RESIDENTIAL INFILL STAKEHOLDER ADVISORY COMMITTEE
WALKING TOUR: EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS, SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 2015
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 When did the neighborhood originally developed? How can you tell?
 What is the character of the houses? Think about elements like scale, height, placement
on the lot, and building design.
 How has the neighborhood evolved over time? What types of infill have occurred over the
years?
 Are there unifying elements that tie this neighborhood together?
 How has the automobile been incorporated into the existing development?
 What natural features do you see? How are the yards landscaped?
 Any clues about who lives in this neighborhood? Have people personalize their homes?
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New Infill Development
 What is the character of the new residential infill? Think about elements like scale, height,
placement on the lot, and building design.
 What elements of the infill are compatible with the character of existing development?
 What do you feel about the design is less successful? What could have been done to make
the new house fit better into the neighborhood?
 How has the automobile been incorporated into the new development? Is this approach
compatible with the existing development?
 If you would have been the developer of this property how would you have developed it
differently?
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Residential Infill Project – Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC)
Walk 3: Eastern Neighborhood Walk Summary
Date: Saturday, November 14, 2015
Time: 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
Location: Gilbert Heights Elementary School, 12839 SE Holgate St., Powellhurst-Gilbert
Neighborhood
SAC Members in Attendance: Sarah Cantine, Alan DeLaTorre, Jim Gorter, John Hasenberg,
Maggie McGann (with child), Rod Merrick, Rick Michaelson, Mike Mitchoff, Michael Molinaro,
Danell Norby, Douglas Reed, Young Sun Song, Eli Spevak, Teresa St. Martin, David Sweet,
Barbara Strunk, Garlynn Woodsong, Tatiana Xenelis-Mendoza
SAC Members NOT in Attendance: Linda Bauer, Marshall Johnson, Emily Kemper, Douglas
MacLeod, Mary Kyle McCurdy, Vic Remmers, Brandon Spencer-Hartle, Eric Thompson,
Staff/Consultants in Attendance: Julia Gisler (BPS), Todd Borkowitz (BPS), Mark Raggett (BPS),
Pei Wang (BPS), Shannon Buono (BPS), Chris Scarzello (BPS), Radcliffe Dacanay (BPS), Anne
Pressentin (EnviroIssues), David Hyman (Deca Architecture)
Others in Attendance: Margaret Davis, Meg Merrick
WELCOME AND INTRODUCTION
Objectives: Observe and discuss recent residential infill that is occurring throughout Portland,
including elements worth promoting in future new development and ones that are problematic
that the Residential Infill Project may be able to effectively address.
Participants each received a handout with:
• Map of the city area with dots indicating residential development permits of one to two
units from 2010 to 2015
• Walking route
• Photos of new residential infill along the route
• Residential infill-related questions to consider on the neighborhood walks
• Current and proposed (draft Comprehensive Plan) zoning
• Recent demolitions (2000 to 2015)
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OVERVIEW OF WALKS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT
City Planner Julia Gisler (BPS) and Associate Planner Todd Borkowitz (BPS) gave an overview of
the walking route and development in the neighborhood.
Zoning throughout the walk route is a mix of R5, R7 and R10 aside from the R2 (Multi-dwelling)
zone at the north and west terminus of the walk route. The area was annexed by the City of
Portland in 1990. Most homes along the route were built between 1950 and 2015, but homes
built as far back as the late 1800’s are also represented.
The walks included examples of:
• Scale of new attached and detached homes on single-dwelling zone lots
• New homes on single-dwelling zone narrow and skinny lots
• New alternative housing options (internal/detached accessory dwelling units, cottage
cluster development, townhouses and stacked flats) on single-dwelling zone lots
• Homes on flag lots, in subdivisions and on culs-de-sac
STAFF-OBSERVED ITEMS OF SAC DISCUSSION
•
•

•
•

•

•

More infrastructure capacity and solutions to decrease overcrowding in the David
Douglas School District is needed to prevent further downzoning.
While the cost of larger, ‘family-accommodating’ homes is significantly less than in other
Portland neighborhoods, transportation is presumably a much larger cost for residents
given the area’s general lack of street connectivity and non-automobile-oriented
transportation options.
East Portland residents are seemingly less vocal in sharing their concerns than other
Portland residents.
In East Portland, new residential development is generally much denser than older
developments, resulting in many new neighborhoods being out of scale with existing
ones. Multiple dwelling units on one large lot are generally an anomaly to older
neighborhood fabric.
Stormwater facilities in planting strips create a desirable buffer between homes and
busy streets. Large stormwater facilities, like the one at SE 131st/Holgate, should be
avoided and/or distributed throughout a streetscape, if possible.
Old rights-of-way that do have sidewalks often lack planting strips and areas for street
trees, resulting in less attractive streets.

END OF WALK DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS
Facilitator Anne Pressentin (EnviroIssues) led the SAC in post-walk discussion questions:
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Reactions (SAC responses below):
•

•
•
•

•
•
•

•

Maintaining the local context of each site is very important (i.e. evergreen trees and
rural streetscape character define a neighborhood), but something seemingly
challenging to regulate.
In other Portland neighborhoods, new residential infill has a stronger visual impact on
existing development.
Houses are much smaller and more affordable than those on other SAC walks. There is
more greenspace on this walk than in previous walks in other Portland neighborhoods.
New residential infill accommodates the automobile on-site. Even on smaller lots, the
proportion of building/land devoted to the automobile was high and more dominant
than in other areas of Portland. Because of this, residents lack good access to transit and
service/shopping amenities, encouraging car ownership.
Driveways could be developed on one side of townhouses, separating cars from front
porches and resulting in ‘people-focused’ home entrances.
R2 zone housing regulations allow for more development flexibility – something that
could be beneficial in single-dwelling zones.
The stormwater facility in the first subdivision is out-of-scale in a residential setting,
creating too much wasted space surrounded by an unsightly chain link fence. Other
complementary uses (i.e. dog park or other mixed-use housing) should be considered.
Stormwater facilities help create a ‘greener’ streetscape and are preferred to large
stormwater facilities. The City of Portland should consider stronger criteria to allow
stormwater facilities to better complement residential development.
There is seemingly a lack of of consistent enforcement of sidewalk and street tree
requirements.

Strengths (SAC responses below):
•
•
•
•

Housing was seemingly more affordable (overall and per square foot) than other areas
of Portland.
New infill development is better than older residential development at achieving
sustainability, energy and structural integrity goals.
Newer infill areas improve conditions for walking by providing sidewalks (something
otherwise lacking near older development in East Portland).
Condominium developments are well-planned with porches, pushed back garages and
narrow streets, and also created better housing than subdivisions.

Weakness (SAC responses below):
•

The area is not very walkable and is far from being a 20-minute neighborhood. It is
challenging to walk to services/shopping and lacks strong street/sidewalk connectivity.
Mixed use centers seem difficult to achieve in the current context.
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•
•

•

•

There should be more nearby zoning that allows corner stores. The few that do exist
tend to be Plaid Pantries and 7-11s.
There should be mechanisms (i.e. change how system development charges are
collected and distributed) that allow developers to help fund local sidewalks and other
key infrastructure improvements.
If the area is so car-focused, downzoning will not make it less so and will not attract
amenities to catalyze 20-minute neighborhoods. Still, doing so presumably does make
houses more affordable.
Consider reallocating system development charges obtained elsewhere in Portland to
areas in the greatest need, like East Portland. Property taxes in East Portland are
disproportionately high and the City of Portland should spend additional funds here to
mitigate that.

Final Thoughts (SAC responses below):
•
•

“One size doesn’t fit all” really applies in East Portland. In other areas of the City,
residents would not tolerate such haphazard development.
While East Portland is more affordable, the city is increasingly segregating into wealthy
and non-wealthy neighborhoods.

Debrief on All Neighborhood Walks, SAC Meeting 4b, Dec. 1, 2015
Public Involvement Lead Julia Gisler (BPS) thanked SAC members and residents who attended
the SAC neighborhood walks, then asked for a raise of hands for how many walks SAC members
participated in. Of the 26 SAC members, all but 4 attended at least one walk and many went on
three and four walks.
Julia’s 3 Key Takeaways:
1. Greater appreciation of the complexity of this project and each other’s knowledge and
value that we add to the discussion.
• SAC members who lived in the areas offered knowledge of the neighborhood and
the stories around the recent infill. On every walk we had a least one of the district
neighborhood nominee and twice SAC members who just happen to live on or near
the walk.
• Architects highlighted many design issues and considerations on topics like the
integration of garages, as well as building heights and setbacks.
• Builders highlighted the costs of building infill housing and challenges in Portland’s
development and permitting process.
Walk 3: Eastern
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•

Special interest representatives highlighted key issues of concern for specific
populations, including access for seniors and people with disabilities, historic
preservation advocates and homebuyers and realtors interested in the costs of
homes per square foot.

2. Lots of variety in the houses and neighborhood amenities in the areas we walked
through. Challenging to define “neighborhood character”.
3. Lastly, impressed with how the concepts of equity and affordability were infused into
the discussions. It really reinforced Desirees’s equity lens we learned at last meeting: as
we develop/revise the standards we ask how will the single-dwelling standards adapt to
meet the needs of the next generation?
Key Takeaways and Other Thoughts – SAC Members:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Many homes on the north and south routes were not meeting rules; perhaps if they
were, the homes would have been less objectionable.
Some of the corner duplexes did not achieve the design intent that were prescribed in
the exceptions that allowed their development.
It was helpful to have developers provide a lens on what the market would and would
not support.
There is support for additional walks later in the process now that SAC members are
better informed on so many nuances to code complexities.
Having the neighbors come and offer their comments was good.
The ‘cheat sheet’ and other handouts were helpful, but information on the size and
monetary value of old and new houses would have also been informational.
How can contemporary designs be successfully a part of the neighborhood fabric
discussion?
There is a relationship between density and automobile use.
Attempts to create increased density on large lots in East Portland through townhouses
were unsuccessful due to their lack of connection to basic services.
In East Portland, a resident could not get anywhere in only twenty minutes. The City
needs to better plan for commercial districts that provide basic services.
How can infill continue to preventing gentrification and displacement? How does
development proceed and who benefits from it? Recognize that the standards only
address part of the issue, other City programs and processes should be considered as
well (e.g. affordable homeownership programs).
East and north walks brought to attention the accommodation of automobiles and
pedestrians, highlighting what worked and what did not. When cars are ‘subservient’,
good environments are generally created. It is striking that in East Portland, sidewalks
are required for new developments while the City fails to install them on existing
streets, limiting sidewalk connectivity.
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•

There was a lot of diversity in each neighborhood. How can the character of some areas
be replicated and better developed in other areas? How can this be done flexibly
through code?
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