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November 2, 2016 

 

Re: Residential Infill Project - Concept Report to City Council 

 

Dear Portland City Council: 

 

My name is Alan DeLaTorre and I have served as a member of the Residential Infill Project 

Stakeholder Advisory Committee (RIP-SAC) from its inception in September, 2015, until the 

last Committee meeting on Tuesday, October 18, 2016. In addition to my role as a member of 

the RIP-SAC,
1
 I am also writing to you as the co-coordinator of the Age-friendly Portland and 

Multnomah County initiatives, as a past member of the Neighborhood Centers Policy Expert 

Group to Portland’s Comprehensive Plan, a self-described “urban gerontologist,” as a researcher 

at Portland State University’s Institute on Aging, and as a parent and aging citizen of our City.  

 

On October 18, 2016, staff from the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability released a 

Residential Infill Concept Report
2
 to City Council that detailed a series of recommendations for 

future infill housing in Portland. Although both the Comprehensive Plan and the Concept Report 

have highlighted that Portland’s population is becoming older, and, that a more accessible, 

diverse, and adaptable housing stock is needed, the final Concept Report failed to offer a 

single recommendation that would lead to housing in Portland becoming more accessible. 

This outcome is inequitable, short-sighted, and unacceptable. I expect that Portland’s 

leaders and policymakers will take the necessary steps to remedy this omission and 

advance opportunities for Portlanders to find housing that facilitates aging in their homes 

and communities while maintaining critically important social connections that enable 

their health, well-being, and independence.  

 

I suggest City Council consider the following: Portland must create and implement regulatory 

(e.g., zoning code) and incentive-based policies (e.g., density bonuses) that increase our housing 

stock’s accessibility as part of the outcomes associated with the Residential Infill Project. Please 

consider adding the following requirements as part of the final Concept Report and resulting 

policies (note: see the next page for suggested “visitable” and “accessible” criteria): 
  

(1) Require that all new housing built in Portland’s single family zones as a result of 

the Residential Infill Project as “visitable” (note: exceptions can be considered) 
 

(2) When cottage cluster developments and bonus unit provisions are given for infill 

housing (i.e., above and beyond by-right development detailed in Proposal 1), all 

qualifying units should be built to as “accessible”      

                                                           
1
 For additional information about the Residential Infill Project and recommendations pertaining to 

accessibility, please see the participant observation report submitted to the City of Portland on October 

15, 2016:  http://agefriendlyportland.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/DeLaTorre_Residential-Infill-

Project-Report_Oct14.2016.pdf. 
 
2
 City of Portland (October, 2016). Residential Infill Project - Concept Report to City Council. Retrieved 

from: http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/594795. 

http://agefriendlyportland.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/DeLaTorre_Residential-Infill-Project-Report_Oct14.2016.pdf
http://agefriendlyportland.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/DeLaTorre_Residential-Infill-Project-Report_Oct14.2016.pdf
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/594795
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Visitable Guidelines:
3
 The three main visitability criteria are: 

 

1. At least one zero-step entrance 

o A step less path no steeper than 1:12, preferably less steep, which leads to the 

entry door 

o A 3’0”entry door 

o A threshold preferably no higher than ½ inch
4
 

2. 32” clear passageways 

3. One bathroom/powder room on the main floor (ground level) with mobility device  

access and maneuvering 
 

Accessibility Guidelines: The accessibility criteria are: 
 

1. All visitability criteria as detailed above 

2. Single level living or, at the very least, a full bathroom and kitchen on the ground floor 

3. Bathroom with required turning space for person in a mobility device (circular or          

“T-shaped”) 

4. Curb less shower or wet bathroom  

5. Backing of bathrooms walls to enable variable grab bar position 

6. Varied and/or adjustable kitchen countertops 

7. Sinks and stoves with roll-under cabinetry 

8. Electrical outlets and phone jacks at least 18-24 inches above floor 

9. Task lighting and natural light sources in areas of the home often used by residents (e.g., 

kitchens and bedrooms) 

10. Ventilation and air conditioning for comfort 

11. Lever handle hardware, rocker light switches, and “D-shaped” or loop-style hardware 

12. Pocket doors (when possible) or outward swinging doors in bathrooms (when pocket 

doors are not possible), and front entryways that allow for a door to open while a 

mobility device is present 
 

Sincerely,  
 

Alan DeLaTorre, Ph.D. 

 
503.725.5134 

aland@pdx.edu  

                                                           
3
 Visitability.org (2016). Visitability – what is it? Retrieved from: http://www.visitability.org/. Note: 

The term visitability refers to single-family or owner-occupied housing designed in such a way that it 

can be lived in or visited by people who have trouble with steps or who use wheelchairs or walkers 
 
4
 According to ACCESSIBLE AND USABLE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES ICC A111.1 - 2009 

American National Standard 404.2.4 that relates to thresholds: If provided, thresholds at doorways shall 

be ½ inch (13 mm) maximum in height. Raised thresholds and changes in level at doorways shall 

comply with Sections 302 and 303. EXCEPTION: An existing or altered threshold shall be permitted to 

be ¾ inch (19 mm) maximum in height provided that the threshold has a beveled edge on each side with 

a maximum slope of 1:2 for the height exceeding ¼ inch (6.4 mm). 
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http://www.visitability.org/

