarizes key findings and recommendations to address identified obstacles. 

 

FINDINGS AND ISSUES 
Following is a summary by the three primary themes of the major findings of code regulations that fail to meet the 
project objectives identified through the code audit. 

 

Policy Mandate 1: Increase the supply of middle and attainable housing and provide 
equitable access and housing choice for all 
Goal 7 of the Comprehensive Plan recognizes that the shift to permit more forms of housing will require zoning and 
code changes in order to remove barriers. Additional housing types will need to be allowed in low and medium 
density zones. The scale and location of this new housing should be consistent with city goals of tree protection and 
complement the public realm. Further support for the development of denser forms of housing is found in the recent 
Housing Needs Analysis (HNA). The HNA notes a projected need for 1,150 additional new housing units by 2036, with 
54% of these new units anticipated to be some form of attached housing. Both the Comprehensive Plan and 
Milwaukie Housing Affordability Strategy cite the need to enable equitable housing options that meet the needs of all 
residents, including in low and medium density zones. 

Milwaukie’s Comprehensive Plan goals are aligned with the intent of Oregon’s Housing Choices Bill (HB 2001) to 
increase the amounts and types of housing available across Oregon. This will require establishing development 
standards that regulate size, shape, and form rather than focusing exclusively on density. Additional regulatory and 
maps changes will be needed in order for the City of Milwaukie to be compliant with House Bill 2001 and the 
accompanying proposed Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) Division 46, known as OAR 660-046. 

Code amendments that will support this policy mandate are found in the following sections: 

× Title 17 - Land Division – Sections regarding Application Procedure and Approval Criteria, Flag Lot 
Design and Development Standards  

× Title 19 – Zoning (all sections) 
 

Removing barriers to middle housing 
Many sections of the land division and zoning code place requirements on developments with multiple units or 
multiple lots that single detached dwellings are not also required to meet. These types of requirements negatively 
affect the cost and feasibility of middle housing and are not required of detached single dwelling development. For 
example, land use review is required for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and duplexes, but not for single dwellings. 

HB 2001 generally prohibits additional requirements for middle housing that are more restrictive or create a greater 
burden than are faced by single detached dwellings in the same zone. For example, the maximum height of a middle 
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housing-type dwelling cannot be lower than the maximum height allowed for single detached dwellings in the same 
zone, and setbacks cannot be greater.  

Similarly, Title 17 land division requirements, particularly those in 17.12.020 - Application Procedure and Approval 
Criteria, create a greater burden on development with four or more lots by requiring a Type III review, which is a more 
difficult review procedure. This will negatively affect cottage cluster or townhouse developments. 

Key Issues  
× Large number of undifferentiated residential zones that do not permit middle housing equitably 

While eight residential zones exist in Milwaukie, several of them are minimally used and are almost identical to other 
zones in terms of development standards and permitted uses. This creates a lack of clarity about the intent of each 
residential zone and how it meets stated Comprehensive Plan Goals. Also of note is that the large majority of 
residentially zoned lands are mapped in the R-10 and R-7 zones. These low-density zones only allow duplexes and 
ADUs through land use review, including a discretionary Type II review using subjective approval criteria; as a result 
the vast majority of the city does not meet the policy goal to provide opportunities for a wide range of rental and 
ownership housing choices and to remove barriers to development of these middle housing types. While the code 
does permit some middle housing types (duplexes, rowhouses, cottage clusters and ADUs) in some zones, not all 
types are defined and permitted as required by HB 2001. All middle housing types will need to be allowed in zones 
that permit single detached dwellings, with duplexes permitted on all lots and other middle housing types 
permitted in areas defined through this code update and engagement process.  
 

× Housing types are regulated using permitted land use table  
Currently each housing type is treated as a separate permitted use regulated in the permitted use tables and 
defined across base zones (Tables 19.301.2  and 19.302.2). This approach confuses housing types with the broader 
residential land use category. It would be more consistent with the Milwaukie vision to separate housing types from 
land uses so that the “uses allowed” table for residential zones only lists land uses (e.g., commercial). The categories 
of residential land uses should be limited (e.g. group living or household living). A separate housing types table 
would specify which housing types are permitted in which zones and how (e.g. permitted, not permitted, 
conditional). 
 

× Housing types confused with household types 
The zoning code uses terms for housing types that are in conflict with goals for equity, affordability, and also conflict 
with HB 2001 requirements. Definitions for housing types should be based on the building form and lot type rather 
than who lives in it; for example “single detached dwelling” refers to one house not attached to any other houses 
located on its own fee-simple lot whereas “single-family detached home” refers to both the building form and lot 
type but also who lives in the home. Who lives in a home is irrelevant. Definitions should be clearly defined to be 
consistent with the Milwaukie vision and implementation goals in order to truly promote a wide range of housing 
types for all types of households living in the city. Terms should be updated and used consistently in all applicable 
sections of the code (e.g. parking provisions, land use table, etc.). 
 

× Restrictive standards limit the development of certain housing types 
The middle housing types that are currently allowed are subject to further restrictive and subjective development 
standards (including in Section 19.500 Supplementary Development Regulations) that discourage their 
development. For example, cottage cluster housing is subject to standards for size, height, orientation, and required 
yards in addition to prescriptive design standards addressing individual units and the site. Another example is if a 
duplex is not allowed outright in a zone, it is required to be located so as “not to have substantial impact on the 
existing pattern of single-family detached dwellings within the general vicinity,” and its design must be “generally 
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consistent with surrounding development.” Similar restrictive development and design standards impact the 
potential development of ADUs, rowhouses, and flag lots. 

 
× Lack of equitable review processes for housing types 

Different housing types are subject to different review processes in the Milwaukie code. The current regulations 
need to be carefully evaluated to reduce or eliminate any procedural discrimination for certain housing types. For 
example, duplexes are currently subject to Type II review in the R-10 and R-7 zones when single dwelling detached 
homes are not subject to any land use review (Table 19.301.2). This difference in review creates a barrier to achieving 
the city’s goal of permitting the development of middle housing through new construction and conversions and 
promoting housing choice for all by creating a more difficult process for certain housing types and in certain zones. 
 

× Expensive street and frontage improvements  
Public facility improvements (including street, sidewalk, and planter strips) are required for an additional unit as well 
as an addition greater than 1,500 square feet to an existing home.  This includes the development of ADUs and 
conversions of single units into duplexes. These improvements present barriers to development of these housing 
types by adding cost. In addition, a traditional curbed street improvement creates a potential conflict with existing 
established trees that may be in the right-of-way; the required width for new planter strip widths may not be 
generous enough to accommodate larger trees. More flexible options that allow for rural-character street design 
would reduce the burden of cost on new and converted middle housing units while maintaining an essential 
element of Milwaukie’s character. For example, the Island Station Neighborhood Greenway has street types with 
gravel shoulders and no planter strips. This could be a good model for certain contexts. 

Recommendations 
× Allow duplexes across all residential zones 

× Amend permitted residential types to include triplexes, quadplexes, and townhouses (currently referred 
to as rowhouses) 

× Review low density and moderate density zones to identify areas where  triplexes, quadplexes, 
townhouses, and cottage clusters are a permitted use 

× Consolidate residential zones and revise zoning map to expand the area in which middle housing types 
are permitted equitably across the entire city 

× Decouple housing types from uses table and clean up definitions to remove confusions with household 
types  

× Simplify and reduce the amount of design standards applicable to middle housing types and make 
them clear and objective so that all housing types, whether detached single units or larger number of 
attached units, are subject to the same standards 

× Permit all middle housing types to be permitted using the same approval type as single family dwellings 
are subject to today 

× Increase flexibility for street and frontage improvements and permit creative street designs to reduce 
the burden of cost on middle housing development 

Policy Mandate 2: Increase the Tree Canopy and Preserve Existing Trees 
Trees are key to Milwaukie’s quality of life. It is clear that trees are very important to Milwaukians and are a major 
contributor to the quality of life in Milwaukie, and, could be considered a signature feature of the city to be nurtured 
and protected. They contribute to property value and are also important to reducing stormwater runoff, improving 
residents’ health outcomes, helping the city meet its climate change goals and reducing heat island effect.  
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Because many of the most magnificent trees that contribute to Milwaukie are on private property, it is appropriate 
that there be greater protection of those trees in order to achieve the community’s goals. This means trees on private 
property will be regulated differently than they have been in the past in order to preserve the existing and contribute 
to the future canopy of the city.  

Changing the code to preserve trees on private property will have implications for city staff; there will be more 
applications to manage and a greater load on review boards. A culture shift may be required on the part of citizens, 
the development community, and city staff; one that promotes a collaborative approach to tree preservation and 
planting. The city established a Tree Board recently and the committed Public Works department views trees as 
another form of citywide infrastructure. If site and tree specific conversations occur early in the application process, 
there will be a much better understanding of goals and priorities by all parties. 

Both broad and detailed support for preserving and increasing the tree canopy throughout Milwaukie is found in the 
Comprehensive Plan, Climate Action Plan, and Urban Forestry Management Plan. In Goal 3 of the Comprehensive Plan 
a target is established for a 40% tree canopy using a combination of development code and other strategies. Goals 
recognize that flexibility is needed in the siting and design of buildings and design standards in order to preserve 
existing large and old-growth trees while also increasing the tree canopy in areas that are currently deficient. The 
Urban Forestry Management Plan and Climate Action Plan bolster these objectives with possible implementation 
actions, but do not indicate which regulatory changes might contribute the most to achieving canopy goals. The 
Urban Forestry Management Plan further notes that the tree canopy is not equitable across the city and supports 
implementation actions that, while reducing barriers to affordable housing, also increase equitable access to trees and 
their benefits. 

Code amendments that support this policy mandate are found in the following sections: 

× Title 16 – Environment, 16.32 – Tree – Code (and related code section, Public Works Standards, 5.0030) 
× 19.200 Definitions, Tree-related definitions 
× 19.402 Natural Resource Overlay Zone 
× 19.1200 Solar Access Protection 
× Draft Tree Preservation Amendments 
 

Other sections that were reviewed and for which amendments are recommended that are not part of this project: 

× 19.401 Willamette Greenway Overlay Zone 

Key Issues  
× Solar access requirements are potentially in conflict with tree canopy goals  

Understanding how solar access provisions are enforced over time, especially regarding tree planting, growth and 
future shading, will be important. The approved tree list should be updated to clarify which trees are preferred, 
noting which do not interfere with solar collection. A list of solar-friendly trees should also be listed on the city 
website. 

× Additional consideration should be given to native trees and other climate change suited species 
This should also include measures to ensure species, size, and structural diversity as recommended in the 
Comprehensive Plan and Urban Forest Management Plan policies to encourage the propagation of a diversity of 
species that increase forest resiliency. 

× Flexible standards for tree preservation, especially as it relates to middle housing development, should be 
further explored  
Standards for tree preservation and planting should consider site and neighborhood characteristics to ensure it 
blends into larger patterns of the area. Included in this analysis should be consideration given to areas identified as 
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deficient in tree canopy in an effort to make tree plantings more equitable across the city. These standards should 
include protection measures during construction. 

× Consider enforcement of tree planting and preservation after development is completed  
Continued funding and staffing resources are needed for successful enforcement.  

Recommendations  
× Create more distinct code sections in Section 16.32-Tree Code for development and non-development 

related code criteria, and create standards for the preservation and planting of priority street tree species 
with development 

× Reference desired tree species and conditions in updated public works standards and revised code for 
private residential property; ensure they include native trees , other climate change suited species and 
support canopy goals 

× Ensure newly planted trees have access to adequate soil volumes that support their long term growth to 
maturity 

× Create enforcement mechanisms to ensure newly planted trees become established and are properly 
managed for the long term as condition of permit approval 

× For projects in which tree preservation on site is not feasible, explore fee-in-lieu programs, i.e., the 
property owner or developer pays into a fund 

 

Policy Mandate 3: Manage parking to enable middle housing and protect trees 
Goals 6 and 8 of the Comprehensive Plan, along with strategies identified in the Climate Action Plan and Milwaukie 
Housing Affordability Strategy, offer strong support for minimizing parking in new developments in order to reduce 
vehicle emissions and encourage the use of alternate transportation. There is a desire to create a more energy efficient 
land use pattern in Milwaukie. This includes infill development and neighborhood hubs that includes mixed-use 
development while providing a wider range of rental and ownership choices.  

There is also a strong desire to create more housing opportunities for all income levels throughout Milwaukie, not just 
in areas where multi dwelling units are allowed. The Milwaukie Housing Affordability Strategy identifies right sizing 
parking requirements to user patterns as critical to achieving this. Right sizing parking can help provide flexibility and 
both reduce the cost of housing production and increase viability for a range of unit types.  Appropriate management 
may also be necessary.  Reducing the amount of parking provided will also preserve more trees. 

Code amendments that support this policy mandate are found in the following sections: 

× 19.200 Definitions, Parking-related definitions 
× 19.505.4 Parking Spaces Location 
× 19.600 Off-Street Parking and Loading 

 
Other sections that were reviewed regarding to this policy mandate, and for which amendments are recommended 
but are not part of this project: 

× Public works standards – 5.0110 Private Streets/Alleys 

Key Issues 
× Ensure adequate parking 

While many Milwaukians still drive and own cars, the community has expressed a clear desire to increase its share of 
people who don’t own cars, who own fewer cars, and who bike or walk for many of their needs.  It will continue to be 
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important consider parking that allows people to store their cars at or near their homes for the foreseeable future. 
However, there are a number of strategies that can be put into place that can help the city achieve multiple 
objectives while still providing enough parking to meet most people’s needs. It does signal a major change in that 
parking will become the commodity it is and will no longer be as free or abundant. This change will happen over 
time, and hopefully in concert with other investments in transportation that provides people with more options to 
not drive.    
 

× Managing parking in residential zones (off-street) 
Parking requirements are another area where the current zoning code (Section 19.600 Off-Street Parking and 
Loading) places additional burdens on middle housing. Parking requirement can impact the affordability of housing 
in a number of ways. Currently the requirement for a minimum of one space per dwelling unit  and 1.25 spaces for 
housing that includes 3 or more dwelling units that are over 800 square feet makes many forms of middle housing 
infeasible, financially and physically. In order to comply with HB 2001, only one parking space may be required for 
middle housing, and on-street parking may be allowed to count toward the requirement.  

 
× Managing parking in residential zones (on-street) 

Section 19.600 includes a purpose statement that generally supports many aspects of the policy mandate, such as 
“provide adequate, but not excessive, space for off-street parking. However, “avoid parking-related congestion on 
the streets,” may be problematic. It assumes that on-street parking causes congestion, and also assumes auto 
congestion is an issue. On local streets in particular, on-street parking can reduce auto speeds (congestion) and 
make streets safer. This language may preclude ideas about reprioritizing and rethinking local streets that have been 
brought up by the community. Likewise managing parking is an important way for the city to achieve housing 
affordability and tree canopy goals. There are opportunities throughout Milwaukie to use the on-street parking 
system to help offset onsite parking demand. This approach may require some form of residential parking 
management at some point in the future. In addition to addressing off-street parking requirement in the zoning 
code, public works standards for streets and implications for on-street parking, will also need to be addressed.  
Historically, most cities have not managed on street parking in residential zones, however new approaches to 
parking will be needed to balance housing and transportation needs.   
 

× Achieving greater flexibility for parking 
Currently Section 19.600 does not permit on-street parking to count toward meeting parking requirements for new 
development. This section also precludes unbundling of onsite parking from housing, and may prohibit parking 
spaces from being rented or sold separately from the dwelling unit. In future Milwaukie neighborhoods where 
managing parking and middle housing options are more prevalent, permitting the “unbundling” of parking from 
dwelling units can make middle housing more economically feasible and affordable. Additional design standards in 
Section 19.607 further regulate the location and design of parking and have an impact on the feasibility and cost of 
developing middle housing. For example, off-street parking is not permitted within the required front or side yard or 
within 15 feet of the front lot line. This requirement essentially requires two parking spaces for each unit as the 
parking cannot be provided in the first 15 feet of the driveway approach. This standard has been a barrier to the 
conversion of garages as ADUs and reduces the potential developable area for middle housing types. 
 

× Importance of on-street parking 
Permitting parking on the street to count against parking requirements can make a lot of sense if the goal is to 
reduce the cost of housing, since even a surface parking space adds cost to housing. And if the street is already 
paved (or planned to be paved or widened), it makes sense to use already-paved space for parking instead of adding 
additional paved area on private property. Any strategy to reduce overall paved area in the city will benefit natural 
resource protections and trees, and reduce stormwater runoff. 
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Recommendations  
× Explore the feasibility of reducing parking minimums in light of use of on-street space and on-site design  
× Tailor reduction of parking minimums in tandem with use of on-street space, and on-site design to 

neighborhood supply and demand 
× Ensure parking minimums comply with HB 2001 
× Consider the usefulness of technology (e.g., car stackers), and if appropriate ensure the code does not 

preclude their use 
× Consider defining active transportation and how it can be required in a residential development to 

address goals for better connectivity, transit, etc. in the Plan 
× Clarify those active transportation measures which can be addressed by development, as opposed to 

ones which require infrastructure investments commonly made by the public sector 
× Employ data to quantify underused on-street space in affected neighborhoods and “calibrate” to real 

impacts of new development on existing supply 
× Adjust code requirements to reflect true capacity 
× A request for “reducing” a minimum standard (using the on-street, for instance) will have an impact on 

on-street parking, which is currently not allowed. Amend approval criteria to permit lowering the 
minimum requirement or locating parking off-site 

× Eliminating current exemptions/reductions process and use requirements of the Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) in 19.605.3 Exemptions and By-Right Reductions to Quantity 
Requirements 

× Consider building TDM measures in as options for developers along with lower parking minimums  
× When considering stacker technology for parking solutions (see above), review height maximum of 8 

feet for cottage cluster garages 
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APPENDICES 

Attachment A: Code Audit  
The Code Audit Summary (Attachment A) provides an in-depth review of relevant policies as well as relevant 
regulations. It is a spreadsheet with the following sheets: 

1. Policy Review 

× Lists relevant goals and policies from the Comprehensive Plan 
× References related code sections 
× Identifies any issues or areas for discussion  

2. Code Audit (regulatory review) 

× Lists relevant sections of the code that might be in conflict with identified goals and policies 
× Provides issues for discussion and recommended fixes to existing regulations 

3. Public Works Audit 

× Lists relevant sections of the standards that might be in conflict with identified goals and policies 
× Provides issues for discussion and recommended fixes to existing regulations 

 

Attachment B: Milwaukie Residential Zones – Summary Tables 
Attachment B summarizes, in a series of tables, relevant regulations from the Milwaukie Municipal Code. Summary 
tables include the following:  

Title 17– Land Division 

× Boundary Change Actions Table 
 

Title 19 – Zoning 

× Use Comparison Summary Table  
× Development Standards Comparison Summary Table  
× Other Applicable Development Standards Table 

× Accessory Structures Standards Table 
× Site Design Standards Table 
× Cottage Cluster Housing Development and Design Standards 
× Rowhouse Design Standards 
× Off-Street Parking Standards / Additional Design Standards 
× Public Facility Improvements 
× ADU design and development standards and review requirements 
× Duplex development standards and review requirements 

× Approval Types Summary Table / By Residential Zone 

Attachment C: Summary of HB 2001 Compliance Paths 
Attachment C summarizes the different ways a city may comply with House Bill 2001 and the accompanying 
proposed Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) Division 46. 


