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Project Advisory Committee Meeting #8 

Meeting Summary 
 

MEETING DATE:  THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 2016  
LOCATION:  BUREAU OF PLANNING AND SUSTAINABILITY, 1900 SW 4TH AVENUE, PORTLAND 
TIME:  4:00 PM – 6:00 PM  

 
In Attendance 

 
CAC Members Present 
Kelsey Cardwell 
Erin Chipps 
Adnan Kadir 
Carrie Leonard 
Torrey Lindbo  
Kelly McBride  
Evan Smith  
Bob Salinger 
Michael Whitesel 

 
CAC Members Absent  
Punneh Abdolhossieni 
Matthew Erdman 
Jocelyn Gaudi 
Mike Houck  
Renee Meyers 
Jim Owens 
Nastassja Pace  

 
Agency Representatives and Resource Members 
Maya Agarwal, Portland Parks & Recreation  
Jill Van Winkle, Portland Parks & Recreation 
Jennifer Devlin, Bureau of Environmental Services 
Rachel Felice, Portland Parks & Recreation 
Abra McNair, Portland Bureau of Transportation 
Liz Camstra, International Mountain Bike 
Association 
 
 
 

 
Staff and Consultants  
Michelle Kunec-North, Project Manager, BPS 
Tom Armstrong, Interim Project Manager, BPS 
Lori Grant, Associate Planner, BPS 
Kristen Lohse, Toole Design Group 
Adrian Witte, Toole Design Group 
Adrienne DeDona, Facilitator, JLA Public 
Involvement 
Jamie Harvie, JLA Public Involvement 
 
 

Audience / Members of the Public 
Juston Manville 
Spencer Bushnell 
John Miller 

Catherine Thompson 
Les Blaize 
Sheryl Sackman 

Tony Pereira 
Robin Jensen 
Marcy Houle 
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Overview 
At the meeting the committee:  
◦ Reviewed the initial findings from the needs assessment and questionnaire results. 
◦ Received an introduction to level of service and network planning concepts. 
◦ Provided input on candidate sites for off-road facilities. 

 

 
Welcome, Agenda Review & General Announcements 
Adrienne DeDona, JLA Public Involvement, welcomed everyone to the meeting and reviewed the agenda. Committee 
members, agency representatives and project team members introduced themselves. Adrienne noted that Michelle 
Kunec-North had returned in her role as BPS Project Manager and Lori Grant, BPS Associate Planner would be leaving 
the project at the end of the month.  

Adrienne reviewed the agenda and said the majority of the meeting would focus on collecting committee feedback on 
potential opportunity sites for off-road cycling facilities.  

Tom Armstrong, BPS Interim Project Manager, talked about conflict of interest disclosure by committee members.  An 
advisory committee member has a conflict of interest if they participate in official actions that could or would result in a 
financial benefit or detriment to themselves, their family or their business. The City has begun requesting members of all 
advisory committees to fill out conflict of interest disclosure forms, but unlike advisory committees discussing zoning or 
other issues that could lead to financial benefit or harm to individual committee members, the opportunity for conflict 
of interest within the Off-road advisory committee is minimal as the committee is focused exclusively on publically-
owned land. He noted that if any committee member believed they may have a conflict of interest, they should contact 
him and fill out the form. Disclosure would not disqualify membership in the committee.  

Tom also addressed a concern expressed by a committee member that some stakeholder representation was missing 
from the process. He said that the project team would like committee members to identify any interests who should 
have input on the process and that the project team would conduct targeted outreach to solicit their feedback during 
future public input periods.  

• A committee member said the City should have followed the standard process developed for conflict of interest 
at the outset of this process. He said, without following standard guidelines, it puts the process and committee 
members in jeopardy in regards to reputation and also legal ramifications. Tom acknowledged that this had 
been an oversight due to the charge of this committee, and as the new procedures for conflict of interest 
disclosure came into effect after this committee was already convened.  

Meeting 7 Summary 

Adrienne asked for any comments or questions about the Meeting 7 summary. There were none.  

Off-Road Cycling Needs Assessment and Questionnaire Results 

Kristen Lohse, Toole Design Group, presented highlights from the Needs Assessment Report (presentation attached). 
She provided an overview of the topics within the report including off-road cycling participation, demographics and 
existing conditions. She reviewed participation and demographic findings at a national level, noting that off-road cycling 
participation is comparable to soccer in regards to park-based activities and it is among the top three activities for all age 
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ranges in regards to outdoor recreation activities. She said nationally there are similar rates of participation between 
races/ethnicities. Kristen provided an overview of participation statewide, in the Portland region and within several 
Oregon counties. She noted that Oregon’s participation was nearly double the national participation. Kristen outlined 
the main take-aways: off-road cycling rates are comparable to other popular activities; higher local participation rates 
along with trends and population growth indicate demand; and that demographics indicate the need to respond to 
diverse participants.  

Michelle Kunec-North provided an overview of the feedback received from the questionnaire (presentation attached). 
She said nearly 2,300 people completed the questionnaire. She noted that it was not a statistically valid survey; people 
either self-selected or were asked to complete it at an event. Michelle presented the results by types of respondents: 
online respondents who currently rode bicycles off-road; online respondents who did not currently ride off-road; and 
people who were approached at events, of which approximately 50% indicated they cycled off-road, 40% did not, and 
10% did not provide a response to this question. Michelle reviewed the demographics of respondents and summarized 
some of the main take-aways, including:  

• Natural areas and unpaved trails rated as very important among all groups.  
• People who currently rode off-road overwhelmingly felt more places to ride were needed and supported 

creating more bike trails.  
• Those who did not currently ride off-road generally did not think more places to ride were needed and did not 

indicate support for building more trails.  
• There was generally a lot of interest in beginner and moderately challenging trails.  
• There was broader interest in trails as opposed to other off-road facilities.  
• Mountain biking had the highest participation rates out of the types of off-road cycling.  

Discussion 

• A committee member asked why the City conducted a non-statistically valid survey. He said he felt a statistically 
valid survey would have carried more weight and better informed the process. He said that several City projects 
regarding bicycling had completed non-statistically relevant surveys and that this was a mistake.  Additionally, 
he said the Forest Park Management Plan called for the City to complete user surveys and these had not been 
completed. Michelle replied that it was not within the project’s scope and budget to complete a statistically 
relevant survey but that the project team felt that the results and trends shown by this survey were useful to 
consider in regards to the plan. Adrienne noted that the topic of statistically-valid surveys and a Forest Park user 
survey had been added to the parking lot of topics for the City to revisit later.  

• A committee member asked whether there was a “why don’t you cycle” question. Michelle replied that one of 
the questions was, “If these facilities were there, would you use them?” She said there were a wide variety of 
responses for reasons why people indicated they would or wouldn’t and these will be included in the full 
summary report, which would be available for the committee at a future meeting.  

Proposed Level of Service System and Network Planning Concepts 

Kristen Lohse reviewed the existing conditions (presentation attached). She presented the inventory of types of existing 
trails, noting that traditional off-road cycling trails (narrow) made up only about 10% of available trails in Portland. 
Kristen provided a map of where people currently rode off-road in Portland based on data from the STRAVA app. 
Michelle pointed out that the project team would also be using this map to identify areas of unsanctioned riding in the 
Needs Assessment Report. Kristen reviewed maps showing distribution of demographic groups in Portland. She said they 
are using this data to help them determine where to focus on siting facilities.  



   
Meeting 8 Summary: Portland Off-Road Cycling Master Plan Project Advisory Committee | Page 4  

Kristen reviewed what level of service standards are and how they would be used to help create the system 
recommendations. She said the level of service considerations included providing different types of facilities (trails, bike 
parks), protection of natural resources and experiences of nature in the city, connectivity/accessibility, equity and 
implementation challenges. She noted that the project team would set goals for level of service that would be 
aspirational but also measurable.  

• Several committee members expressed interest in having access to the demographic maps, including data on 
children who don’t have access to parks.  

• A committee member asked when in the process would the level of service standards be set. Adrienne replied 
that this topic would be revisited later in the process so more information would be provided in future meetings.  

Review and Refine Potential Candidate Sites  

Tom Armstrong provided an update regarding the strategy for Forest Park. He said the project tem was considering 
previous committee and public feedback regarding Forest Park and working with Portland Parks & Recreation to develop 
more focused ideas for Forest Park which would be shared with the committee at a future meeting.  For now, the 
discussion on Forest Park as a candidate site would be tabled. 

Tom also provided an update on the project schedule. He said the project would not be completed by the end of the 
year as originally planned and that the committee would be asked to extend their service into next year. He said the 
team would continue to work through end of year to narrow the list of candidate sites and develop a draft system plan.  
He anticipates there would be an opportunity for the public to review the draft candidate sites in January/February 
2017, then come back to the committee with feedback and refined results in spring 2017. He said the next committee 
meeting was likely to be in mid-November and that the committee would likely be convened another three or four times 
after that.  

Maya Agarwal, Portland Parks & Recreation (PPR), provided an update about Gateway Green. She explained where 
Gateway Green was located and said that PPR has partnered with Friends of Gateway Green to make this a future 
location for off-road cycling. Friends of Gateway Green recently received a grant from Metro to build trails and they are 
currently fundraising to match these funds. In the meantime, PPR would be clearing out the area which was being used 
by the homeless for camping, after which the area would be fenced and become a construction site. Friends of Gateway 
Green planned to build a “dirt lab” which would take about a month and a half to construct, then it would be open to 
the public. 

• A committee member asked about the acreage of Gateway Green. Lori Grant replied it is 25 acres.  

Adrian Witte, Toole Design Group, introduced the map of potential candidate sites. He explained that the consultant 
team had continued to refine the list of candidate sites following the last committee meeting, which now included about 
350 sites. He noted that this was still too many sites to analyze in detail, so the project team was hoping the committee 
would help them further narrow potential sites based on their knowledge of the area.   

The committee reviewed and provided feedback on the maps of potential off-road sites. Feedback from committee 
members and agency representatives is included below. Photos of annotated maps are attached to this summary.   

General Feedback  
• Sites with existing uses should be considered, such as golf courses.  
• More information is needed on the map to make it easier to use, i.e. park and trail names and aerial view.  
• Continue to look at requirements for site widths to see how opportunities could be leveraged.  
• Consider the opportunity for restoration/maintenance with all sites.  
• Trails on the map should be labeled as existing or proposed.  
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• Some industrial lots may be available as parks acquisition areas.  
• Would like to see a “string of pearls” approach to system plan. 
• Are surplus lands included? The project team said that if it is identified as surplus, it is included. If land that is 

identified as high value is in the process of being surplussed, the project team may be able to make a 
recommendation about it.  

North Portland 
• Peninsula Park – currently has a paved trail, but there is space to add unpaved surfaces. 
• Pier Park – Cross-county runners currently meet there, so could be a good opportunity for dual use. 
• Chimney Park – existing funding to add trail. 
• North Portland Greenway is an opportunity.  
• Possible opportunity at PBOT property near Mocks Crest/Overlook Park. 
• Connection to Portland International Raceway. 
• Opportunity to link to George Middle School. 
• Columbia Park has underutilized area and existing kids crossing. 
• Wads Bluff (dog park) would be a good location (has oak woodland habitat area). 
• Kenton Park possibly has room for a skills park. 

 
Inner Southeast Portland  

• Brooklyn Park is probably not a good opportunity since it’s well utilized and programmed currently. 
• Laurelhurst Park probably isn’t a good opportunity. 
• Sellwood Riverfront is too wet and has a dog park already. 
• Woodstock Park is adjacent to a school and along a common commuter path; good location to explore further. 
• Brentwood Park is near Lane Middle School Park and has a learning garden lab; good location to explore further. 

 
Outer Southeast Portland 

• Ed Benedict Park has an existing skate park, so might be a good complimentary programming opportunity. 
• Explore a connection to the local community center. 
• Powell Butte – include existing trails; likely no new opportunities. Some nearby land owned by Water Bureau 

may be looked into further.  
• Inside 92nd and Foster Powell would be a good location since there is a significant number of children and 

families; however access to this area is poor. 
• Lents Park is an opportunity. 
• Tabor trails could be made more user-friendly (enhanced). 
• Essex Park would be a good opportunity for a bike park or pump track. There are a lot of kids there.  
• Not sure if there are opportunities at Kelly Butte, but keep it on the list for now.  
• Clinton Park is on a major bike route and near two schools.  There is a lot of available land. 
• Sections of Springwater Trail could be used for unpaved trails; however, need to consider the wildlife corridor 

habitat. 
 
East Portland 

• Glendoveer Golf Course has good access to neighborhoods and an existing walking trail. 
• Ventura Park has an existing pump track, but needs improvement. 
• Gateway Green – currently fundraising to build “dirt lab” and trails.  25 acre site. 
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• Blue Lake Park – Metro owned property, but lots of opportunity for complimentary programming.  
• Consider unused space on the east side for future park acquisitions. 
• Parklane Park is a large space, however has a master plan that would need to be looked at. 
• Vance Pit is owned by Multnomah County, but could be a good opportunity.  Need to consider partnerships with 

other agencies to acquire land to serve the outer eastside. 
 

Northeast Portland 
• Rose City Golf Course has an existing walking path (unpaved and paved sidewalk) that could present an 

opportunity.  
• Fernhill Park has a lot of potential for an informal trail and connection to the old Whitaker School. 
• Thomas Cully Park has an existing Master Plan that includes trails. Would need to be investigated further, but 

could be a good opportunity for some trails or a kid’s bike park.  Verde is leading this effort. 
• Connect to existing trails in the area.  
• Whitaker Pond would be a good opportunity to connect to the NAYA program nearby.  There are baseball fields 

that are currently underutilized. However, much of this area is zoned as prime industrial land. 
• Colwood Golf Course has future plans which are a long way off, but would be a good opportunity to access 

underserved youth and provides a lot of property/available space. 
• Slough Trail has intermittent unpaved/chipped trails. 

 
Southwest Portland  

• Willamette Park North has some potential.  
• Powers Marine should be excluded from consideration.  
• Gabriel Park has a skate park which would be complimentary to a bike park.  
• Kelly Park has potential for a bike park.  
• Hamilton is crowded currently in terms of current programming/facilities, but it’s close to a school.  
• Albert Kelly Park is in the process of daylighting a creek.  
• Foley Balmer is a good cross connection.  
• Marquam Park has redundant trail use.  
• Hospital area, south of Terwilliger, has a trail system, although steep. Consider restoration opportunities at 

some of these sites.  
• Dickenson Park good opportunity with views.  
• Waterfront Park has so much opportunity for reuse, possibly a pump track in the grass areas. 

 
The group ran out of time to provide feedback on the Northwest quadrant. The project team said this discussion would 
be combined with the discussion on Forest Park.  

Michelle told the committee that the map would be updated for use as a public feedback tool in the coming months. 
She encouraged committee members to provide input on the map functionality in addition to their feedback on 
potential candidate sites by October 7.  

Public Comment  

Catherine Thompson said she was impressed by the conscientiousness of the committee discussion. She said she was 
concerned about the big picture. She cited several of the priorities identified in the Oregon Recreation Demand Analysis 
report, including soft surface walking trails and wildlife viewing areas, and said she wondered how these priorities fit 
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within the current process, including how the proposed off-road cycling uses fit in with other priority uses that have 
higher demand, such as walking, wildlife viewing and play on playgrounds. She also said the Oregon Trails 2016 report 
would be good information to consider in the Needs Analysis, which includes recommendations around trail usage, as 
well as usage information on trails.  

Les Blaize thanked the committee for their work. He said that the ombudsman had recently ruled that bureau 
committees did not need to be balanced in terms of the viewpoints of individual committee members. He said that, in 
spite of this, this committee should not be presented as balanced when results are presented to Council. He said that he 
and other experts from the Forest Park Management Plan committee offered to volunteer their time as part of future 
discussions focused on Forest Park.  

Spencer Bushnell said he was an advocate for access to trails for all uses. He said that the committee’s work is 
important. He said that everyone cares about preserving Forest Park and everyone wants to use and have access to trails 
in Forest Park. He said that off-road cyclists would like access to some percentage of single track trails in Forest Park. He 
said that some negative experiences were clouding the bigger picture. He said community members wanting to cycle 
off-road in Forest Park were done a disservice by listening to a minority of people opposed to cyclists.  

Marcy Houle said that several groups had made resolutions regarding Forest Park saying that that a wildlife study 
needed to be completed and that they see shared use trails as hazardous to walkers and cyclists. She provided written 
sources she referenced (attached in the comment summary).  

Several written comments were provided and are attached.  

Next Steps 

Adrienne noted that Tom Armstrong had reviewed the anticipated project schedule earlier in the meeting and added 
that the project team would communicate with the committee via e-mail about a future meeting date, likely in late 
October at the regularly scheduled meeting time or in mid-November.   

She thanked everyone for their participation and adjourned the meeting.    
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• Public input: questionnaire and mapping 



 
 

3 
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Off-road cycling participation 
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nationwide (%) 
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State/Local Participation: 

Bicycling on unpaved trails 
(2011) 
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Off-road cycling participation in 
Oregon by age  

(%, 2011 population) 

 

• 28% of Oregonians bicycle 

• 12% of bicycling take places on unpaved trails 

 

• 3.4% Portland Metro residents: off-road cycling 

trails as priority investment for park 

 

• 2% of non-participants in outdoor activities 

identified a lack of “trail options in nearby 

parks” as a barrier to their participation State 
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Off-road cycling participation in 
Oregon by income 

(%, 2011 population) 
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• 12% of bicycling take places on unpaved trails 
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Key take-aways 

• Off-road cycling rates are comparable to 

other popular sports and outdoor activities, 

esp. trail-based ones 

 

• Higher local participation rates along with  

trends, population growth indicate demand 

 

• Difference between national and local 

demographics (age, race/ethnicity, gender) 

indicate need to plan for diverse users 
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11 



 
 

12 



 
 

13 

Existing trails 
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Local Demographics 
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Questionnaire Results 

16 



Questionnaire Respondents 

Group A:  Online respondents who currently ride bicycles off-
road (1,665 responses) 

 

Group B:  Online respondents who do not currently ride bicycles 
off-road (404 responses) 

 

Group C: Event participants who completed an intercept-style 
questionnaire, regardless of their participation in off-
road cycling (129 responses) 
• 50% cycle off-road 
• 40% do not currently off-road cycle 
• 10% did not answer 

 

Group A: online respondents/off-road cyclists ▪ Group B: online respondents/not off-road cyclists ▪ 
Group C: event participants 



Cautions… 

Not statistically significant OR representative  

BUT, can provide some useful information  

in combination with other data and 
community outreach 

Group A: online respondents/off-road cyclists ▪ Group B: online respondents/not off-road cyclists ▪ 
Group C: event participants 



How important is it to you that the City provide 
the following park and recreation facilities? 

Group A Group B Group C 

Natural areas 96% 100% 97% 

Unpaved walking trails 94% 99% 97% 

Bike parks 91% 44% 90% 

Unpaved off-road cycling trails 92% 34% 87% 

Playgrounds 81% 89% 95% 

Community gardens 78% 89% 97% 

Sports fields 76% 78% 90% 

Sports courts 72% 73% 93% 

Dog off-leash areas 76% 75% 87% 

Paved trails 64% 67% 87% 

Skateparks 70% 58% 80% 

Golf courses 16% 22% 34% 

Group A: online respondents/off-road cyclists ▪ Group B: online respondents/not off-road cyclists ▪ 
Group C: event participants 
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off-road cycling trails or bike parks? 
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Group C: event participants 
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Take-aways 

• Existing use info points to high popularity 

where off-road riding is sanctioned 

 

• Narrow range of experiences probably not 

meeting demand 

 

• Demographics can be helpful to determine 

where to focus our planning 
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 Level of Service Standards 

27 
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Why set service standards? 

Planning and evaluation tools: 

 

• To determine needs and priorities of a 

community 

• To determine future needs to accommodate 

anticipated growth  

• To ensure equitable distribution –geographic, 

political, socioeconomic boundaries 

• For benchmarking: measuring progress, 

comparison to other communities 
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Traditional standards: 

quantitative approach 

• Park facilities per capita 

• Acres of parkland per capita 

• Access: distance, time to reach a facility 

• Operating expenditures per acre/capita 

• Quality: design, maintenance, or other 

expenditures per capita 
 

 
National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) “encourages 

communities to develop their own LOS standards rather than 

rely on any national standards” 
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Qualitative metrics 

• Community values: social equity, 

connectivity (bikeable/walkable) 

• Access to nature 

• Age-friendly  

• Sports focus  

• Sustainability focus  

• Facilities that support active recreation 
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PP&R 

 

 Two defined level of service goals (Parks Vision 2020) 

 

• Provide a developed park or natural area within ½ 

mile from every household  

 

• Provide a full-service community center within 3 

miles of every household Per Vision 2020, PP&R also 

seeks to build out the recreational trail system 

 

+ More asset specific services (e.g. playgrounds, 

aquatic facilities, etc.) 
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PP&R 
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LOS Considerations for the 

Off-road Cycling Master Plan 

  

• Different types of facilities: trails (linear) + bike 

parks (sites) 

 

• Protection of natural resources + experience 

of nature in the city 

 

• Connectivity/accessibility  

 

• Equity 

 

• Implementation challenges 
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Putting it all together 
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Questions 
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Quadrant planning units 
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City of Portland, Oregon



 
Figure 1 SW Portland 



 
Figure 2 SW Portland, with additions 



 
Figure 3 NE Portland 



 
Figure 4 NE Portland, with additions to south 



 
Figure 5 Outer NE Portland 



 
Figure 6 Outer SE Portland 



 
Figure 7 Outer SE with additions 



 
Figure 8 SE Portland 



 
Figure 9 NE Portland 



 
Figure 10 SE Portland, adjcacent to river 



 
Figure 11 SE Portland, adjacent to river 



 
Figure 12 SW Portland, showing opportunities to west 



 
Figure 13 SW Portland, showing opportunities to east 



 
Figure 14 SW Portland, south opportunities 



 
Figure 15 SW Portland, comprehensive 



 
Figure 16 North Portland 



 
Figure 17 North Portland 



 
Figure 18 NE Portland 



 
Figure 19 Outer NE Portland 



 
Figure 20 Outer SE Portland 



 
Figure 21 Eastside 



 
Figure 22 SW Portland 



 
Figure 23 All SW Portland 
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