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lntroduction

City officials across the nation are working hard to promote their inner cities as urban

livability (London 1992). This is definitely the case in Portland which is lauded by others, and

graciously accepted and promoted by city officials, as an example of good planning that has

yielded a livable city. Often urban neighborhoods that are viewed as livable have experienced

levels of gentrification (Keating 1996). ls that the case in Portland? Economist often consider

gentrification to have peaked in the 1970s and 1980s (O'Sullivan 1996, Redfern 1997). ln

Portland the inner westside neighborhoods saw revitalization with the emergence of Northwest

23'd and 21't Avenues transforming into a trendy commercial and residential district, and Lair Hill

as an example of historic preservation (Abbott 1983). But, the 1990s have seen a renewed

interest in neighborhoods on the eastside of the Willamette River suggesting that gentrification is

still an issue in Portland today.

Portland has seen incredible growth over the last decade. A recent study by Regional

Financial Associates looking at housing supply and demand concluded that homes in the

Portland and Vancouvet atea are among the most overpriced in the country (Hausman 1998).

Between 1988 and 1997, median housing prices in the Portland metropolitan area rose 1287o,

one of the fastest rates of any urban area in the United States. The rate of appreciation of house

values has been particularly rapid in the inner city area, leading to concerns about gentrification

of low-income neighborhoods. Multnomah County is the central county within the Portland-

Vancouver metropolitan statistical area, and includes Portland, the largest city in the state, along

with the suburban cities ol Gresham and Troutdale. By national standards, Multnomah and the

other counties within the Portland metropolitan area are growing rapidly, with the suburban

counties growing somewhat more rapidly than Multnomah County. Multnomah County only saw

an 8.9% increase in population between 1990 and 1996 as the region as a whole saw an

increase of 15.3%. Much of the population growth experienced in Multnomah County occurred in

the suburban areas, while nearly half of the central city neighborhoods actually lost population.

This loss in population is not due to flight from the city, but rather a downsizing of households

within the city. ln lact, the city of Portland saw only a 1.7o/o increase in population but had an

increase of 3.9"/" in the number of housing units from 1990 to 1996. The vacancy rate in

Portland dropped f rom 5.6% in 1 990 lo 4.4Yo in 1996 and the vacancy rate for all of Multnomah

County decreased from 5.3% lo 4.2"/".

This paper will look at the e*ent of housing appreciation during 1990-96 in Multnomah

County, and assess whether gentrification has occurred. This analysis will be conducted using
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the'1990 Census and a new data set, the American Community Survey of 1996, which may

become a model for future Census data collection.

It will complement other recent research efforts analyzing neighborhood change and

housing appreciation in Portland that have used other data sources. To provide a context of

neighborhood change that is often dilficult to discern when discussing geographic areas

according lo census tracts, the data analysis will be followed by a brief review ol an eastside

neighborhood experiencing gentrification; focusing on the corridors of Hawthorne and Belmont in

inner southeast.

The final section will attempt to highlight the major policy implications of gentrification in

inner city neighborhoods.

Gentritication in Multnomah County, Oregon Page 2



Review of Gentrification Literature

The term gentrification was coined by Ruth Glass to describe transformations in London's

working class neighborhoods where the aristocracy, or "landed gentry," were returning to the

central city (Laska and Spain 1980, Grilf ith '1995). For the purpose ol this analysis, gentrification

will refer to the rehabilitation of low-income neighborhoods for resettlement by middle- or upper-

income residents. lt can also be viewed as the upgrading of devalued property or properties that

otherwise would have'Tiltered down" to lower income households (Lyons 1996, Smith 1996).

"Back to the Clty" Movement Debunked

The phenomenon of gentrilication was quickly dubbed the "Back to the City''movement

by popular theorists in the late 1970's because of the belief that middle class America was

rejecting the suburbs and that gentrification signaled a resurgence of pro-urban values (Laska

and Spain 1980). Suburban homes could no longer meet the design and aesthetic tastes in the

way that old Victorian homes could. Others saw the change in housing tastes as part of the

environmental movement in the 1970s with emphasis placed on living simply with less westeful

consumption--'reuse and recycle." Renovating old houses in the central city was a form of

recycling and mass transit and intensive use of urban land was viewed as less wasteful

consumption patterns (Hays 1995).

ln fact, subsequent analyses ol gantrification have found that most renovators or new

residents of revitalizing neighborhoods have moved from another part of the central city. The

phenomenon might be more aptly named the "stay in the city''movement (DeGiovanni 1984,

Gale 1986).

Economlc and Demographic Models of Gentrification

A widely accepted causal model of gentrification involves traditional economic and

demographic principles. Demographic explanations reler to the large number of "baby boomers"

approaching home-buying age in the I 980s and 1990s. Other explanations for the growing

demand of housing include the rising age at which people first marry, later age at which people

chose to have their first child, declining household size, the increase of women in the workforce,

and the rise in dual wage earner households (DeGiovanni 1984, Gale 1986, Smith 1996,

Hutchinson 1992). A shift in the economy of many urban cities from secondary to tertiary created

a demand of housing by upper-income "white collar" residents, resulting in a new social class
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(Hutchinson 'l 992, Warde 1991). Within the context of a fast growing regional population, these

factors place tremendous stress on the housing supply.

The economic approach sees gentrification as a long-run leedback following decades of

population and capital moving to the suburbs where high returns on investment are available. A

cycle of disinvestment and decay, coupled with increased housing costs in most other areas of

the city make inner city "slum shells" an enticing, low-cost housing development option

(DeGiovanni 1984, Hutchinson 1992). Abandonment and decay are now transitional stages in

neighborhood development rather than the linal stage in the life cycle (Redfern 1997). The high

demand for housing, scarcity of close-in urban land, and low cost inner city neighborhoods create

the conditions for gentrification in Portland and many other cities across the nation.

Critical theorists emphasize the role of developers, speculators, landlords, financiers, real

estate agencies and even public agencies in targeting stimulation of gentrification in

neighborhoods (Smith 1996, Hutchinson 1992). Bruce London (1992) asserts that gentrification

serves the interest of the urban growth machine. He argues that upper-income, inner city

housing is necessary to sustain the urban commercial and recreational economic development

programs of cities. Powerful interest groups follow a trend ol urban neglect that is reinforced by

public policy, promoting a cycle of de-valorization of the land. Neill Smith (1996) describes the

result as the "rent gap." The rent gap refers to the disparity between the actual ground rent

currently being capitalized on a property and the potential ground rent if the land was used in a

different or "higher and bette/' use (Smith 1996, Clark 1995).

Stages ol Gentrification

As alluded to earlier, suburbanites are not the primary contributors to gentrification in the

inner city. The typical renovators of older housing are people who would traditionally choose to

live in the central city: the wealthy, young, highly educated, single persons or couples with less

than two children, il any (O'Sullivan 1996, DeGiovanni 1984, Gale 1986). This population often

works in the central city and patronizes cultural events, restaurants and entertainment, which is

more accessible in the city. Gentrifiers are often represented by non-traditional households,

including unmarried couples, gays and lesbians, and single households (Gale 1986).

Gentrification typically occurs in a number of stages. The initial stage of gentrification and

neighborhood revitalization is often spurred by the "rogue gentrifier," with many of the

characteristics of a typical renovator described above, but may themselves be only marginally

middle-class (DeGiovanni 1984, Warde 1991). For this group, the low cost housing may be the

primary draw to a neighborhood. They tend to easily assimilate into the neighborhood and are

able to upgrade their housing using "sweat equity." This group may also be representative of an
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artist population seeking low cost studio and housing space. Like any pioneers, rogue gentrifiers

exhibit a high tolerance for risk in making their housing investment (Kerstein 1990, Gritfith 1995).

The second stage of gentrification represents lesser risk. The initial "settlemenf by the

rogue gentrifier sets the stage for middle class households to re-populate the neighborhood. At

this point, the neighborhood is often viewed as "up-and-coming" by the media, real estate

community and the public in general. Property values tend to increase rapidly, and new residents

feel certain they will receive a return on their investment (Kerstein 1990, Griffith 1995). Capital

begins to flow into the gentrifying neighborhoods through new salss, renovation and new

development. At this point, prolessional developers and outside investors are willing to purchase

and develop land in the neighborhood because profits are relatively certain (Smith 1996).

The third stage may actually represent the completion of the gentrification process. The

neighborhood is redefined as a middle- to upper-income neighborhood with a complementary

commercial area to serve this population.

Gentrification-Caused Displacement

Many early studies locus on the positive aspects of gentrification as a reversal of the

negative trend of abandonment and decay, while downplaying the extent to which residents are

displaced, with some estimating fewer than 4Y" ol all moves due to gentrification (Hutchinson

1992), A study by HUD in 1979 did not find gentrification to be widespread, but did find that

certain cities undergoing revitalization may experience more extensive displacement of low

income residents (Griffith 1995, Gale 1986). Unfortunately, gentrification does not cure

abandonment and decay, but rather "reshutfles" the population by removing low-incoms housing

within the city (Hutchinson 1992).

Displacement has three features. First, popular theory espouses that once the

neighborhood becomes attractive to the middle- and upper-class, housing units switch from

rental to owner-occupied, displacing former residents (DeGiovanni 1984, Gale '1986). Second,

gentrification is believed to cause neighborhood house prices and rents to rise, displacing those

unable to pay the increased rent (Gale 1986, Keating 1996). A third factor is that proparty taxes

rise with neighborhood house prices, displacing those who are unable to pay (Gale 1986). When

the housing market is tight, gentrification may be intensified and the displacement felt more

profoundly because few nearby atfordable housing opportunities exist (DeGiovanni 1984).

Portland has a tight housing market, but it does not appear to have experienced the same level

of abandonment and decay within the urban core as have many other cities across the nation.

Researching levels of displacement is ditficult. First, it is hard to identify people displaced

because they typically are no longer living in the neighborhoods. Second, it is hard to discern the
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reason for moves since it is estimated lhal20o/" of all households move each year (London

1992). lt is also commonly believed that gentrification atfects a very small portion of the housing

stock, less than 1%, as compared to the amount of housing lost due to abandonment and decay

(Hutchinson 1992, O'Sullivan 1996).

Racial Ghange and Gentriflcation

There is debate about the degree to which minority communities are affected by

gentrification. Studies have found that the majority of households displaced due to gentrification

are low-income, white households (Griffith 1995, Hutchinson 1992, Wilson 1992). Some case

studies have concluded that Asian and Hispanic communities are more likely than Alrican

Americans to experience gentrification and its negative etfects (Griffith 1995). One explanation is

the notion that gentrifiers are predominately white and are very reluctant to move into othenrise

desirable, African-American neighborhoods (Griffith 1995, Hutchinson 1992). Conflicting studies

show that gentrification disproportionately displaces African American households, with some

researchers characterizing gentrilication as the in-movement ol upper-income white residents

and the out-movement of low-income black residents (Griffith 1995, Wilson 1992).

Two primary theories attempt to best explain racial change in gentrifying neighborhoods,

movement as normal turnover and movement because of displacement. The theory of normal

turnover integrates residential change and gentrification as results of growth in neighborhood

housing markets. lt is commonly accepted that 20% of all households move each year. This

rate is typically higher among low-income minority populations, as well as renters (Wilson '1992).

So, the minority population moves out of the neighborhood at its normal turnover rate, but

instead the in-movers are upper-income white households.

The second theory focuses ol the concept of displacement as a result of reinvestment in

the neighborhood. Reinvestment makes the property more marketable at a higher prices

allowing owners to rent or resell to residents of a "higher status," forcing previous residents to

move involuntarily (Wilson 1992).

Wilson (1992) brings the two theories together in a broader conception of "exclusionary

displacement." This refers to households which voluntarily move from a gentrifying

neighborhood, but the same unit is no longer available to households of a similar class.
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Past Analyses of Gentrification

Over the last 20 years, a number of studies have analyzed the occurrence of

gentrification in cities across the United States, England and Australia. Many of these studies

have relied on the decennial census data to provide a portrait of areas gentrifying. Schuler, Kent

and Monroe (1992) used the 1970 and 1980 census data to analyze gentrification in the Ohio

City neighborhood ol Cleveland, Ohio (Griffith 1995). Neill Smith's study of New York City linked

professionalwomen and gentrification (Smith 1996). Hammell and Wyly (1996) developed a

model for using decennial census data to identify gentrified areas in Minneapolis using 1960,

1970 and 1980 census data. ln many cities the gentrilication process began in the 1970s,

explaining the early dates of analysis. George Wagner (1995) did a recent study ol Baltimore

using the more current 1990 census data.

The majority of studies have relied upon the decennial census, with some trying to include

intercensal data such as the OPCS Longitudinal Study in London and the American Housing

Study in the United States to provide an indication of gentrification between census years. These

analyses can be difficult to compare to census data because ol variety in data variables, data

availability, and lack ol neighborhood-level detail.

Amerlcan Community Survey

Gentrilication can completely transform a neighborhood in a short time. ln five years, a

neighborhood may change from a place of poverty, crime and disrepair to a bright, clean, trendy

neighborhood attracting many new residents (Griflith 1995). The magnitude of these abrupt

changes can be lost when analysis is limited to 1O-year spans for comparison. Bailey and

Robertson (1997) argue that the study of gentrification can be important in the evaluation and

implementation of such governmental policies as urban renewal. A lag ol ten years can provide

policy makers with demographic data that is no longer representational of the city and its

neighborhoods.

To provide a more continuous measurement of demographic change, the U.S. Bureau of

the Census has developed the American Community Survey (ACS). The 1996 ACS, tested in

three U.S. counties, provides a unigue opportunily to analyze demographic changes prior to the

decennial census, allowing policy makers a more accurate look at neighborhood change between

census years. The primary research method used in the analysis that follows is a comparison of

the 1990 Census data with the more recent 1996 ACS data.
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The 1996 American Community Survey (ACS) asks many of the same questions

as the census and allows a micro-data description ol demographic change. On the other hand,

the ACS is a population sample and only provides an estimate (albeit an unbiased estimate) of

true population changes. Low frequency variables and estimates lor small areas will have high

error ranges. However, used with caution, the ACS provides the best available information on

housing and population changes in the county between census years.
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Research Methodology: Using the American Community Survey

To assess whether patterns consistent with gentrification exist in the Portland, Oregon

metropolitan area, data for Multnomah County, Oregon, was analyzed using the 1990 Census

and the 1996 American Community Survey.

The first step of the analysis was to identify census variables that serve as potential

indicators of neighborhood change and gentrification. These variables fell into the broad

categories of income, housing, and race and ethnicity characteristics.

Several income-related variables were identified as potential indicators of gentrification.

Household income is a broader indicator of neighborhood income, but may be an incomplete

measure of gentrification since early gentrifiers oftsn have low household incomes, and due to

the fact that it does not take into consideration household size and type (Hammel and Wyly

1996). Family income measures the well-being of households of related persons, and excludes

households comprising of roommates, unmarried couples and single persons (Myers 1992). A

third measure of income is the percentage of households whose income is below the poverty

line. The poverty rate measure has an advantage when comparing data from different years

because the poverty line is automatically adjusted for inflation and household composition.

Gentrification is also characterized by rapidly rising property values. The appreciation

and depreciation of real estate can be measured by median gross rent and median house value.

Because house prices appreciated so dramatically in the 1990-96 period, the relative ranking of

prices and rents among census tracts within the County were determined to be more appropriate

indicators than absolute changes in values.

While not an indicator of gentrification occurring, the age of the housing structure is

useful in determining which areas are susceptible to gentrification. Literature suggests gentrifiers

are often drawn to the structural qualities of older homes found in the most central-city

neighborhoods. The median year a housing slructure was built provides information on whether

a census tract has a signilicant number of older homes.

Gentrification is thought to be accompanied by the conversion of rental units to owner-

occupied units. Therefore, changes in the percentage of owner-occupied housing units within a

tract were included in the analysis. ln addition, large changes in the rate ol owner-occupied

housing (along with high rates of new construction) can create distortions in rent and housing

price variables. For example, if a large number of low-value apartments are renovated and

converted to owner-occupied status, that may cause the average rent to rise even if the rents of

all apartrnents stayed the same.
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One difliculty in an analysis of this type is determining and accounting for causal

relationships between variables. Specifically, changes in income could be the result of changes

in neighborhood composition or changes in the socioeconomic status of the present rEsidents.

To examine this, household mobility and racial and ethnic composition were explored. The

Census variable asking whether the resident lived in the same housing unit live years ago,

measures household mobility and thereby indicates the neighborhood's stability.

Studies indicate that the prevailing racial identity o, gentrifying households is white (Gale

1986). Race and ethnicity variables were examined to identify movements of specific ethnic

groups or emerging pockets of racial or ethnic concentration. Since the average income of non-

white residents in Multnomah County is significantly lower than white residents, changing racial

composition may also explain changes in income levels within a given census tract or cluster of

tracts.

The following section compares the changes in the variables between the 1990 Census

and the 1996 American Community Survey to assess whether gentrification in Multnomah County

neighborhoods occurred.
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lncome lndicators

Medlan Famlly Income

Between '1990-96, median lamily income in Multnomah County rose from $33,502 to

$41 ,073, or an increase ol 22.60/". During this time period, prices in the Portland metropolitan

area rose by 24.5%, indicating that real family incomes were falling. To put this figure in some

context, per capita personal income in the county rose by 35.8% (Higgins 1998). This difference

reflects the fast that family household size is declining, and non-family households were doing

better than family households.

The higher income neighborhoods in Multnomah County tend to be in Northwest Portland,

Southwest Portland, and the eastern suburbs. These areas were settled much later than East

Portland and have a new, higher valued housing stock. The distribution of low-income families in

the county changed significantly between 1990 and 1996. In 1990, all eight census tracts with

median family incomes below 50% ol the county-wide median were located in North and

Northeast Portland. By 1996, the number ol tracts with median family incomes below 50% of the

county median fell from eight to three, with only two tracts in North and Northeast Portland.

Using a slightly higher threshold ol 80% or below median family income, the number of

low-income tracts rose slightly from 41 to 43 tracts. lncreases in family incomes were

concentrated in central city neighborhoods, particularly in Southeast Portland.

Changes in family income levels often corresponded with racial and ethnic change in

census tracts. For example, ol the four northeasl tracts that shifted from higher than 80% in

1990 to 80% or below in '1996, three of these tracts also experienced increases in the

percentage of African Americans. The only census tract in Gresham al80o/" or below median

family income is also the only Gresham tract that showed a significant rise in Hispanic

concentration.

This data suggests two possibilities. Either many families in inner Northeast and

Southeast Portland tracts are experiencing large increases in their own incomes or new residents

with higher incomes are moving into these tracts, thereby boosting the median family income.

And for whatever reason, the disparity of family incomes between neighborhoods seems to be

declining.
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Median family income in Multnomah County
by census tract for 1990 and 1996

expressed as a percent of the countynride median family income

Median Family lncome by Census Tract
1 990 Census

Percent of County Median Family lncome
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50% to 80% MFI
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Median Family lncome by Census Tract
1996 American Community Survey
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Figure 1.
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Median Household lncome

Between 1990 and 1996, median household income in Multnomah County rose from

$26,928 to $37,732, an increase ol 40.17o. As indicated above, non-family households saw

much larger income increases than family households.

Census tracts experiencing the most rapid increases were scattered across the county,

including tracts in Northwest Portland, Southwest Portland, and a cluster of tracts in Northeast

Portland, centered around the lrvington neighborhood.

ln 1990, eight census tracts were at or below 50% of the median household income ol

Multnomah County. Three of these tracts were in inner North and Northeast Portland and five

were in Downtown Portland. By 1996, the number ol tracts below 50% of the median increased

to '12, with live in inner North and Northeast, six in Downtown and one in Southeast Portland. No

census tract moved from 50% or below into a higher level.

Using the higher threshold of 80% of the county-wide median, the number of tracts in this

category rose from 38 to 58 tracts between 1990-96. Trasts where household income fell to 80%

of median or below threshold were distributed along North Portland's Columbia Boulevard and in

outer Southeast Portland.

Relative gains in household incomes seem to be concentrated in both inner city

neighborhoods and traditionally higher income areas in Northwest and Southwest Portland.

Relative declines in household incomes seem to be occurilng in less centrally located

neighborhoods in East Portland.

This data does not corroborate a typical modelof gentrification. While relative family

incomes seem to be rising in poorer inner Eastside neighborhoods, thereby suggesling

gentrification, relative household incomes declined in many of these areas. One explanation for

the slow growth in household income is that many young gentrifying households with low current

incomes have high education levels and high long-term earning power (Bourne 1993). As they

age and lorm families their household incomes will likely rise.
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Median household income in Multnomah County
by census tract for 1990 and 1996

expressed as a percent of the countyuride median household income.
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Rate ol Povefi
Between 1990 and 1996, the rate of poverty among Multnomah County residents rose

lrom 12.80/" lo 14.1"/o, a reflection of the stagnation of family incomes relative to the rate of

inflation. Yet, while poverty increased in the county, poverty also became less concentrated.

ln 1990, thirteen census tracts had more than 30% of the population living below the

federal poverty level. Poverty tracts were located primarily in inner Northeast and Downtown

Portland, with one tract in North Portland. ln 1996, the number of tracts with poverty rates of

30Yo or more decreased to 11. The concentration of poverty in Northeast Portland appears to

have shifted east. Three tracts west of NE 82nd Avsnue has a poverty rate that declined to

below the 30% threshold. Two traets along 82nd Avenue saw poverty rise abovs 30%, one

bordering NE Columbia Boulevard and another between SE Holgate Boulevard and Division

Street.

Poverty also increased in outer East Portland and Gresham. Between 1990 and '1996,

the number of tracts east of 82nd Avenue with poverty rates above 107o increased from 21 to 33.
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Race and Ethnicity lndicators
Af rlcan-Americans

The 1996 American Community Survey reports that African Americans comprise 6.8% of

the county population, Asian and Pacilic lslanders, 5.87o and Hispanics,4.So/". The level ol racial

conoentration of Alrican Americans is significantly higher than that of Hispanics and Asian

Americans in Multhomah County, both of which comprise of similar percent ol the county's

population as African Americans. At the same time, this degree of concentration is less than in

other cities in the United States where it is not uncommon for tracts to have African American

populations exceeding 90%. Carl Abbott (1997) deems Portland one of the'Whitesf urban cities

in the nation.

The African-American population in Multnomah County has historically been concentrated

in inner North and Northeast Portland. ln ',l996, eight census tracts in this area have African

American populations ol 457o or greater, although no tract has a greater percentage than 68%.

Twenty census tracts show a percentage of black residents between 10% and 45%. With the

exception of two tracts, one downtown and another in the mid-county area, these 28 tracts form a

contiguous area, roughly bounded by the Banfield Freeway, Columbia Boulevard, Cully

Boulevard and the Willamette Fliver.

Data from the 1996 ACS indicates a shift in the African-American population of the county

away from the closest-in neighborhoods toward the north and east. This can be measur€d both

by the increase in the percent of African Americans and the increase in the number of African

Americans in these tracts. This shift occurred as the Black population in Multnomah County

increased by 19.60/" from 1990 to '1996.

ln 1990, no tracts east of 82nd Avenue or south of downtown reported more than a 57o

African American population. ln 1996, four tracts east of 82nd had a population between 5% and

9% with one tract reporting 10% to 19%. Two tracts in Southwest Portland increased to 5olo to

9% African American. At the same time, eight tracts in inner North and Northeast Portland had a

57o or more decrease in the percentage of African Americans, and four tracts reported a

decrease of greater than 10%.

There is some evidence that these population shifts may be associated with rising

property values. These 12 tracts of declining African-American percentages also represent

areas where median home values appreciated by 125o/olo 2OOo/o, much higher than the

countywide appreciation ol 102/".
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Percent of the Population Black in Multnomah County
by census tract for 1990 and 1996
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Ghange in the number of Blacks in Multnomah County
by census tract for 1990 and 1996

Change in the Black Population by Census Tract
19s) to 1996

Change in the Black Population
Decrease by mo.e than 200 persons
lncr€ase/Oecrease less han 200

I lncrease by more tilan 200
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Figure 5

Data on changes in the number of African Americans confirm the pattern of an outward

shift in Multnomah County's black population. Thirteen tracts had increases of more than 200

African Americans between 1990 and 1 996, four of which were tracts bordering Columbia

Boulevard, three in inner Northeast and one east of 33rd Avenue. Another tract in Southeast and

two in outer East Multnomah County reported a more than 200 persons increase. Of the thirteen

tracts with increases in the total number of African-Americans, ten tracts represented areas with

less than 125% increase in the median home value. Concurrently, inner Northeast saw declines

of more than 200 African Americans in two tracts with 125 lo 2OOo/o increases in median home

value.
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Asian and Pacific Islanders

Asian and Pacific lslanders are a rapidly growing demographic group within Multnomah

County with a 31 ,5% increase in population, but show much less geographic concentration than

African Americans. Nevertheless, census data indicates a new pattern of Asian American

settlements that is more concentrated than in the past.

ln 1990, only three tracts had a concentration of Asian and Pacilic lslanders greater than

157o ol the total population, and only eight tracts had an Asian population betwe€n 10o/o to 14/".

The census tract in North Portland may register a high level of concentration in 1990 because of

the method in which people on ships are accounted for. This census tract has a large number of

commercial uses involving large ships docking. Other than those areas, the Asian population

was evenly dispersed across the county, with the exception of low populations in inner Northeast.

By 1996, a cluster of concentration emerged along the 82nd Avenue corridor. Four tracts

along 82nd Avenue had concentrations of 15o/o ot more, and 11 tracts had Asian populations that

represented 10% to 14o/olhe total population. The census tract in Downtown remained at the

higher level of concentration. These areas of higher concentration almost form a contiguous line

along Northeast and Southeast 82nd Avenue. ln 1996, inner Northeast continues to have very

low levels of Asians, while two tracts in inner Southeast declined in the percent of Asian

Americans.

Hispanlcs

The Census lists people ol "Hispanic Origin by Race." This variable has much duplication

with the other race variables since a person can be of "Hispanic origin" and can be of any race.

The Hispanic population increased by 58.8% f rom 1990 to 1996 in Multnomah County but

remained relatively dispersed. Only 11 tracts out of a159 total tracts had a Hispanic population

that was greater than 10%. There were notable increases in North Portland, and Northeast

Portland but little indication of new areas of concentration. By 1996, only three tracts had

concentrations of 15% or greater, two of which were located in Gresham and one in Northeast

Portland.
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Percent of the Population Asian and Pacific lslander
in Multnomah County

by census tract for 1990 and 1996

A

Percent of the Population Asian and Pacific lslander
by Census Tract

1990 Census

Percentqs d lhs PotrJalion Ashn and Pacific lsl der

I L€ss lhan 5%
596 to 9%
10% b 14%
15% or mo(B

Percent of the Population Asian and Pacific lslander
by Census Tract

1996 American Community Survey
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Figure 6.
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Housing lndicators
Medlan House Value

The rapid appreciation in the inner eastside is most easily shown by ranking each census

tract by the median house prices. ln 1990, only four census tracts rated in the top 25%

according to median house value, ln 1996, ten tracts in the inner eastside rated in the top 25%,

with median home values greater than $150,000. ln Northeast Portland, tracts that jumped from

the top 50% to the top 25% clustered around the previously high ranked tracts along Alameda

Boulevard. ln Southeast, two tracts between Division Street and Hawthorne Boulevard increased

their median value to the top 25T"lier. This area includes the neighborhoods of Ladd's Addition,

Colonial Heights, Hosford-Abernathy, and Richmond.

Census tracts north ol Hawthorne Boulevard in inner Southeast moved from the lower

50h ol county home values in 1990 to the second highest value quartile in the county. These

moves illustrate significant changes in the level ol low-cost houses in inner Southeast

neighborhoods. Eight tracts in Outer Southeast dropped down to the bottom 50% of house

values, representing a relative shift in property values from inner-ring suburban communities to

the central city.

The pattern ol housing prices in the county shows three main features. First, average

prices tend to be much higher on the westside ol the Willamette River and to a lesser degree, the

suburban areas on the eastside of the county. Second, inner eastside areas have risen in value

to rival those on the westside, particularly in the neighborhoods of lruington, Alameda,

Laurelhurst, Ladd's Addition, and Eastmoreland. Third, there are three main pockets ol low-cost

housing in the county: a corridor just south of Columbia Boulevard from St. Johns to the airport, a

pocket of census tracts in inner Northeast Portland, and a cluster ol census tracts in outer

Southeast Portland.

Between 1 990 and 1 996, the average house price in the county has risen from $61 ,1 1 0 to

$125,000, or an increase ol 102"/o. ln percentage terms, the increases have been greatest in

census tracts clustered around the center of Portland on the eastside of the river. This "zone of

appreciation" in the inner eastside is roughly bounded by the Willamette River, Killingsworth

Street, 60th Avenue, and Powell Boulevard. Of the 35 tracts experiencing housing price

appreciation greater lhan 125h,29 are located east of the Willamette River, and24 are within

th6 zone described above. Put differently, of the 36 tracts lying within the inner eastside zone

described above, 24 experienced 125oh appreciation or greater.
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Median house value in Multnomah County
ranked in quartiles by census tract for 1990 and 1996

Median House Value Ranked in Quadiles
by Census Tract

1990 Census
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Bottom 50% (25-5070)
Top 50% (50-757d
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II
Median House Value Ranked in Quartiles

by Census Tract
1996 American Community Survey
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Figure 7.
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Percent increase in median house value in Multnomah Gounty
by census tract, 1990 to 1996

Percent lncrease in House Value by Census Tract
1990 to 1996
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Medlan Gross Rent

ln contrast to the 102% increase in house values, median gross rent in Multnomah

County has risen by only 35%. However, looking at gross apartment rents is somewhat

misleading since apartments vary considerably in size and gross rent does not take into ac@unt

the size of units as related to the rent, For instance, downtown and the older inner city

neighborhoods have a higher ratio ol smaller apartments (single-room occupancy, studios, one-

bedroom) and small bungalows for rent, while the suburban rental market tends to have larger

apartments and houses. To normalize for apartment or house size, gross rent was expressed as

gross rent per bedroom.

A map of aggregate gross rents per aggregate bedrooms illustrates a central core in

downtown and inner southeast representing the most expensive rental housing when normalized

for number ol bedrooms. While the location of the'top 25%" gross rents per bedrooms did not

shift, the inner eastside core of more expensive rent levels expanded in 1996. One tract

adjacent to NE Fremont jumped from the lowest tier of rent levels to the highest tier. All but two

tracts between Northeast Fremont, Southeast Division, the Willamette River and Mt. Tabor were

ranked in the "top 50%."

The number of tracts east of 82d Avenue ranked in the top 50% decreased from 21 tracts

to 12 tracts indicating a value shift from inner ring suburban neighborhoods in Portland to the

central core and new construction on the fringe of the county. The majority of tracts in

Southwest Portland moved to a lower ranking gross rent per bedroom quartile.
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Aggregate gross rent by aggregate gross bedrooms
in Multnomah County in quartiles
by census tract for 1990 and 1996

Gross Rent Per Number of Bedrooms
by Census Tract

1990 Census
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Figure 9.
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Homeownership Rates and Length ol Residence

The predominant form of housing tenure in Multnomah County is homeownership and the

1996 Survey indicates that this pattern has continued. The rate of homeownership has risen

f rom 55.3% lo 56.7% f rom 1 990 to 1 996. This increase is consistent with the national trends

reported in the American Housing Survey with the homeownership rate increasing from 63.9% in

1990 to 65.4"k in 1996, a '1 .57o increase. Homeownership rates for Multnomah County are lower

than the national average, but this is common of central cities. The rates of Portland PSMA are

at a level comparable with national rates.

The places where homeownership is most common are Northwest and Southwest

Portland (outside of Downtown) and the eastern suburbs. ln additlon, neighborhoods in North,

Noftheast and Southwest Portland that are relatively distant from downtown have high-ownership

rates. The tracts with the highest rental percentages are in downtown and inner Northwest

Portland and tracts in the inner Northeast and inner Southeast.

With a few exceptions, the change in the tenure composition of census tracts has been

uniform. Only seven tracts out of 159 total tracts in Multnomah County experienced an increase

in the percentage of ownership of 1O"h or more, and only four widely dispersed tracts

experienced a decrease in ownership of 10"/o or more. Ol the seven tracts that increased the

percentage of homeownership, one was located in Northwest, possibly representing a number of

condominium conversions. Five of the cases ol rising home ownership were in low-income areas

and reversed trends in the 1980's of decreased homeownership.

lnterestingly, a number of the census tracts with increased rates of homeownership also

saw a signilicant increase in the percentage of renters who had been in their unit five years or

more. This could represent a ''survivor" phenomenon, whereby low{urnover kept those rental

economically lucrative as a rental property, while vacancies in rental units prone to high turnover

created the opportunity for sale and conversion to home ownership.
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Age of Houslng Stock

Comparing the map of housing appreciation with a map of homes built before WWll, we

see an interesting correlation. The "zone of appreciation' is bounded by NE Killingsworth, SE

Powell, 60th Avenue and the Willamefte River. Of the census tracts within this zone that

experienced significant appreciation (125o/o ot more), all but one have 500/o or more of the

housing stock built in the pre-World War ll era, defined as all structures built before 1942. The

tract in the center of the '2one of appreciation" that was built after 1942, is surrounded by older

neighborhoods, and is an area that has seen newer multi-family apartment construction, as well

as office and retail construction. lt's median year is close to the cut-off year, at 1945.

lnterestingly, NE Killingsworth is the northern boundary of the 'zone of appreciation" as

well as the northern boundary of tracts with predominantly older homes. To the south, the zig-

zag border of SE Holgate, SE Powell and SE Division mirrors the census tracts with greater than

125% housing value appreciation. The same is true to the east, with 60th Avenue serving as a

border, and the two census tracts just west of 60h Avenue that did not have greater than 125%

appreciation, also do not have a median year the housing structure was built ol 1942 or before.

Median year housing structure was built
in Multnomah Gounty by census tract

for 1990 and 1996

ltledian Year Housing Structure Built
by Census Tract 1990 to 1996

Median Year Slructure Built
IE

Pre-WWll Housing
Post-WWll Housing

aEe Souca: tSO US. O.rElE ol Pog.rabn Id rbr.'.irC

Figurel0.
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New Constructlon

The rate of new construction was looked at lo determine if significant changes in any ol

the variables could be attributed to new housing units. ln the areas that saw significant increases

in house value, rent, and changes in racial composition, the rate of new construction based on

the number of houses built in the between 1991 to 1996 ranged lrom 0o/o to 57", with most tracts

registering less than 2o/o rale of new construction.

Table 1. Total Housing Units ln Multnomah County,
1990 & 1996

fuea
1990 Total

Houslng Unlts
1996 Total

Houdng Unlts

o/o Change
ln Units

Multhomah County
Portland
Gresham
Troutdale

255,751
198,319
26,978
2,5m

273,244
206,085

31,583
3,856

6.84"/"
3.92/"

't7.07%
53.690/"

Data Sources: 1990 U.S. Census of Population and Housing
and 1996 Amerlcan Community Survey

Most of the new housing units were built in suburban areas suggesting that inner-city

gentrification took the form of renovation of existing homes rather than new construction or

significant levels of redevelopment.
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Summary of The American Gommunity Survey Analysis

Heturning to our indicators ol gentrification, we find that some were clearly evident in

Portland, while others were either insignilicant or inconclusive.

Small lncreases in Neighborhood lncome and Decrease ln Poverty Rates

The analysis of median household income does not corroborate the typical model of

gentrification, but the definition of "household income' poses some problems when trying to

determine the level of affluence due to the many ditferent forms of household arrangements

possible. However, the analysis suggests that gentrification is occurring in a small cluster of

tracts in Northeast Portland where increase in median family income was significantly faster than

the county as a whole. Household income may underestimate gentrification because many

young gentrifiers with low current incomes, may have higher education levels and higher long-

term earning power (Bourne 1993).

The analysis of the poverty rate provides interesting information regarding the distribution

of poverty in Multnomah County. While the poverty rate rose, there was less concentration of

poverty and more dispersion throughout the county. Many of the areas that saw a decrease in

the poverty rate were tracts that saw appreciation of housing values at a faster rate than the

county average, while areas that saw increases in the poverty rate did not appreciate as quickly.

Rapidly Rislng Property Values and lncreases in Rent Prices

The inner eastside neighborhoods saw significant changes in property values, both in

level of appreciation as well as their relationship with the remainder of the county. A "zone of

appreciation" was clustered in the inner eastside census tracts between Southeast Holgate,

Northeast Killingsworth, the Willamette Biver and Southeast Powell. Within this zone, the central

core tracts become some of the highest priced areas in the county, illustrating a shift of value

from 1990. While most of the central eastside rents still did not rival the downtown and

northwest, the central core did see significant increases in gross rent when normalized for

bedrooms. People are willing to pay a premium price lor rent or house price to live in these inner

eastside neighborhoods.

Limlted Conversion of Rental Units to Owner-Occupied Unlts

Shifts in rental units to owner-occupied units can often be a negative effect of

gentrification, as well as an indicator of gentrification. lt is during these shifts that much ol the
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displacement of lower income households occurs. The analysis shows that homeownership had

risen somewhat, but the rise was more likely due to national trends rather than gentrification.

This may mean that gentrification in the central eastside is not happening at the rate that has

been illustrated in a number of other U.S. cities, or it may simply mean that rental units are still

viewed as viable options for landlords and city residents. The same insignificance is attributed to

the stability ol residents. Few areas of the county saw significant changes in the percent of

people who had lived in their home for less than five years. This may mean that neighborhoods

are turning over at their normal rate within the city, or that any significant changes attributed to

gentrif ication occurred before 1 990.

Housing Appreciation Occurred in Tracts With Predominantly Older Homes

The comparison of housing appreciation and the median year housing structures were

built shows an interesting correlation between the two. Areas with large appreciation rates,

almost exclusively were tracts with older homes.

Geographic Shift in the African American Population

Wilson (1992) asserts that if the natural turnover model of neighborhood racial change is

true and black residents are moving to nearby neighborhoods, then the analysis should show the

following:1) black populations should increase in size,2) black populations should increase in

their rate of growth, 3) increase in crowding, 4) poverty should increase in concentration. Eoth

@lgffirprrt to nsw aroas of the ciry, as well as mo-vemffit to oontiguo.rs neighborhoods seern*

to be oocUrdng in Portland

The analysis of race indicates that the African-American population is moving north to

nearby neighborhoods and east to suburban communities, resulting in a degree of

decentralization from inner Northeast Portland. One explanation for this movement is that low

income African Americans can no longer find affordable housing in the historic Black

neighborhoods, and must therefore move to more atfordable neighborhoods to the north and

east. A more altruistic reason for the change could be more open housing markets and less

racial discrimination.

While impossible to draw finite conclusions about the incomes and motives ol people who

moved out of inner Northeast, areas with signilicant increases in the African-American population

were also areas with less expensive house values. At the same time that African Americans

appear to be moving out of inner Northeast Portland, poverty became less concentrated in

northeast and became more dispersed throughout the county.
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On the other hand, a new concentration of the Asian population is clustering along the

82nd Avenue corridor, an area that also has low rents and housing values. Some slight

concentration of Hispanics has occurred in Gresham, othen^rise the Hispanic population is

relatively dispersed throughout the county.

Decline ln the Elderly Population Countywide

Multnomah County also saw an interesting decline in the elderly population. While

nationally the population over 60 year of age increased by 4.8o/" (Census 1998b), Multnomah

County saw a decrease ol 6.00lo and Portland saw a decrease of 5.5olo. Elderly are often most at

risk of being displaced (Hutchinson 1992).

The evidence regarding house value, gross rent, race and suggests that gentrification did

occur to in the inner eastside neighborhoods, and that the age of the housing stock may be a

factor in which neighborhoods experienced gentrification.

American Community Survey as a Too! For Assesslng Gentrificetion

Comparison of 1990 census data and the 1996 American Community Survey data

illustrates how quickly the demographic and economic lactors of an area can change. lt provides

a unique opportunity to look at demographic change on a very localized level, prior to the

availability ol the next decennial census.

Corroborating Evidence in Recent Study

A recent study by Portland State University student Tita Egan (1998) analyzes a different

data set that corroborates some ol the findings from the ACS daA. Egan looked at mortgage

credit activity in Multnomah County over a period of four years-1993 to '1 996. The data was

organized by census tract allowing for the same geographic level of analysis as the ACS. Egan

concluded that the poorest census tracts, those with the lowest median family income in 1990,

saw the greatest rate of increase in home mortgage activity, and had a large increase in White

borrowers. ln many of the low-income neighborhoods, the most common applicant shifted from

low or middle-income households to the upper-in@me households, suggesting gentrification in

these areas.
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Gentrification in lnner Southeast Portland
A Case Study

Census Tracts 13.01 ,13.02 and 14.00

The preceding analysis indicates that varying degrees of gentrification were occurring in

the inner eastside on Multnomah County between the period of 1990 to 1996. The'2one of

appreciation" serves as the underlying indicator of gentrification, but when overlayed with other

factors such as concentrations of high rent levels, increases in median family income, and

changes in the racial composition, different census trasts are highlighted as possible cases for
gentrification. When combined with the research by Egan, census tracts experiencing increases

in house value and experiencing changes in the demographic composition can be identified.

The analysis of the ACS is organized in aggregate form. Mapping the variables allowed for easy

identification of areas of change and dissimilarities between ditferent areas of Multnomah

County. ln the case of Portland, much ol the concern of gentrification has been broad-not

necessarily concerned with specific pockets-but instead with the city as a whole, For instance,

recently a group of local organizations including affordable housing developers, social service

organizations, and elderly advocate groups began meeting to discuss the impacts ol

gentrification on the community with a primary concern that redevelopment, increased property

values and increased rent levels are causing longtime residents to be displaced (Oregonian

1999). This group had representation from all over the city.

Nonetheless, the study of gentrification is most appropriate on a smaller scale.

Researchers, academicians, community leaders and residents generally refer to a neighborhood

or a business district as experiencing gentrification, not a county or a city. Most analytical studies

of gentrification focus on two or three census tracts when trying to describe gentrification and its

impacts.

A reason for first providing a counhr/wide assessment was to use the data and analysis to

determine areas that are likely experiencing gentrification, rather than base a case study on

anecdotal data and community perceptions. But, in describing the impact of gentrilication on a

neighborhood level, these perceptions and stories are important.

The following section takes a closer look at one area in inner southeast Portland. This

particular cluster of census tracts was chosen because of some initial elements that allude to the

possibility of gentrilication, specifically a great increase in house value and a shitt of the modal

mortgage borrower from low- or moderate- income to upper-income.

The first study is of the central core of Hawthorne Boulevard, a popular shopping district

in Southeast, and the emerging Belmont Street.
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Figure 11

The three census tracts of this case study fall within the neighborhoods of Sunnyside and

Richmond. Havythorne serves as the focal point of the community as a popular commercial

district that has blossomed in the 1990s. Havvthorne has seen significant investment in the

commercial structures, as well as the surrounding residential community.

Most of the housing in Sunnyside and Richmond was built before World War ll. While the

area was hit by the recession in the 1980s,-it did not experience significant deterioration of

housing stock that could have led to abandonment or demolition. ln fact, more than 75% of the
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housing stock in these census tracts is over 50 years old. As would be expected, more

residential properties over 50 years old are found in the two tracts closest to downtown, with tract

13.01 with 81Yo and tract 13.02 at 86% (Census 1996). This area saw little residential

construction between 1 990 and 1 996 with only 1 9 structures less than 1 0 years old in 1996,

representing less than 0.05% of the total housing stock (Census 1996). Most of the change to

the housing stock in these tracts was through remodeling rather than redevelopment.

lncrsase in House Value and Gross Rent

These census tracts were chosen for further study because of the high rate of

appreciation in house value. Each of the census tracts experienced increases in house value at

rates significantly higher than the countywide 1O2o/o rala of house value appreciation, and then to

a lesser degree the countywide increase ol 35"/" in median gross rent. These tracts represent

three ol the four census tracts with the greatest rates of increase in all of inner southeast

Portland.

Table2. Change in medlan house value and msdlan gross rent ln
census tracts 13.01, 13.02, and 14,00, 1990 to 1996.

Consus
Tract

1990 ]f,edlan
House value

1996 Medlan
House Value

% Change
House Value

1990 iledlgn
GrosS Rent

1996 lledaan
Gro3s Rarfi

% Change
Gro$ Rent

't 3.01

13.02
14

45,500
50,800
48,100

1 10,000
125,000
120,000

141.76o/o
146.060h
149.48o/o

347
408
373

500

560
532

44.09/"
37 .25o/"
42.63/"

Data Sources: 1990 U.S. Census ol Population and Housing and 1996 American Community Survey

On the other hand, the increases in gross rent did not represent the highest rates of

change in inner Southeast, but they were among the highest rent levels. This may be a reflection

of the number ol single-family houses in this area which representT2o/o of the total housing

stock. There are few large apartment complexes (only 0.1% of the structures have more than 4

units), with most of them located only along the main commercial strips of Hawthorne. This

composition ol housing units provides a traditional neighborhood for renovation by gentrifiers who

view the renovation ol single-family homes as a good investment, A walk through any

neighborhood off Hawthorne or Belmont shows for sale signs and extensive remodeling of

homes.

New Upper lncome Homebuyers
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The shift to upper income homeowners appears to have begun prior to 1993 in the

westernmost census tracts of 13.01 and 13.02. While the 1990 median family income lor tracts

13.01 and '13.02 was less than the county median, the most common house loan borrower was

from the highest income level in 1993. Level #5 borrower remained the most common borrower

in 1996 and Table 2 shows an increase in the median family income.

Table 3. Median Family lncome and lncome l.evel of the Modal Home
Mortgage Borrower, 1990 - 1996.

'Percent of Mutlnomah County Median Family lncome
*'Definition of Modal lncome Borrower Levels

Level #1 : 1990 <51"/o MSA Median Family income LevEl #2
Level #3: 1990 81 -95% MSA Median Family lncome Level #4
Level #5: 1990 >120% MSA Median Family lncoms

1990 51-80% MSA Median Family lncome
1990 96-120% MSA Median Family lncome

Data Sources: Tita Egan, Trends in Home Purchase qportunities Multnomah @unty, Oregon 1993-1996,
199O U.S. Census of Populalion and Housing and 1996 American Community Suruey

The change between '1993 and 1996 that did occur was in tract 14. ln 1993, tract 14's

most common loan applicant was from income level #4 and level f2. These represented a split

between low-income borrowers and middle-income borrowers. By'1996, the most common

borrower was from income level #5. This tract also saw an increase in the median family income.

The ditference between the westernmost tracts and tract 14, which is further from Hawthorne

Boulevard's commercial core, may represent a progression of gentrification in this neighborhood.

Gentrilication is moving east as the core area between 30h and 39h Avenues is satiated.

Gentification of the Commercia! fuea: Crcating an lmage For Hawthorne

Gentrification of the commercial area ol Hawthorne may also be shifting to the east. ln

1992, Rachel Hardyman looked at the gentrification of Hawthorne's retail core defined as the

area between 32nd and 39th Avenues. She describes the transformation ol the boulevard lrom a

rundown commercial strip to a neighborhood retail center with a unique image. lnitially,

Havvthorne received an infusion of public lunding lor storefront renovations to aid in the

revitalization process. Hardyman defined the change from revitalization to gentrification as the

point when there were no longer vacancies in the commercial buildings, indicating that demand in

the area was greater than the supply ol commercial property. A less dubious definition of

Cencus
Tract

1990 Medlan
Fam. lncome'

199!l Modal
lncomo Borrowrf

1996 Modal
lncome Borrowel*

1996 Median
Fam. lncome'

13.01
't3.02

14

7O/o

98%
847o

Level #5

Level #5

L€v€ls #4 & #2

Lev6l #5

Level #5

Level #5

80%
115%
99%
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commercial gentrilication would be that revitalization becomes gentrification when local

businesses are displaced from their previous location. She describes the movement of local

businesses further and further from the core as they are displaced by shops that promulgate the

newly created image. George's Bagdad Shoe Repair represents a local business that was initially

located in the very center of Hawthorne Boulevard's commercial core, at 37h and Hawthorne. As

changes started to occur and the Bagdad Theatre was renovated, George's move lrom its prime

location around the corner on 37s Street. Eventually it moved out of the core, east of 39h

Avenue which represented the boundary of the retail district, to 4'l$ and Hawthorne.

Another definition of gentrification of commercial areas could involve the transformation of

a neighborhood retail center to a regional retail center. Hawthorne seems to have so

successfully cralted its image that it has become a destination spot for people from all other

Portland. The businesses have shifted further and lurther away from serving local needs to

serving regional demands.

ln Hardyman's view, Hawthorne's revitalization has taken a unique form 'tloser to a

Bohemian lifestyle than yuppie...the people on the street are not the BMw-driving, fashion-

conscious, wine bar set usually associated with gentrification. (Hardyman 1992, page 2)." She

claims that rather than being priced out of th6 neighborhood, local residents have benefited from

commercial improvements that "represent the interests of a large portion of the neighborhood.

(Hardyrnan '1992, page 21 )." This purports that gentrification of the commercial district has not

been followed by gentrification of the residential community. Evidence regarding increases in

housing prices and changes in the income level of the most common loan borrower suggest

otherwise. Hardyman's conclusion is probably more indicative of the stage of revitalization that

Hawthorne was experiencing in the late 80s/early 90s.

Her description ol the "bohemian" lifestyle of the neighborhood residents may reflect the

"rogue gentrifiers" who first began investing in the community's commercial and residential

properties. But, the gentrification continued into the late nineties with morE local businesses

being priced out of the district. ln fact, Hawthorne is home to two new'Mne bars," and while it

may not be rampant with BMWs it has its own share ol sports utility vehicles. ln Hardyman's

thesis, she includes a photo of a neighborhood tavern, the Tu-be Tavern. lnterestingly, by 1996

the Tu-be's doors were closed and it was renovated into an upscale restaurant and bar.

George's Shoe Repair also laced one more relocation moving further down Hawthorne to 44th

Avenue.
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Belmont Becomes the "Junior" Shopping District

Belmont Street appears to be the next emerging hot spot in Southeast Portland. As retail

space along Hawthorne becomes harder to find, shops began locating on Belmont in the mid-

nineties. A more thorough analysis of Belmont Street may show the expansion of commercial

gentrilication northward. Belmont has the sama advantages of quality housing stock and the

proximity to downtown that a streetcar neighborhood gives, but its commercial strip takes a little

ditferent form than Hawthorne, helping explain why it experienced an upswing atterwards.

Belmont Street does not have the dense central core that Hawthorne does. It is interspersed

with single family residences and small multi-plexes between commercial buildings, lt does not

have the dense older apartment buildings that are common along Hawthorne.

While Hawthorne's gentrification seems to have been started with the commercial district,

Belmont's revitalization appears to have followed the residential revitalization. Belmont saw the

redevelopment of an abandoned dairy into a chic urban, mixed-used development with an

upscale grocery store and soon to follow townhouses. Residents of the Belmont Dairy have

referred to themselves as "urban pioneers," viewing the Sunnyside neighborhood as more

relaxed urban living (Add citation). While they see themselves as pioneers, the residents of a

development like the Belmont Dairy are entering the stage of gentrification in the middle. The

neighborhood has already seen significant change and investments in Sunnyside are not seen as

risky, The main core of Belmont is in census tract 13.02. This most common home mortgage

borrower in 1993 was already f rom the highest income group, with 1996 representing a

continuation of a process that started in the early 1990s. But, now some of the impacts of

gentrif ication are surf acing.

"Not ln My Backyard" Syndrome

A recent article in The Oregonian described a change in the type of residents in the

Sunnyside neighborhood, "[Sunnyside has] doctors and lawyers and young people moving in,

and they're very articulate (Kenning 1998)." With this change has come a'conflict of values"

between new residents in the Sunnyside neighborhood and social service organizations.

Complaints about transients forced a three-month closure of an established soup kitchen

operated by the Sunnyside Methodist Church. The Director of the kitchen felt, "Gentrification

has really had an etfect [in Sunnyside]" with new residents "redefin[ing] the neighborhood

tolerance for poor people (Kenning 1998)." The President ol the Sunnyside Neighborhood

Association agreed that new residents moving in are atlecting how social services are viewed,

"[they] are not used to things such as transient loot tratfic (Kenning 1998)."
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Gentrif ication in tracts 13.01 , 1 3.02 and 14 seem to have followed the revitalization of the

commercial strip of Hawthorne Boulevard. The'luniof'commercial streets of Division Street and

Belmont Street have also experienced revitalization, but they are in different stages. lnstead,

their revitalization has more likely followed the gentrification ol the surrounding residential

community. Hardyman's analysis coupled with the more recent analysis ol the American

Community Survey data and Egan's analysis ol home mortgage data allows for some insight into

the stages of gentrification. Hardyman's 1992 analysis is more representative of the early stages

of gentrification in Hawthorne's central core. The mortgag€ data indicates that the census tracts

west ol 39h Avenue had made a shift in population, or at least the income level of loan

applicants, to upper income households by 1993, while the period from 1993 to 1996 saw the

expansion of Hawthorne's gentrification eastward.
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Policy implications

The issue of gentrification is continually being raised at the local level. Citizens in the

Gray Panthers oppose legislation lhat would overturn the city of Portland's new atfordable

housing preservation ordinance. The issue became the focus of a meeting that had been called

to voice concern about problems of gentrilication in North and Northeast Portland. A committee

has formed to focus on gentrification (Nokes 1999).

Affordable Housing

A recent study by U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (1998) outlines a

crisis in rental housing. The major finding of the report was that economic growth alone will not

ameliorate housing needs of low-income families. Families working full-time at minimum wage

are not able to f ind decent housing in the private housing market (HUD 1998). The HUD study

locused on '\^/orst case" needs housing at the national level, and found the gap between low-

income renters and low income housing greatest in the western region. Portland is one of the

cities facing that growing mismatch.

The discussion of negative impacts of gentrification centers around displacement of low-

income residents. Community advocates have voiced their concern over the "affordable housing

crisis" in Portland. As gentrification becomes more prevalent in Portland and historically

affordable inner cily neighborhoods are upgraded, the stock of atfordable housing will become

even scarcer, exacerbating the crisis. Many studies reference Portland's high cost of living,

rapidly rising housing prices and relatively stagnant income levels. Concern is growing about

what will happen if Portland continues to lose affordable housing through building use-

conversions and the effects of gentrilication while also facing federal cuts in rental assistance

programs (HUD 1998).

Community development corporations (CDCs) are looked to help provide affordable

housing. But, the revitalization in neighborhoods impacts their abilities to build housing. As inner

city neighborhoods, especially North and Northeast Portland see declines in vacancy rates,

property tax delinquencies and the availability of vacant land for new development, CDCs are

having to become more creative. One CDC representative stated, "Land is getting so scarce it is

becoming more and more dilficult to find vacant lots in the neighborhood we serve (Seigel

1998)." They are now competing against the private market to development properties in

neighborhoods that just ten years ago were begging for development.
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ln addition, the number of CDCs seMng Portland's inner city neighborhoods has

dramatically increased in the last ten years. There are now over ten organizations providing

affordable housing in North and Northeast Portland (Levine 1999). They must all compete for

land and dwindling financial resources, Nonprofits are "the sole guarantor of long-term

atfordable housing" and with gentrification, as well as general market forces which make

providing additional aflordable housing is increasingly more ditficult.

Not-ln-My-Backyard

The case study of Hawthorne Boulevard proMdes an example of neighborhood residents

opposing social service programs in the neighborhood. The closure ol the Sunnyside soup

kitchen followed a long series of problems in another Southeast neighborhood where

neighborhood residents wanted St. Francis Dining Hall to close its doors. This conflict was

resolved and the congregate meal site serving a large number of homeless people was allowed

to stay open.

Neighborhood conflicts have also risen when other services are proposed. ln Buckman, a

residential home for gang-affected youth and a methadone clinic for drug addicts was fought, as

well as the siting ol the Clark Center, a shelter for homeless men. ln north Portland, a local CDC

received complaints from residents who were less than thrilled about a new affordable housing

development in their neighborhood. Some viewed the backlash as a result of gentrification-

new, less tolerable, upper income residents.

As the profile of the neighborhood's resident changes, the ability ol a neighborhood to

organize against the siting of certain services may increase. Sunnyside Methodist Church saw a

change in the way in which nearby residents viewed their services from one of community

support to one ol conflict. But, the Director did see the conflict as uselul in pointing out ways in

which the meal site could be managed better.

Evaluating Public Revitalization Programs

It is becoming increasingly more complicated to evaluate housing revitalization policies,

since it is becoming less and less appropriate to assume that areas targeted lor renewal will

remain poor and continue to decline (Bailey 1997).

lnterestingly, the Sunnyside neighborhood described in the previous case study, is

designated as a "distressed area" by the City of Portland. Neighborhoods designated as

distressed areas are residential areas seen as "detrimental to the safety, health and welfare of

the community by reason of deterioration, inadequate or improper facilities; the existence of

unsafe or abandoned structures; or any combination of these or similar fastors (City of Portland
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1996a)." The main criteria for establishing distressed areas is a median income level at 80

percent or less the area median and poor housing conditions or derelict buildings (City of

Portland 1993a). Sunnyside was approved as a distressed area in May 1990 (City of Portland

1993a) and remained designated as distressed aroas through the study period of 'l 990 to 1996,

giving it access to certain public incentives lor revitalization.

By 1993, there were indications that Sunnyside was revitalizing. lt is understandable why

the neighborhood would remain in a classification that would give it acc€ss to tools for

revitalization, but it is surprising that the neighborhood continued to receive a special

classilication in 1996 when gentrification was more prevalent. One issue this raises is at what

point are public programs deemed a success and discontinued; and, at what point does the

public revitalization program start aiding the gentrification process. Hardyman (1992) described

the public, storefront renovation program as a large factor in the initial revitalization of Hawthorne

Boulevard.

Public agencies often rely on decennial census data for designating distressed areas

eligible for various forms of public assistance, such as Community Development Block Grants,

low interest home repair loans, storefront renovations, etc. The 1990 census data does not paint

a very accurate picture ol the status of the neighborhood in 1996.

Myron Orfield (1997) recommends consciously targeting public revitalization efforts on

low-income areas that are adjacent to gentrilying neighborhoods. His rationale is that these

neighborhoods have a stronger chance of benefiting lrom the market forces in the gentrifying

communities rather than a neighborhood that is surrounded by poverty. His focus is on

capitalizing on "spill-ove/'effects that gentrifying communities can have for neighboring areas.

(Orfield 1997, Bailey 1997). Orfield does not go on to discuss some of the negative aspects of

gentrification such as the displacement ol the original community.

Gentrilication lurther complicates the evalualion of public policies aimed at revitalization.

Most studies, this one as well, provide a simple before-and-after snap shot of a neighborhood

and try to draw conclusions. There is question about whether this is an appropriate way to

measure the impact of urban renewal policies and programs. lt becomes more and more

important to know how the renewal policies has atfected the change in the neighborhood or if

change occurred as a result of existing market forces (Bailey & Robertson 1997). Was the

renewal a result of urban revitalization policies, market driven gentrification, or a combination of

the two? Would the neighborhood have revitalized without public intervention?

Bailey describes how the wider concern for people moves the emphasis of renewal

policies from the physical housing stock of households to the flow of households. Typical

evaluation methods assess the characteristics of a particular neighborhood<hange in
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unemployment, change in house price, change in the number of businesses, etc.+ut, they do

not take the impacts of the urban policy on the original residents ol the neighborhood. As John

Powell wamed, the policies and programs may "benefit the neighborhood but not the neighbors'

(Spicer 1997).

Locally, people are con@rned with the impacts of gentrification in neighborhoods

designated as urban renewal districts (Stewart 1999). A recent pr@ess of designating the outer

southeast neighborhood of Lents as an urban renewal district led to concerns that the

neighborhood is already experiencing increases in housing costs due to gentrification.

Community members disagreed about whether or not is was appropriate to use the urban

renewal process to revitalize the neighborhood in the face of gentrification and the feeling that

lower income residents were being priced out the housing market in the neighborhood. Lents

has been designated as an urban renewal district, but program managers have been challenged

to track the level of gentrification that occurs.

ln Northeast the concern about public revitalization programs centers around the type of

residents and new homeowners they bring to the community. A former technical advisor for the

Albina Community Plan in Northeast Portland reflected that when the community was looking for

economic diversity in their predominant low income community, 'the thing that they lailed or

missed in dreaming is that in Oregon, the middle class tends to be white" (Huntsberger 1999).

Suburbanization of Povefi
Poverty appears to be dispersing in Multnomah County. More census tracts have a

poverty population with noticeable increases in the suburban communities. This study does not

include the surrounding suburban communities of Clackamas and Washington Counties in

Oregon and Clark County, Washington; but, there is evidence that poverty is also increasing in

the suburbs. Nationally, HUD (1 998) reports that of worst case needs housing situations, one-

third are in suburban communities. City Commissioner Eric Sten asks, 'Uo any of us really

believe that if we don't build atfordable housing, the poor will go away from Gresham or

anyrrrhere else? Of course not. They will concentrate in ghettos in Grssham, Hillsboro [a

Washington County suburbl, and all the other non-atfluent communities" (Oregonian 1997). He

made this statement in response to a lreeze on affordable housing construction in Gresham.

There is evidence that people moving out of gentrifying neighborhoods may be relocated

in decentralized, suburban locations (Wilson 1992). A woman who was displaced lrom northeast

Portland stated that'!ou have to go to the suburbs to find atfordable housing (Huntsberger

1999)." While many will debate whether suburban communities are providing their lair share'ol
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atfordable housing, the notion that inner city neighborhoods are the place to find affordable

housing is fading.

With the move of lower income people to the suburbs is the move of African Americans

out of inner city neighborhoods. Urban poverty analyst John Powell reported that as the wealth is

growing in the inner city, low income Alrican Americans are leaving. He stated that until 1980,

Portland African Americans led the nation in homeownership rates, but that by 1996 the number

of black homeowners has dropped below the nation's average (Spicer 1997). He worries that

gentrification of African-American communities will put Portland at risk of becoming like Paris,

where 'the rich people live in the city and the poor people live in the suburbs" (Spicer 1997).

A long time resident of a historically African-American community in Portland made the

statement about the new residents investing in the neighborhood: "You look at all the people.

They're not black. I thought you people were too scared to come over into this neighborhood"

(Mayer 1996). A queslion that remains, and that the data allows us to speculate about, is where

are African-Americans moving, and what are their reasons for moving. A large portion of the

community lears that low income African Americans are being displaced due to gentrification and

are forced lor move to suburban communities where they do not have a support network. A

young single mother who moved to the suburbs for cheaper housing, found that she lost a lot

from being separated from her community, her lamily and friends, and her church (Huntsberger

l eee).

Lastly, are the suburbs ready? lf low income people, both minority and White, are moving

to the suburbs, are their adequate services?
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Conclusion

How do we know when revitalization in neighborhoods turns into gentrification?

lncumbent upgrading is the ideal form of revitalization. The neighborhood benefits and the

current residents benefit, But, this is not the form of revitalization that is most common in

Portland neighborhoods. Most often when we see a house or storefront being renovated, we find

that a new homeowner is behind the effort. This new homeowner is typically middle or upper

class and White. Will Portland retain its moniker as a "livable" city at the expense of low income

residents? Do we need to start asking "livable lor whom?"

The comparison of 1990 census data and 1996 American Community Survey data

allowed for some conclusions to be made that support the theory that many Portland inner city

neighborhoods are experiencing gentrification. A core of inner city neighborhoods experienced:

o Decrease in the concentratlon of poverty

o Rapidly rising propefi values

o lncreases in rent prices

o Housing appreclatlon ln tracts wlth predomlnantly older homes

t geographic shifi of the Alrlcan-Amerlcan population out of the inner city

Gentrification is an oft talked about issue in Portland, and but identifying it before the

negative impacts happen is more difficult. Gentrification does not look the same in every city, nor

in every neighborhood within a city. For instance, not all first stage gentrifiers have the same

characteristics (Hutchinson 1992). Policy makers have recognized that public programs and

incentives may play some role, however small, in the gentrification of a neighborhood. But, how

best can it be identified before it is too late.

There is also evidence that low income and minority populations are moving out of

gentrifying, inner city neighborhoods. But, where are they going? This is a topic for another

day's studies, but one worth pursuing. They maybe moving to housing in a nearby neighborhood

or disperse throughout the city or region where the housing is less expensive and often less

desirable. Based on poverty and race information it seems that low income residents are both

moving to nearby neighborhoods-in the case of African Americans along Columbia Boulevard-

and dispersing throughout the county and probably the region.

This research poses as many questions as it answers. lt begs lor a lollow up analysis

once comparison data for surrounding counties are available to provide a more regional

framework. Another next step would research on how a neighborhood gentrifies. The census
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and ACS provide insights into what gentrilication looks like in terms of demographics, and case

studies provide a more physical and community outlook, but these are just snapshots that do not

get at the heart of the process of gentrification. As Jan van Sweep asserts gentrification is a new

research sphere. While the topic is not new, there is much yet to be learned.
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710 NE Holladay, Pofiland, 1regon 97232. Phone: 503-962-2150. Fax: 503-962-2282. trimet.org

June 30,2003

Greetings:

The Portland Mall is 25 years old. When it was completed in 1978, the Portland Mall was an
important catalyst for the revitalization of Downtown Portland. This great lacility is now showing
its age and in need ol major repair. Additionally, changes in the Portland economy have resulted
in fewer retail businesses and a corresponding decrease in pedestrian activity along some parts
of the Portland Mall. Recent actions by the Portland City Council, Metro, TriMet and our other
regional partners supported eflorts to construct light rail on the Portland Mall. This will be a great
opportunity to design and build light rail to address current needs to renovate the Portland Mall,
and enliven this vital corridor with people and businesses.

The Portland Mall Revitalization Project takes an integrated approach to redesigning the Sth and
6th Avenues for light rail, renovating the existing Portlind Mall, and reinvigorating commercial and
pedestrian activities. Since January, the project's Steering Committee has studied how best to
design the Portland Mall. The City of Portland, Metro, and TriMet, in conjunction with a
Community Advisory Committee of downtown businesses and neighborhood representatives,
have collaborated to produce a Public Discussion Draft: Conceptual Design Report. This
report presents information on light rail station designs and amenities on the transit mall as well
as ideas to increase business and pedestrian activities.

I am asking the community to comment on this Conceptual Design Report. The specific issues
include:

Light Rail Station Options;

Special design treatments on Sth and 6th Avenues, including the sidewalk, transit
shelters, intersection design, trees, benches, and art;

Operation ol buses, light rail, and automobiles; and

Construction issues

Also, I welcome your comments on what new kinds ol businesses, activities, or street design
features you think would make the Portland Mall a more attractive and lively place.
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ln July, three Open Houses will otfer the public an opportunity to comment on the report's
preliminary options and designs:

July 8

Noon-'l:30 p.m. and

4:00 -6:00 p.m.

July 9

5:00 -6:30 p.m

July 10

5:00 -7:00 p.m

Central Mall

North Mall Port ol Portland Building

121 NW Everett Street
Porl ol Commissioners Room

South Mall

Portland Building

1 120 SW sth Avenue, Room C, 2nd Floor

PSU Urban Studies Building

506 SW Mill,2'd Floor Gallery Room

The Conceptual Design Report and a visual simulation of how light rail might operale on lhe
Portland Mall will be available at each Open House, as well as online at www.trimet.oro

Additional public meetings and community outreach are planned throughout the summer and
early fall to solicit public input on the proposed Mall Project. For more inlormation or to comment
on the Conceptual Design Report, visit @!I@!gg or call TriMet Community Affairs at 503-
962-21s0.

A final Conceptual Design Report, incorporating public responses and additional technical
analysis, is anticipated by October 1, 2003.

Thank you tor your interest in how our community can capitalize on this opportunity to
reinvigorate the Portland Mall while expanding our light rail system along 5n and 6m Avenues. On
behall of the entire Portland Mall Revitalization Project Steering Committee, I believe you will lind
the future Portland Mall offers exciting opportunities.

With warm regards,

Vera Katz

Mayor

Enclosures
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EXECTJTIVE SUMMARY

Residents arrd visitors to many urban centers conlront panhandlcrs every day. A rvalk down a

nrajor slreet in cities large and small will likely result in at lcast one solicitation by a beggar
seeking sparc change. A handful of streets in alnrost every city colnc to resemble an obstacle
course, with citizens dodging and weaving in order to avoid confrontations.

Although sorne courts have deenred panhandlirrg to have some constitutional protection as

"speecl.r," corrrnrunities have substantial leeway in devising regulations on how and where
panhandling nray occur. [n recent years, dozens olconrmunities havc taken steps to address this
problenr irrcluding: Washington. D.C., Baltimore, Cincinnati, Seattle, San Francisco. Santa

Barbara, Long Beach, Philadelphia, Sacl'amento, Raleigh, Nerv Haven, and Santa Cruz.

Enforcing laws restrictir.rg panhandling is a difficult task and may prove problematic due to
the possible infringenrerrts of the first amendment right, however it has been doue. In 1974, an

Arizona appellate court upheld an ordinance prohibiting loitering flor the purpose of begging
(State ex ru'I. Williaurs v. City Court o['lucson); lor a nrore indcpth evaluatiorr of panhandling
laws, reler to the Panhandling Policy Implementation: Operational Strategy for the City ol
Poltlarrd.

-fhc 
stute ol-Orcgon unrl thc citl ol'Portlartd .lo lurr c llu s lh:rt crrn bc cn ltrrcctl to tliscotrntgc

and possibly reduce panhandling on city streets, liorvever they tend to be eclual to minor olt'cnscs

that District Attomeys are rlot likely to prosecute and iltheydid choose to prosecute these ntinor
oflenses, the penalty for such an offense is inclusive of minimal jail time and violatior.r fines.
The following list are Oregon laws that may be used for Panhandling policy;

t Disorderly Conduct-ORs 166.025
t Menacing-ORS 163.190

) Robbery in the 3'd Degree-ORS 164.395
. Assouh in the 4t' Degree-ORS 163.t60
t Robbery in the 3'd Degree-ORS 164.395
t Petlestrions-Pcc 14.20.060
t Pedestrians-PCC 12.20.060
t Harassmettt-ORS 166.065

The vision ofsocial service organizations are focused on enhancing the lives of those who are

less fortunate by oflering food, shelter, and job training. These orgauizations attempt to
assimilate these people back into society by giving thenr tl're help and resoLrrces thcy need in

order to do so. Social seryiccs tbcus ou recovery lbr panhandlers. Only rvhen these individuals
are able to break away from existing paradigms can they be assistecl and rehabilitated.
With refercnce to panhandlers, t'ew organizations have been enthusiastic in the expansion oltheir
outreach services. The following ideas have been presented by various dedicated non-profit
organizations:



Social Services open houses in Pioneer Square
Mobile Crisis Teams
Businesses directly contact social services with location ol panhandling otlbnder
Social services as a neutral zone where tickets can be worked olf
Active on-street interventions

These suggestions olfer sonre insight into thc vexing dilernrna of panhandling in the inner
city, however, all ofthe proposed suggestions listed above are indepenclent and pulling the stated
activities together to lorm an integrated panlrandling policy may he problematic. An elfective
panhandling policy that will withstand environnrerrtal changcs n'lust be createcl through a

collatroratir c cllort betu'eerr public organizations and nrust be crcatecl in a vcrtical illtegrated
structure [rom the police dcpartr:lent, the city attorney's office, business institutions, to the non-
profit sectors.

Our recommendation is that the City of Portland instituted a requirenrent lor panhandlers to
obtain a city permit lor parrhandlirrg. By implenrenting a pernrit requirenrent structure for
panhandling, the city may be able to curb the panhandling quarrdary irr urban areas. Existing
laws are in place to address the issue of aggressive panhandling and currently, the police
depafinrent has the authority to address aggressive panhandling therefbre, additional policy
creation in this area is unwarranted (OR 120. I ).

Our reconr nrendat iorr is that ilan individual corlrrits an illcgal of'lcrrsc currentl\, in pllcc b_v

Oregon statute. the oflender is then renranded to the police departnrent lor rcgistration purposes
At this poirtt, the ollerrder can then clear their record olpanhandling oll'enses by visiting a non-
profit organization or rehabilitation center dedicated to homeless constituents.

For exantple, ifa panhandling offender is arrested and prosecuted for panhandling, the
penalty may require the panhandler to register rvith Social Services and require a visit to a non-
profit organization for a stated period oltime (shelter or rehabilitation organization) as an

altcrttatir e t() linc that thc ol'lcnder nl y not bc irr a position lo l)r.r\' {tr punh:rrrrllcr rrrav ntrl havc
the revenues to pay a fine). In addition, this structure ofpanhandling policy nray be able to
address the cluestion oladequate space in cityjails (thejails arc not able to hold the increascd
number ol'jai led ollenders).

From a political perspective, implenrenting an aggressive panhandling policy that includes
fines and jail time may be an area sensitive to political pressure; ilimplemented, an aggressive
panhandling policy may impair the ability to cultivate productive relationships with civil rights
advocates and interest $oups and it may to many constituents, appear that the policy is created
to "hide" the poorest population in the city.

On the other hand, by stimulating a collaborative effort on behallolpanhandling policv, the
city has the ability to increase the credibility of urany valuable non-profrt organizations within
the city and by doing so, sends a message that "we care" about all our constituents in Portland
regardless oi inconre status. [n addition, by using the "registration / visitation" piece of tl're

proposed panhandling policy, the city will not be facing an increase in the costs associated with
holding panhandling offenders in city jails.

t
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While these constructive alternatives represent a step in the right direction. they are by no
means ideal or perfect. They are oflfered as exanrples of what Portland can do when addressing
the problem of inner city panhandling and public space issues. However, in most cities where
constructive approaches are implenrented, punitive approaches still exist. Further, constructive
altematives olten provide solutions to the visible ramifications of panhandling while still failing
to addless thc underlying causes

























































































































































































































TEXAS OFFICE

Johnson & Associotes

83OB Tecumseh Drive

Austin, Texos 787 53-57 45

5121339-9000

ix512/832'OQO2

Johnson & Associoles prhcipob

Koye Wilnn, Chle )ohnson, ond

Steve Vossallo.

iltsstsstPPt oFFtcE

Johnson & Associotes

P.O. BOX 493

Oxford, Mississippi 38655

601/594-1919

fx 601/853-6095

www.JATodoy.com

emoil: iohnson@JATodoy.com

Johnson & Associotes' Principol ond Chief Executive

Officer, Chloe Johnson, directs the firm's community

economic development ond €xecutive recruitment

octivilies.

Chloe's duol Certified Economic Developer ond
Certif ied Personnel Consultont professionol
designotions - olong with more thon 25 yeors of octive
leodership in both fields - moke her o uniquely quolified

resource for o community interested in building o strong

economy ond hiring the right executive to monoge it.

Chloe k experienced in monoging locol chombers of
commercg stotewide industriol development progroms,

site locotion proiects,

ond smoll businesses.

She developed the
PALM model of
economic development
(Plonning . Assessment .

Leodership . lvlorketing),

ond in 1986 founded
Johnson & Associotes to

teoch thot method to
communities seeking
growth.

ln oddition to her
prof essionol experience,

Chloe hos received
intensive troining ot the

Economic Development
lnstitute ond the U.S. Chomber of Commerce lnstitute

for Orgonizotion Monogement. She hos been on
instructor for the Economic Development Course ot
Texos A&M University ond the Community
Development lnstitute ot the University of Centrol
Arkonsos. She remoins current on key issues through

porticipotion in numerous professionol courses ond
seminors. Chloe hos been nomed to Wo's Wo in
Finonce ond lndustry ond is listed in the Americon
Biogrophicol lnstitute's lnlernolionol Direclory of
Dis tinguished Leodership.

Koye Wilson is Johnson & Associotes' Director of
Operotions ond o Principol in the firm. She coordinotes

community economic development ond executive
recruitment functions ond is primory monoger of
executive recruitment octivities.

With l0 yeors in monogeriol ond executive recruitment

positions, Koye is on expert in defining the skills ond

personolity troits required for o position ond in finding
the right person for the iob. As o supervisor with the

Texos Commission on Low Enforcement, Koye
reviewed quolificotions for employment stondords qnd

certificotion levels. As on investigotor for the Texos

Deportment of Humon Resources, she fine+uned key
investigotive skills. Since 1988, Koye hos put her

consideroble skills ond resources to work ot
Johnson & Associotes, ensuring thot oll Johnson &
Associotes'iob condidotes meet the strictest
stondords.

Koye porticipotes regulorly in courses on personnel

monogemenl, equol opportunity employment, ond

interview techniques. She provides both written
guidelines ond verbol cooching to clients prior to
the interview process. With this level of
preporotion, Johnson & Associotes' clients con
porticipote in prospecl interviews with knowledge
of their porometers ond confidence of their
complionce with current hiring regulotions.

Steve Vossollo, CED, is Johnson & Associotes'

Economic Development Speciolist who hos helped

citiesond counties ochieve their development gools.

Assembling recruiting trips to Hollond, Conodo,
.lopon, Mexico, Toiwon ond Sweden, he hos

successfully locoted business from seven countries.

ln McKinney, T exos, 27 months of promotion

resulted in 23 business locotions including
componies f rom Hollond, ltoly ond Toiwon.

Steve estoblished o Sister City relotionship with
Sollefteo, Sweden for lvlodison, Mississippi, leoding

to the locotion of three Swedish componies during
1997-1998. This Sister City progrom wos voted

"Best First Yeor Progrom" in the United Stotes by
Sister Gties lnternotionol in Moy, 1998. The Sister

City progrom continues with business conferences

ond exchonge visits between cily ond economic

development off iciols. More Swedish locotions ore
onticipoted.
Steve wos instrumentol in locoting twenty other
componies in Modison, Mississippi during his first
24 months ond the Modison County Economic

Development Foundotion's membership wos
tripled.
A veteron of speculotive building promotions,

Lockheed Support Systems wos locoted in
Modisonville, Kentucky's first spec building,
creoting 150 new iobs. ln Modison, Mississippi,

1,923 ocres were sold in 6 months, cleoring
$129,000 net prof it f or the Development
Authority.
A results oriented individuol, Steve is o speciolist in

oll phoses of economic development. ln oddition
to being o Certif ied Economic Developer, Steve is

olso ce*ified by the Notionol Development Council

os on Economic Development Finonce Professionol,

ond is o groduote of the Economic Development
lnstitute in Normon, Oklohomo.



Evervone wins I P,l""ned economic

*nii-iii'iriiiii" I develonment brinss

-r- -l-t .- --.1.-.- I more lobs, more toxDanneo, Dostilve a ,

5;;;;i. I dollors, ond more
D' - "'"' ' disposoble income

into your communily. You ottroct
ond retoin more people in o

cooperotive environment. Quolity
of life ond residents' ottitudes soor.

And oll it tokes ore the resources

you hove ovoiloble todoy, plus

Johnson & Associotes.

The Johnson & Associotes PALM
model of community economic
development guides you through

the steps necessory to become o

cohesive community with on

oppeoling locotion ond o cleor
messoge for your prospects.

Wi*sJlg"ropmenr requires
preporotion. We begin with o strotegic plonning

session thot gives you o competitive odvontoge
over other communities. We will help you
develop plons which include both notionol ond
internotionol morketing. Sister city progroms

ore proving quite successlul both in the United
Stotes ond obrood. Acquiring the lond for on

industriol pork ond proper development of the
pork is one of our speciolties.

ASSESSMENT
To prepore for growth, you must

look ot your community through on outsider's
eyes. Whot ore your best ond worst feotures?

How do you compore to the neighboring
communities? How do your f eotures motch up

to o relocotion prospect's needs?

With Johnson & Associotes you will get stroight
onswers ond cleor direction. Performing o
meoningful community ossessment is one of
J&A's primory strengths.

LEADERSHIP
Even if you hove o stoff devoted to

economic development, prospects wont to heor

from the community. lf your existing industries

like their locotion, they will be more inclined to
ossist you in recruiting new industries. Privote
f oundotions ond public/privote portnerships ore
the woy of the future.

MARKETING
After oll the plonning ond

preporotion, you ore reody for oction.
lnnovotive morketing moteriols, o results-
oriented odvertising progrom, identif ying
prospects ond developing leods ore iust o few
of the woys Johnson & Associotes con help you
in morketing your community's ossets.

Becouse we've recruited numerous foreign f irms,

we ore skilled ot orgonizing internotionol
morketing trips.

tllake the RiBht Choice
for Yourcelf"and Your Community
Johnson & Associotes speciolizes in community
executive recruitment - motching community needs

with the gools ond quolificotions of outstonding
professionols from ocross the United Stotes ond
Europe. Through more thon 25 yeors of involvement

in the community developmenl ond personnel
morkets, Johnson & Associotes principols hove built

on impressive network ond on extensive dotobose
of community executives.

let Us take the "Search" out of
Executive Search
One of the most difficult ond sensitive ospects of on

executive seorch is identifying the best-quolified
condidotes. Top professionols rorely conduct o iob
seorch on the open morket. lf you wont them, you

must first know who they ore.

We know the quolificotions ond the ospirotions of
hundreds of outstonding professionols. We know
how to reoch the right individuol while mointoining

the strictest confidence. When you use Johnson &
Associotes, you demonstrote the importonce of your

executive position, which helps otlroct top tolent.

Your Choice of Choice Candidates
Once you engoge Johnson & Associotes, your work
is bosicolly done. We work with you to define the

ideol condidote. Then we identify oppropriote
prospects through our dotobose ond internotionol
network, ond present you with o summory of
prospect quolificotions for on initiol screening.

Your top condidotes receive o thorough bockground
investigotion. When you ore
reody to see the finolists in

person, Johnson &
Associotes coordinotes
interview schedules ond
logistics. Before the
interviews, we provide
condidote summory ond
evoluotion forms, os well os

suggested questions to osk

the condidotes. We olso
prepore you with interview
guidelines including EEOC
regulotions.

Unbiased Negotiation
Johnson & Associotes provides
complete services with one
importont exception: executive
compensotion negotiotion. Our
fee is bosed on the executive
solory, so we encouroge you to
negotiote with your chosen
condidote directly. Unlike others
in the executive recruitment field,
we don't feel we con represent
your best interests from both sides

of the negotiotion toble.

Our service doesn't end when the

condidote occepls your offer. We
f ollow-up with both porties
regulorly to ensure continued
sotisfoction.

A Solid Guanntee
Johnson & Associotes will locote
on occeptoble replocement during

the first six months should the
community be dissotisf ied for
whotever reoson.

Usins Our Network
is Ging Your Head
When you ore seorching for the
very best community executive,
you don't hove time for mistokes

Johnson & Associotes is olwoys
the right choice.
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Iohnson & Associates
Steve Vassallo, CED
Economic Development Specialist

P O. Box 493
Oxford, MS 18655
Phone 601.594.1 919
Fax 601.853.609s
Email: Steve@lAToday.com
wwwlAToday.com



2001 Accomplishments

TUTIA, TEXAS

SEABROOI(, TEXAS

CUERO, TEXAS

MAD|50N, Mr55155rPPr:

MONT 8EI.VIEU, TEXAS:

sAN ANTONIO AREA, TE)GS:

FEC EI.ECTNC, INC.:

TEAM TAI.K:

STRATEGIC PTAN IACII,IIATION

SPEAKTNG ENGAGEISNTS

ECONOMIC DEVEI.OPMEilT..

SEARCHE&

What has JEA done for our clients lately?

Sold 35,0@ s.f. fociliry - hod been "voconf br the prwious 1 
'l 

yeors. Formed on economic dorclopment ollionce with Bohio
De Coroquez, Ecuodor.

Formed o privote economic dwelopment foundolion - first ol its kind ever in the city. Formed on economic development
ollionce with Sonto Cruz in the Golopogos lslonds (Ecuodor), nnrking 6e "ffr$ time" o breign ollionce hod been mode between
theGolopogos lslonds ond on)n,fiere in the world.

Formed o business ollioncewith Vimmety, Sweden. Visited Vimmerby in June to rofify ogreement Edrablished the foundotion
6r o relofionship with Miguel Alemon, lvlexico.

J&A ret:ined for 3rd yeor os progress continues.

Compl*ed Strotegic Plonning Relreot. Proposed 20 recommendotions which 
'"ere oll odopted.

Conducned o hoining seminorwih 27 communities outlining economic development priorifies for 2j/]_1-2002.

J&A rehcined br 'lOlh yeoroswe conlinue to wo*wifi $e communities in their service oreo.

PEC Elechic Coopemtirre, lrr. [X]; Communily Development lnstitute {TX}; Cleor Loke Areo Economic Darelopment Foundotion

ITX); Cit/ of Morble Folls (TX); Notionol Rurol Economic Devebpers Associotion (SC); Rockwoll Chomber o[ Commerce {TX};
Polmetlo Economic Developmenl Corporotion (SC).

Monsfteld (TX) Economic Development Corporolion; Port lsobel (TX) Economic Developmenl Corporotion; City of Srchedz
(TX); Rockwoll (il) Chomber of Commerce.

Greoter Conroe Economic Dwelopment Corporolion (TX); Kentucky Associotion of Counties (KYl; Tulso Areo Portnership
(OK); L,ouisiono lndustriol Dwelopment Executives Associotion (lA); Wheeler Economic Development Corporotion (TX);

Economic Developmenl Course (TX) .

CIIY MANAGER SEARGHES: City Monoger execulive seorches in the Texos cilies o{ Budo; Morble Folls; Silsbee; Vidor

Broarnsville Economic Development Council (TX); Cleor l.,oke Areo Economic Dorelopment Foundoton 1tX1; Foirfield lndustriol
Development Corporotion (TX); Goinesville Economic Development Corporotion (TXl; Linden Economic Dwelopmenl
Corporolion [X]; The Economic Development Allionce of Jeflerson County (Pine Bluff, AR)
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Johnson & Associotes

8308 Tecumseh Drive

Austin, Texos 787 53- 57 45

s12/339-9000

k512/832-OOO2
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Johnson & Associoles

P.O. BOX 493

Oxford, Mississippi 38655

&1/594-1919

Fx 60l /853-6095 $

Just think what we could do
to improve your communityl

"Johnson E fusociates...A Results Oriented Company"

"We enioy others reoding oboutour clients' successes."

--Chloe Johnson, CED, CPC

"We dilferentiote betueen oction ond discussion. We only moke recommendolions lo be implemented, not pondered."
--Koye Wilson

"We only need to be hired by those communities lhotore serious. Success is poromountin our lhought process."
--Steve Vossolo, CED

www.JATodoy.com

emoil : iohnson@JAT{qy.com'ki.

Johnson 6 Associates
COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENI / EXECUTIVE RECRUITMENT


