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Introduction

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). Is that the case in Portland? Economist often consider
gentrification to have peaked in the 1970s and 1980s (O’Sullivan 1996, Redfern 1997). In
Portland the inner westside neighberhoods saw revitalization with the emergence of Northwest
23" and 21 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 Vancouver area are among the most overpriced in the country (Hausman 1998).
Between 1988 and 1997, median housing prices in the Portland metropolitan area rose 128%,
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 of 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 B.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. In fact, the city of Portland saw only a 1.7% 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 from 5.6% in 1990 to 4.4% in 1996 and the vacancy rate for all of Multnomah
County decreased from 5.3% to 4.2%.

This paper will lock at the extent of housing appreciation during 1890-96 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 difficuft to discern when discussing geographic areas
according to census tracts, the data analysis will be followed by a brief review of 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.
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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, Griffith 1995). For the purpose of this analysis, gentrification
will refer to the rehabilitation of low-income neighborhoods for resettlement by middle- or upper-
income residents. It can also be viewed as the upgrading of devalued property or properties that
otherwise would have “filtered down” to lower income households (Lyons 1996, Smith 1996).

“Back to the City" Movement Debunked

The phenomenon of gentrification was quickly dubbed the “Back to the City” movement
by popular theorists in the late 1970’s because of the belief that middle ctass 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 wasteful
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).

In fact, subsequent analyses of gentrification 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).

Economic and Demographic Models of Gentrification

A widely accepted causal model of gentrification involves traditional economic and
demographic principles. Demographic explanations refer to the large number of “baby boomers”
approaching home-buying age in the 1980s 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 1992, 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 feedback 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 final 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 of 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 better” use (Smith 1996, Clark 1995).

Stages of 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, if 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 1o 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, Griffith 1995).

The second stage of gentrification represents lesser risk. The initial “settlement” 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 sales, renovation and new
development. At this point, professional 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 focus 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 4% of 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 “reshuffles” the population by removing low-income 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 property 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 affordable 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 difficult. 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 that 20% of all houssholds move each year {London
1992). Itis also commonly believed that gentrification affects 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 Change and Gentrification

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 African
Americans to experience gentrification and its negative effects (Griffith 1995). One explanation is
the notion that gentrifiers are predominately white and are very reluctant to move into otherwise
desirable, African-American neighborhoods (Griffith 1995, Hutchinson 1992). Conflicting studies
show that gentrification disproportionately displaces African American households, with some
researchers characterizing gentrification as the in-movement of 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. It 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 of 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 reseil! 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 of Cleveland, Ohio (Griffith 1995). Neill Smith’s study of New York City linked
professional women 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. In many cities the gentrification process began in the 1970s,
explaining the early dates of analysis. George Wagner (1995) did a recent study of 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 of variety in data variables, data
availability, and tack of neighborhood-level detail.

American Community Survey

Gentrification can completely transform a neighborhood in a short time. In five years, a
neighborhood may change from a place of poverty, crime and disrepair to a bright, clean, trendy
neighborhood attracting many new residents (Griffith 1995). The magnitude of these abrupt
changes can be lost when analysis is limited to 10-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 of 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 unique opportunity 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 of 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 for 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 variabies 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 often 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 structure was built provides information on whether
a census tract has a significant 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. In addition, large changes in the rate of 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 apartments stayed the same.
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One difficulty 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 five years ago,
measures household mobility and thereby indicates the neighborhood's stability.

Studies indicate that the prevailing racial identity of 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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Income Indicators

Median Family Income

Between 1990-96, median family income in Multnomah County rose from $33,502 to
$41,073, or an increase of 22.6%. 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 fact that family household size is declining, and non-family households were doing
better than family households.

The higher income neighborhoods in Multhomah 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% of the county-wide median were located in North and
Northeast Portland. By 1996, the number of 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 of 80% or below median family income, the number of
low-income tracts rose slightly from 41 to 43 tracts. Increases 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, of the four northeast 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 at 80% 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 Multhomah County
by census tract for 1990 and 1996
expressed as a percent of the countywide median family income

Median Family income by Census Tract

1990 Census
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Percent of County Median Family Income
Higher than 80% MF!
50% to 80% MFI

I 50% or below MFI

Median Family Income by Census Tract
1996 American Community Survey

Data Source: 1990 U S. Census of Population and Housing
and 1996 American Community Survey

Figure 1.
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Median Household Income

Between 1990 and 1996, median heusehold income in Multnomah County rose from
$26,928 to $37,732, an increase of 40.1%. 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 Irvington neighborhood.

In 1990, eight census tracts were at or helow 50% of the median household income of
Multnomah County. Three of these tracts were in inner North and Northeast Portland and five
were in Downtown Portland. By 1996, the number of tracts below 50% of the median increased
to 12, with five 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. Tracts 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 Portiand.
Relative declines in household incomes seem to be occurring in less centrally located
neighborhoods in East Portland.

This data does not corroborate a typical model of gentrification. While relative family
incomes seem to be rising in poorer inner Eastside neighborhoods, thereby suggesting
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 form families their household incomes will likely rise.
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Median household income in Multhomah County
by census tract for 1990 and 1996
expressed as a percent of the countywide median household income.

Median Household Income by Census Tract
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Data Source: 1990 U.S. Cansus of Population and Housing
and 1996 American Community Survey

Figure 2.
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Rate of Poverty

Between 1990 and 1996, the rate of poverty among Mulinomah County residents rose
from 12.8% to 14.1%, 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.

In 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. In 1996, the number of tracts with poverty rates of
30% or more decreased to 11. The concentration of poverty in Northeast Portland appears to
have shifted east. Three tracts west of NE 82nd Avenue has a poverty rate that declined to
below the 30% threshold. Two tracts along 82nd Avenue saw poverty rise above 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 10% increased from 21 to 33.
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Poverty Rate in Multnomah County
by census tract for 1990 and 1996

Poverty Rate by Census Tract
1990 Census

Persons At or Below the Federal Poverty Line
[ ] Less than 10%

10% to 30%

More than 30%

Poverty Rate by Census Tract
1996 American Community Survey

Data Source: 1980 U.S. Census of Population and Housing
and 1996 American Community Survey

Figure 3.
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Race and Ethnicity Indicators

African-Americans

The 1996 American Community Survey reports that African Americans comprise 6.8% of
the county population, Asian and Pacific Islanders, 5.8% and Hispanics, 4.5%. The level of racial
concentration of African Americans is significantly higher than that of Hispanics and Asian
Americans in Multhomah County, both of which comprise of similar percent of the county’s
population as African Americans. At the same time, this degree of concentration is iess 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 “whitest” urban cities
in the nation.

The African-American population in Multnomah County has historically been concentrated
in inner North and Northeast Portland. In 1996, eight census tracts in this area have African
American populations of 45% 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, Gully
Boulevard and the Willamette River.

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 measured 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 19.6% from 1990 to 1996.

In 1990, no tracts east of 82nd Avenue or south of downtown reported more than a 5%
African American population. In 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 5% to
9% African American. At the same time, eight tracts in inner North and Northeast Portland had a
5% 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 125% to 200%, much higher than the
countywide appreciation of 102%.
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Percent of the Population Black in Multnomah County
by census tract for 1990 and 1996

Percent of the Population Black
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N 1996 American Community Survey
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Data Scurce: 1990 U.S. Cansus of Population and Houalng
and 1996 American Community Survey
Figure 4.
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Change in the number of Blacks in Multnomah County
by census tract for 1990 and 1996

/ \ Change in the Black Population by Census Tract
1990 to 1996
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\‘_vf\ = ,_::‘-\_\\ Increase/Decrease less than 200
L
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Date Sourca: 1990 U S Cansus of Pepdation and Hausing
and 1986 American Community Survey

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 1996, 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 to 200% increases in median home

value.
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Asian and Pacific Islanders

Asian and Pacific Islanders 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.

In 1990, only three tracts had a concentration of Asian and Pacific Islanders greater than
15% of the total population, and only eight tracts had an Asian population between 10% 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 15% or more, and 11 tracts had Asian populations that
represented 10% to 14% the 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. In 1996, inner Northeast continues to have very
low levels of Asians, while two tracts in inner Southeast declined in the percent of Asian
Americans.

Hispanics

The Census lists people of “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% from 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 Islander
in Multnomah County
by census tract for 1990 and 1996
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by Census Tract
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Percent of the Papulation Asian and Pacific Islander
by Census Tract
1996 American Community Survey

Data Source: 1980 U.S. Census of Population and Housing
and 1986 Amercan Community Survey

Figure 6.
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Housing Indicators

Median House Value

The rapid appreciation in the inner eastside is most easily shown by ranking each census
tract by the median house prices. In 1990, only four census tracts rated in the top 25%
according to median house value. In 1996, ten tracts in the inner eastside rated in the top 25%,
with median home values greater than $150,000. In Northeast Portland, tracts that jumped from
the top 50% to the top 25% clustered around the previously high ranked tracts along Alameda
Boulevard. In Southeast, two tracts between Division Street and Hawthorne Boulevard increased
their median value to the top 25% tier. This area includes the neighborhoods of Ladd's Addition,
Colonial Heights, Hosford-Abernathy, and Richmond.

Census tracts north of Hawthorne Boulevard in inner Southeast moved from the lower
50% of county home values in 1990 to the second highest value quartile in the county. These
moves illustrate significant changes in the level of low-cost houses in inner Southeast
neighborhoods. Eight tracts in Quter 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 of housing prices in the county shows three main features. First, average
prices tend to be much higher on the westside of 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 Irvington, Alameda,
Laurelhurst, Ladd’s Addition, and Eastmoreland. Third, there are three main pockets of 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 of census tracts in outer
Southeast Portland.

Between 1990 and 1996, the average house price in the county has risen from $61,110 to
$125,000, or an increase of 102%. In 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 than 125%, 29 are iocated east of the Willamette River, and 24 are within
the zone described above. Put differently, of the 38 tracts lying within the inner eastside zone
described above, 24 experienced 125% 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 Quartiles

by Census Tract
1990 Census
iy,
’ : —
\
"W
T

1]

TH

House Value Ranked by Quartiles

Bottom 25% (1-25%)
Bottom 50% (25-50%)
Top 50% (50-75%)
Top 25% {75-100%)

Median House Value Ranked in Quartiles
by Census Tract
1996 American Community Survey

RTH

%T'Ilr'q By,

== 'a

=,

A Data Source: 1990 U.S. Cansus of Population and Housing
and 1996 American Community Survey

Figure 7.

Gentrification in Multnomah County, Oregon Page 24



Percent increase in median house value in Multhomah County
by census tract, 1990 to 1996
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Figure 8.
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Median Gross Rent

In 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 account
the size of units as related to the rent. For instance, downtown and the older inner city
neighborhoods have a higher ratio of 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 of 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 82™ 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
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Figure 9.
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Homeownership Rates and Length of Residence

The predominant form of housing tenure in Multhomah County is homeownership and the
1996 Survey indicates that this pattern has continued. The rate of homeownership has risen
from 55.3% to 56.7% from 1990 to 1996. 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% in 1996, a 1.5% 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. Inaddition, neighborhoods in North,
Nonrtheast 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 10% or more, and only four widely dispersed tracts
experienced a decrease in ownership of 10% or more. Ofithe seven tracts that increased;the
percentage of homeownership, one was located in Northwest, possibly representing a number of
condominium conversions. Five of the cases of rising home ownership were in low-income areas
and reversed trends in the 1980’s of decreased homeownership.

Interestingly, a number of the census tracts with increased rates of homeownership also
saw a significant increase in the percentage of renters who had been in their unit five years or
more. This could represent a "survivor" phenomenon, whereby low-turnover 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 Housing Stock

Comparing the map of housing appreciation with a map of homes built before WWII, we
see an interesting correlation. The “zone of appreciation” is bounded by NE Killingsworth, SE
Powell, 60" Avenue and the Willamette River. Of the census tracts within this zone that
experienced significant appreciation (125% or more), all but one have 50% or more of the
housing stock built in the pre-World War Il era, defined as all structures built before 1942. The
tract in the center of the “zone 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. It's median year is close to the cut-off year, at 1945.

Interestingly, 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 60" Avenue serving as a
border, and the two census tracts just west of 60" Avenue that did not have greater than 125%
appreciation, also do not have a median year the housing structure was built of 1942 or before.

Median year housing structure was built
in Multnomah County by census tract
for 1990 and 1996

- Median Year Housing Structure Built
R ,rx\ by Census Tract 1990 to 1996
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New Construction

The rate of new construction was looked at to determine if significant changes in any of
the variables could be attributed to new housing units. In 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 from 0% to 5%, with most tracts

registering less than 2% rate of new construction.

Table 1. Total Housing Units in Multnomah County,

1990 & 1996
1990 Total 1996 Total | % Change
Area Housing Unlts | Housing Units | in Units
Multhomah County 255,751 273,244]  6.B4%)
Portland 198,319 206,085 3.92%
Gresham 26,978 31,583] 17.07%
Troutdale 2,509 3,856] 53.69%

Data Sources: 1990 U).8. Census of Population and Housing

and 1996 American 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 Community Survey Analysis

Returning to our indicators of gentrification, we find that some were clearly evident in

Portland, while others were either insignificant or inconclusive.

Small Increases in Neighborhood Income and Decrease in 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 different 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 Rising Property Values and Increases 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 River 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. Whiie 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 for rent or house price to live in these inner
eastside neighborhoods.

Limited Conversion of Rental Units to Owner-Occupied Units
Shifts in rental units to owner-occupied units can often be a negative effect of
gentrification, as well as an indicator of gentrification. It is during these shifts that much of 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 of 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

gentrification occurred before 1990.

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 1o 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. Both
displacement to new areas of the city, as well as movement to contiguous neighborhoods seems
to be cocurring 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 affordable 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 of people who
moved out of inner Northeast, areas with significant 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, otherwise the Hispanic population is
relatively dispersed throughout the county.

Decline in 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 4.8% (Census 1998b), Multnomah
County saw a decrease of 6.0% and Portland saw a decrease of 5.5%. 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 Tool For Assessing Gentrification

Comparison of 1990 census data and the 1996 American Community Survey data
illustrates how quickly the demographic and economic factors of an area can change. It provides
a unique opportunity to look at demographic change on a very localized level, prior to the
availability of 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 of the findings from the ACS data. Egan looked at mortgage
credit activity in Multnomah County over a period of four years—1993 to 1996. 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. In many of the low-income neighborhoods, the most common applicant shifted from
low or middle-income households to the upper-income households, suggesting gentrification in

these areas.
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Gentrification in Inner 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 1890 to 1996. The “zone 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 tracts 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 different areas of Multnomah
County. In the case of Portland, much of 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 of
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 countywide 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 gentrification 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 gentrification, specifically a great increase in house value and a shift 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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The three census tracts of this case study fall within the neighborheoods of Sunnyside and
Richmond. Hawthorne serves as the focal point of the community as a popular commercial
district that has blossomed in the 1990s. Hawthorne 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 Il. 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. In 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 81% and tract 13.02 at 86% (Census 1996). This area saw little residential
construction between 1990 and 1996 with only 19 structures less than 10 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.

Increase 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 102% rate of house value appreciation, and then to
a lesser degree the countywide increase of 35% in median gross rent. These tracts represent
three of the four census tracts with the greatest rates of increase in all of inner southeast
Portland.

Table 2. Change in median house value and median gross rent In
census tracts 13.01, 13.02, and 14.00, 1990 to 1996.

Consus| 1990 Median | 1996 Median | % Change | 1990 Medlan | 1996 Median | % Change
Tract | House Value | House Value | House Value | Gross Rent | Gross Rent | Gross Rent
13.01 45,500 110,000 141.76% 347 500 44.09%
13.02 50,800 125,000 146.06% 408 560 37.25%

14 48,100 120,000 149.48% 373 532 42.63%

Data Sources: 1990 U.S. Census of 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 reflaction
of the number of single-family houses in this area which represent 72% 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 of housing units provides a traditional neighborhood for renovation by gentrifiers who
view the renovation of single-tamily 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 Income 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 for 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. Leval #5 borrower remained the most common borrower
in 1996 and Table 2 shows an increase in the median family income.

Table 3. Median Family Income and Income Level of the Modal Home
Mortgage Borrower, 1990 — 1996.

Census| 1990 Median 1993 Modal 1996 Modal 1996 Median
Tract Fam. Income* Iincome Borrower™ | Income Borrower™ | Fam. Income*
13.01 70% Level #5 Level #5 80%
13.02 98% Level #5 Level #5 115%

14 84% Levels #4 & #2 Level #5 99%

*Percent of Mutinomah County Madian Family Income

**Definition of Modal | B Level

Level #1: 1990 <51% MSA Median Family income Level #2: 1990 51-80% MSA Median Family income
Level #3: 1990 81-95% MSA Median Family Income Level #4. 1990 96-120% MSA Median Family Income

Level #5: 1990 >120% MSA Median Family Income

Data Sources: Tita Egan, Trends in Home Purchase Opportunities Muitnomah County, Oregon 1993- 1996,
1990 U.S. Census of Population and Housing and 1996 American Community Survey

The change between 1993 and 1996 that did occur was in tract 14. In 1993, tract 14's
most common loan applicant was from income level #4 and level #2. 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 difference 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.
Gentrification is moving east as the core area between 30™ and 39" Avenues is satiated.

Gentification of the Commercial Area: Creating an Image For Hawthorne

Gentrification of the commercial area of Hawthorne may also be shifting to the east. In
1992, Rachel Hardyman looked at the gentrification of Hawthorne's retail core defined as the
area between 32" and 39" Avenues. She describes the transformation of the boulevard from a
rundown commercial strip to a neighborhood retail center with a unique image. Initially,
Hawthorne received an infusion of public funding for 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 of commercial property. A less dubious definition of
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commercial gentrification 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 37" and Hawthorne. As
changes started to occur and the Bagdad Theatre was renovated, George’s move from its prime
location around the corner on 37" Street. Eventually it moved out of the core, east of 39"
Avenue which represented the boundary of the retail district, to 41* 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 crafted its image that it has become a destination spot for people from all other
Portland. The businesses have shifted further and further away from serving local needs to
serving regional demands.

In Hardyman's view, Hawthorne’s revitalization has taken a unique form “closer 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 the neighborhood, local residents have benefited from
commercial improvements that "represent the interests of a large portion of the neighborhoed.
(Hardyman 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 of 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. In fact, Hawthorne is home to two new “wine bars,” and while it
may not be rampant with BMWs it has its own share of sports utility vehicles. In Hardyman's
thesis, she includes a photo of a neighborhood tavern, the Tu-be Tavern. Interestingly, by 1996
the Tu-be’s doors were closed and it was renovated into an upscale restaurant and bar.
George’s Shoe Repair also faced one more relocation moving further down Hawthorne to 44"

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
gentrification northward. Belmont has the same advantages of quality housing stock and the
proximity to downtown that a streetcar neighborhood gives, but its commercial strip takes a little
different form than Hawthorne, helping explain why it experienced an upswing afterwards.
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. It 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 from 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
gentrification are surfacing.

“Not In 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 effect [in Sunnyside]” with new residents “redefin[ing] the neighborhood
tolerance for poor people (Kenning 1998).” The President of the Sunnyside Neighborhood
Association agreed that new residents moving in are affecting how social services are viewed,
“{they] are not used to things such as transient foot traffic (Kenning 1998).”
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Gentrification in tracts 13.01, 13.02 and 14 seem to have followed the revitalization of the
commercial strip of Hawthorne Boulevard. The “junior” commercial streets of Division Street and
Belmont Street have also experienced revitalization, but they are in different stages. Instead,
their revitalization has more likely followed the gentrification of the surrounding residential
community. Hardyman’s analysis coupled with the more recent analysis of the American
Community Survey data and Egan's analysis of 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 mortgage data indicates that the census tracts
west of 39" 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 that would overturn the city of Portland’s new affordable
housing preservation ordinance. The issue became the focus of a meeting that had been called
to voice concern about problems of gentrification 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 find decent housing in the private housing market (HUD 1998). The HUD study
focused on “worst 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 city neighborhoods are upgraded, the stock of affordable 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 gentrification 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 difficult 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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In addition, the number of CDCs serving 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
affordable housing” and with gentrification, as well as general market forces which make
providing additional affordable housing is increasingly more difficult.

Not-In-My-Backyard

The case study of Hawthorne Boulevard provides an example of neighborhood residents
opposing social service programs in the neighborhood. The closure of 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. In Buckman, a
residential home for gang-affected youth and a methadone clinic for drug addicts was fought, as
well as the siting of the Clark Center, a shelter for homeless men. In 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 of 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 of conflict. But, the Director did see the conflict as useful 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 for renewal will
remain poor and continue to decline (Bailey 1997).

Interestingly, 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 factors (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 areas through the study period of 1990 to 19986,
giving it access to certain public incentives for revitalization.

By 1993, there were indications that Sunnyside was revitalizing. It is understandable why
the neighborhood would remain in a classification that would give it access to tools for
revitalization, but it is surprising that the neighborhood continued to receive a special
classification 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 of the status of the neighborhood in 1996.

Myron Orfield (1997) recommends consciously targeting public revitalization efforts on
low-income areas that are adjacent to gentrifying neighborhoods. His rationale is that these
neighborhoods have a stronger chance of benefiting from the market forces in the gentrifying
communities rather than a neighborhood that is surrounded by poverty. His focus is on
capitalizing on “spill-over” 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 of the original community.

Gentrification further complicates the evaluation 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. It becomes more and more
important to know how the renewal policies has affected 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—change in
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unemployment, change in house price, change in the number of businesses, etc.—but, they do
not take the impacts of the urban policy on the original residents of the neighborhood. As John
Powell warned, the policies and programs may “benefit the neighborhood but not the neighbors *
(Spicer 1997).

Locally, people are concerned with the impacts of gentrification in neighborhoods
designated as urban renewal districts (Stewart 1999). A recent process 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.

In 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 failed or
missed in dreaming is that in Oregon, the middle class tends to be white” (Huntsberger 1999).

Suburbanization of Poverty

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 (1998) reports that of worst case needs housing situations, one-
third are in suburban communities. City Commissioner Eric Sten asks, "do any of us really
believe that if we don'’t build affordable housing, the poor will go away from Gresham or
anywhere else? Of course not. They will concentrate in ghettos in Gresham, Hillsboro [a
Washington County suburb], and all the other non-affluent communities” (Oregeonian 1997). He
made this statermnent in response to a freeze 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 from northeast
Portland stated that “you have to go to the suburbs to find affordable housing (Huntsberger
1999).” While many will debate whether suburban communities are providing their “fair share” of
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affordable 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 neighberhoods. Urban poverty analyst John Powell reported that as the wealth is
growing in the inner city, low income African 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 1897).

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. | thought you people were too scared to come over into this neighborhood”
(Mayer 1996). A question 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 fears that low income African Americans are being displaced due to gentrification and
are forced for 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 family and friends, and her church (Huntsberger
1999).

Lastly, are the suburbs ready? If 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?
Incumbent 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 for 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:

+ Decrease in the concentration of poverty

+ Rapidiy rising property values

+ increases in rent prices

+ Housing appreciation in tracts with predominantly older homes

+ geographic shift of the African-American 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
gentritying, 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. It begs for a follow 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 gentrification 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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PORTLAND MALL

REVITALIZATION

710 NE Holladay, Portland, Oregon 37232 » Phone: 503-962-2150 » Fax; 503-962-2282 « trimet.arg

Profect partners

City of Portand

June 30,2003

Greetings:

The Portland Mall is 25 years old. When it was completed in 1978, the Portland Malt was an
important catalyst for the revitalization of Downtewn Portland. This great facility is now showing
its age and in need of 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 efforts to construct light rail on the Pertland Mall. This will be a great
opportunity to design and build light rail to address current needs to renovate the Porlland Mall,
and enliven this vital corridor with people and businesses.

The Portland Mall Revitalization Project takes an integrated approach to redesigning the 5" and
6" Avenues for light rail, renovating the existing Portland 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 Dratt: 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.

| am asking the community to comment on this Conceptual Design Report. The specific issues
include:

= Light Rail Station Options;

» Special design treatments on 5™ and 6™ Avenues, including the sidewalk, transit
shelters, intersection design, trees, benches, and art;

»  QOperation of buses, light rail, and automobiles; and
»  Construction issues

Also, | welcome your comments on what new kinds of businesses, activities, or street design
features you think would make the Portland Mall a more attractive and lively place.

TRIQMET

METROC



In July, three Open Houses will offer the public an opportunity to comment on the report’s
preliminary options and designs:

July 8 Central Mall Portland Building
Noon-1:30 p.m. and 1120 SW 5" Avenue, Room C, 2" Floor
4:00 -6:00 p.m.
July 9 North Mal! Port of Portiand Building
5:00 -6:30 p.m. 121 NW Everett Street
Port of Commissioners Room
July 10 South Malil PSU Urban Studies Building
5:00 —7:00 p.m. 506 SW Mill, 2™ Floor Gallery Room

The Conceptual Design Report and a visual simulation of how light rail might operate on the
Portland Mall will be available at each Cpen House, as well as online at www.trimet.org.

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 information or to comment
on the Conceptual Design Report, visit www.trimet.org or call TriMet Community Affairs at 503-
962-2150.

A final Conceptual Design Report, incorporating public respenses and additional technical
analysis, is anticipated by October 1, 2003.

Thank you for your interest in how our community can capitalize on this opgortuni to
reinvigorate the Portland Mall while expanding our light rail system along 5~ and 6 Avenues. On
behalf of the entire Portland Mall Revitalization Project Steering Committee, | believe you will find
the future Portland Mall offers exciting apportunities.

With warm regards,

Uesac
Vera Katz

Mayor

Enclosures
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The City of Portland, TriMet and Metro are participating in a regional effort
to extend light rail service between the Central City and Clackamas County.
In connection with that effort, all three agencies have undertaken the Port-
land Mall Revitalization Project. This project will lay out options for adding
light rail service on 5th and 6th avenues and revitalizing those streets to
better meet the needs of Portland’s citizens and the downtown business

community.
This document, the Draft Conceptual Design Report, serves three purposes:

- |t establishes the goals and objectives for the project. These
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and objectives will guide the policy makers as weli zs the
staff throughout the project.

|t provides information on the public review process.

 |tidentifies the most likely design solutions for a number of project
elements such as lane configuration, station design, terminus points

and pedestrian areas.

This Report will be used as the basis for public review of the proposed down-
town light rail alignment and the design choices for essential project ele-
ments. The public review period will begin June 25 and continue through
the Fall of 2003. The public response is important because it will guide
decision making by the Project Team, the Citizen Advisory Committee and

the Project Steering Committee.

The Steering Committee will hold a hearing in mid September followed by a

series of decisions and recommendations. By the end of September the

Steering Committee will reaffirm the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) which
specifies the mode, alignment and terminus of the project. The region has

been focusing on light rail on 5th and 6th Avenues from Union Station to

Jackson Street. The final Conceptual Design Report will recommend sta-

tion design and further define options for specific issues such as shelters,

street furniture and trees. The Project Team expects to publish a final Con-

ceptual Design Report in October with the Steering Committee adopting the

final Conceptual Design Report in November.

The Project Team i responsible for the contents of this Report, The Project
Team consists of staff from the City of Portland, TriMet and Metro. Zimmer
Gunsul Frasca is providing design suppPort. Shiels Obletz Johnsen is provid-

ing overall project management, and coordinated the preparation of this

Report.

Organization of This Report

This Draft Conceptual Design Report does not contain recommendations.
Instead, the report focuses on providing the facts needed to allow the public,
the Citizen Advisory Committee and the Steering Committee to make in-
formed choices. The major issues are: '

o Urban Design: The Portland Mall is an existing facility and the flexibil-
ity to redesign some of its elements may be limited. However, the Project
Team believes it is important to understand the context in which the Mall
operates today and to explore ways to create distinctive treatments that re-
flect the character of different segments of the mall. Accordingly, the Report

outlines an urban design framework that will be refined in the next phase.

* Light Rail Station Design: The design of the station platforms de-
termines the configuration of the street and impacts vehicle access and cir-
culation as well as the use of the sidewalk area. There are three design
options identified in the Report.

° Streetscape: There are 3 number of design choices available for shel-
ters, furnishings, street trees, intersection materials and other above ground
elements of the project. In some cases the report lists options; in others, the

Project Team has developed criterig to utilize in creating design options in
the next phase. :

° Transit Operations apg Traffic Management: The addition of
light rail to 5th and 6th avenues reqyires a new operating plan for light rail

and bu i
ses, and also Impacts traffic circulation.

oals is to avoid a
on to adja-
is set forth

Construction Manageme t
nt:

f the project g
complete reconstruction of the o

‘ isrupti
i st inimize the disrup
cent businesses, The prelimi j ool

: ent plan
in the Report. nary construction managemen P
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* Business Climate and Mall Management: This is more than a
light rail project. In order to achieve the Goals and Objectives, the project
must also lead to substantial improvements in the business climate on the
Mall. This can be accomplished through a combination of design changes,
better coordination of mall-related expenditures, upgrades to ground floor
uses and creation of a development strategy that integrates light rail im-
provements with private expenditures.

° Financial Strategy: Neither the City nor its regional partners have
identified the sources of money needed to complete the project. The Report

suggests some ways to develop funding.

CONCEPTUAL.DESIGN.REPORT



INTRODUCTION

Project Goals and Objectives

As a starting point, the Project Steering Committee established Project Goals that the Mall could serve. Potentig| strategies for achieving those goals are constraints. The Goals and Objectives will continue to guide staff and the

and Objectives. These Goals and Objectives reflect the multiple functions also included along with an indication of the major budget and engineering decision makers throughout the project.

Project Goals & Objectives
e Possible Strategies B Construction Parameters

1. Enliven the mall and make
it a great public space.

Respect the distinctive design integrity and unique « Prefer retention of the distinctive sidewalk treatments Material selection and construction technique must
function of 5th and 6th Avenues * Prefer retention of the current intersection design avoid long-term maintenance liabilities for the City and property owners
* Expand holiday lighting program the entire length of the mall
« Prefer retention of twin ornamental street lights Design to existing curb and flow lines
) ‘ Avoid complete reconstruction of existing sidewalks and intersections,
Make the mall more user friendly by creating distinct + Within each “room” segment create unique, signage, except as necessary to accomplish overriding objectives
“urban rooms” that reflect the character of different banner programs, landscape treatments and
segments of the mall programming that reflect segment themes.

Defer detailed design for as long as possible to facilitate unique
design treatments that meet project objectives.

Develop gateways which serve as transitions between
sub-district segments

Develop an Art Program which is appropriate for the « Art program should be coordinated with RAC and TriMet
entire length of 5th and 6th Avenues » Take advantage of segment characteristics
Integrate the private space with public uses « “Zone" the sidewalk into functional use areas

(i.e. merchant zone, through zone, pedestrian furnishings

zone, transit boarding areas etc.)

« Open businesses to the street and encourage sidewalk cafes,
vending and active building fronts

« Implement a development strategy for each “room” that
promotes integration of private uses with public space

*Forma partn}arshlp of the City, TriMet and downtown businesses
to provide active management and programming of the Mall

Consider adjacent development and development between » Develop utility extensions and up-sizing method that

blocks in designing treatments for intersections and sidewalks coordinates with LRT construction

Support evolution of the mall in function and identity from a bus » Convert to quieter, hybrid buses as soon as possible

facility to an active multi-purpose street » Encourage reductions in bus volumes as LRT service increases

« Locate stations at wider intervals
« Create “quiet” blocks with no transit service

Enhance opportunities for natural light and visibility » Trim trees

» Consider tree removal and replac i
¢ > k ement i
» Consider unique plantmg themes SN

» Develop Transit Shelters that enhance vertical and horizontal visibility

‘ . Increase daytime and nighis: ;
Make the transit mall feel safe for all users Iig?lting <ystems Nighttime light levels through tree trimming and upgraded

« Modify existing bus shejt
that enhance the public’g ?eer%ggmo?ks%gor{t? open; or replace with new shelters

Figure 1: Project Goals and Objectives

PORTLAND.TRANSIT.MALL.REVITALIZATION 2
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possible Strategies

| Construction Parameters

; 2. Renovate the mall. Restore streets, intersections and sidewalks to “like new” condition Avoid a “patchwork” appearance as a result of construction

Provide “like new / bus and LRT shelters designed to support public impacts to sidewalks and intersections
safety and active use objectives while maintaining weather protection

Address existing maintenance issues for adjacent property owners

Encourage use of durable low- maintenance materials

e mm—— N
™ 3. Improve transit service. Add LRT Service from Union Station to PSU .
Maintain efficient bus operations on mall
5 Extend the mall transit function and amenities to PSU
I‘ Increase overall transit frequency .
Create effective links with desired pedestrian and bike movement patterns « Coordinate with Por’(lgnd Business Alliance wayfinding project
: Continue to concentrate bus service on 5th and 6th avenues; avoid : :
‘_{I relocations to other downtown streets « Coordinate with PDOT and BTA bicycle oversight committees
o - —
e —— — ————————r————
4. Support downtown retail
4] and office uses.
Develop and implement site specific development strategies that combine » City, TriMet and PDC should implement development strategies aimed at key sites.
- public and private resources Examples include: Meier and Frank, TN Building, US Bank Plaza, 5th between
Oak and Stark
i Develop appropriate social strategies to eliminate or reduce undesirable street * Provide street and transit furnishings that discourage loitering

activity and increase the perception of public safety
» Consider use of CCTV and PA program/equipment

« Use lighting to discourage undesirable night activities

Increase desirability of street level retail activity

Improve auto access to buildings fronting on mall « Consider a limited number of auto/truck pull outs from auto lane where there
are no basement extensions

* Retain on-street parking south of Madison where feasible

i i jacent to the mall o
Improve auto circulation on and adjac 0 a * Evaluate a continuous auto lane in the coptext qf edge building needs, mall
segments and overall downtown vehicle circulation

Encourage abutting property owners to take ownership and stewardship gl o, : investment to upgrade
of the sié;ewalk area and street L"]lk public investment in sidewalk and street to private inve pg
uilding frontages and uses

* Create an “oyney” organization. See Goal 1 above

ivities at street corners =
Strengthen activitie * Coordinate comer cirulation ith ADA treatments and utility/traffic poles

jonary pedestrian travel on and along the mall e

increase discret

e——

Avoid intersection closures and keep construction duration to an absolute minimym i tcar construction

5. Design and construct * Construct in , manner similar o that used for Stree

the mall, on schedule, « Limit utility relocations to direct conflicts and access needs

within budget and with —— . S Complate o : ears '
minimum impacts. Nstruction in tWO ! » Avoid reconstruction of concrete substrate

Coordinate refurbishments with light rail to avoid duplicate impacts

" Utilize 3 g 1| construction work |
——— Ze a for a
Assure public safety and safe traffic management throughout construction Single general contractor

[c o N'C BRI UL 1ADESETaHNE e e



INTRODUCTION

major policy choices are especially important.

» Budget: The goal of the project is to add light rail and renovate the °
Mall. The current conceptual design budget estimate includes such
elements as refurbishing or replacing bus shelters and repairing
sidewalks, curbs and street pavement. Although this project assumes
a funding ratio of 60% federal / 40% local, the section “Project Cost
and Financing” starting on page 46, illustrates the challenges in
identifying funding for the project. Some additional elements, such as
extending Mall-type treatments to the South Mall, between Madison
and Jackson Streets could be considered, but additional funding
sources would need to be identified for these improvements. If any
additions are preferred, what are the funding choices?”

e Urban Design: The design of the mall emphasizes uniformity of design.
For example the circle intersections and distinctive sidewalk pattern are com-
mon to the length of 5" and 6 Avenues. These and other design features
are intended to mark these streets as special places. Other features that
are unique to Mall include shelters, trees, and sidewalk treatments. To what
extent should these features be replaced or modified to achieve other project

objectives such as lower maintenance costs and more distinctive treatments
for each segment of the mall?

station placement is that there will be fewer bus stops leading to longer
walks and for some bus riders to reach their preferred bus stop.

Major Project Questions

While this report highlights a number of issues that will require resolution during the next phase of work, the Project Team believes the following

Lane configuration and vehicle circulation: An essential goal of this
project is to support downtown businesses and create a physical environment
on 5" and 6" Avenues that makes those streets an attractive front door for
businesses. Vehicle access has been identified by the downtown business
community as an essential element of a successful retail street. There is a con-
tinuous vehicle lane between Irving and Burnside and again between Main and
Jackson Streets. However, from Burnside to Main, the vehicle lane is not con-
tinuous. Is it possible to increase customer activity on 5" and 6" Avenues with-
out a continuous vehicle lane? Should a vehicle lane be a priority if it appears
to have an impact on the pedestrian environment? Should vehicle “pull outs”
be considered for the Central Mall as an alternative or in addition to a continu-
ous vehicle lane?

Maintenance: Because ofthe current malls unique materials and treatments,
maintenance costs are high so an objective of the project is to rebuild the mall in
a way that lowers maintenance costs in the long run. For example, the most
durable replacement material for sidewalks and intersections would be con-
crete. Should the project favor a material such as concrete as a replacement
for the multiple materials in the existing intersections, even if doing so results in

a change in the design of the intersection or involves a higher capital cost and
longer construction time?

* Transit Operations: The addition of LRT service to the Mall will dra- These and the other issues identified jn the Report wil pe addressed by the Final
matically increase overall transit capacity. However, a consequence of LRT Conceptual Design Report When itis pupjished in the Fall of 2003

PORTLAND. TRANSIT, MALL REVITALIZATIOIN
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When the Portland Mall was completed in 1978, it represented the leading
edge of a national effort to promote transit and revitalize urban downtown
cores. Today the Portland Mall—or Transit Mall as it is commonly known —
serves many functions. It is the front door for office buildings and retail
businesses. It is a transit facility with the highest concentration of bus ser-
vice in the City. It is an important public space comprising 17 total blocks in

downtown.

After 25 years of service, time has taken its toll. The most obvious problem
is that it looks worn out. The bricks and granite pavers are cracked in many
places and the benches and other furnishings need repair or replacement.
But there appear to be other problems. Many businesses have found that
the Mall is a poor front door for their businesses. Some have even closed
entrances that front Fifth and Sixth Avenues. And because of the addition of
the light rail alignment (to Gresham in 1986 and Hillsboro in 1997) there is

actually less transit service on the Mall today then when it opened 25 years

ago.

The City of Portland (City) has joined with TriMet and Metro to undertake the
Portland Mall Revitalization Project. The project is an important component
of the South Corridor Project, which will improve public transit connections

between the southern part of the Portland region and the Central City.

The goal of the Portland Mall Revitalization Project is to add Light Rail ser-
vice to the Mall and to use this opportunity to revitalize the Mall so that it

better serves its multiple functions.

The South corridor Process

The Portland Mall Revitalization Projectis formally apart of aregiona| project

to construct a light rail liné that connects Clackamas County with Downtown
Portland. This effort began over ten years ago with the South/North Light
Rail Project. After the regional funding measure for South/North was de-
feated in 1998, Metro initiated a study of alternatives for providing high ca-
pacity transit to Clackamas County from Downtown Portland. Light rail was
not included in this study until residents and businesses put it back in be-
cause other options did not meet their needs. Since then, Metro has been
evaluating and narrowing the alternatives. In December 2002, with the sup-
port of local governments around the region, Metro released the South Cor-
ridor Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS). The
South Corridor SDEIS included a light rail alternative along 1-205 that would
connect the Gateway and Clackamas Regional Centers. The [-205 Alterna-
tive from the SDEIS, with the addition of the Portland Mall light rail alignment
to PSU, was selected by the Metro Council as the South Corridor Locally
Preferred Alternative (LPA) in April 2003 following a lengthy public involve-
ment process and recommendations by local governments, ODOT and TriMet.
The Milwaukie Light Rail Alternative was selected as the second phase for
light rail implementation in the South Corridor. The Milwaukie LRT project
would follow the completion of the 1-205/Portland Mall project and would

include a new bridge across the Willamette River and would connect to the

Portland Mall vig Lincoln Street

c OoNC

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The alignment for light rail in Downtown Portland has been the subject of
much discussion through the 1990's. Light Rail alignments were explored
on Southwest Second, Third, Fourth, Tenth and 11th Avenues and South-
west Broadway. These alignments were discarded due to numerous rea-
sons, including the designation as traffic streets, conflicts with garage en-
trances, conflicts with bridgeheads, and poor access to the high-density land
uses along the Portland Mall. In 1993, the conclusion of the Downtown
Oversight Committee, comprised of business and elected leaders during
the South/North process, was that light rail should be located on Fifth and
Sixth Avenues and not on these other streets (Figure 1). This conclusion
was consistent with the adopted Downtown Plan (1972) and the Central City
Plan (1988), which call for locating light rail along the high density office

spine through the center of Downtown.

BB W EA L B ES RGN AROSE SR ORERT



PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Proposed Alignment

Light rail on the Portland Mall was selected as part of the South Corridor
Locally Preferred Alternative that also includes the 1-205 LRT project, to be
followed by the Milwaukie LRT project as the second phase. The Portland
Mall alignment provides better access to the highest density land use in
downtown Portland when compared to the First Avenue and Hawthorne
Bridge alignment that was studied in the South Corridor SDEIS. The Mall
alignment is consistent with many years of planning and development poli-
cies endorsed by the City of Portland, Metro and TriMet. The rationale for
the decision can be found in the South Corridor Locally Preferred Alternative

Report, Metro 2003.

Based on discussions with the Federal Transit Administration in early 2003,
the Alternative Mall LRT alignment was given a “preliminary” Locally Pre-
ferred Alternative designation by the Federal Transit Administration. This
designation was given because the alignment was not specifically addressed
in the South Corridor SDEIS. The alignment was, however, adopted as the
LPAin 1998 for the South/North Light Rail Project. The South/North Corridor
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, from which the Portland Mall align-
ment was selected in 1998, is more than three years old, which requires an

update to the environmental document.

To satisfy federal requirements, an Amended Supplemental Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement is being prepared in concert with the overall Port-
land Mall Revitalization Project. The Amended SDEIS will disclose the envi-
ronmental, transportation, social, economic and other impacts of the Port-
land Mall alignment. The Amended SDEIS will be available for public com-
ment during August and September 2003. Materials frrom the Amended
SDEIS will be available during all public events for the Portland Mall Revital-
ization Project. Following completion of the SDEIS and confirmation of the
preliminary Locally Preferred Alternative, the Portland Mall and the 1-205
LRT alignments will proceed together as one project for the next phases of

project development, Preliminary Engineering and the Final EIS.

Alignment Design Options

There are several choices to be made about the basic configuration of light rail

and the characteristics of the streetscape. The basic choices for light rail relate

to the terminus, station location and station design. These choices are ad-

dressed in this section. Detailed design choices, such as those dealing with
sidewalk width, intersection treatments and so on are described briefly here and

in greater detail in other parts of the report.

Terminus Options

Ideally, the terminus location should allow for I-205 and Interstate MAX trains to be
turned around and allow for the storage of a train to serve events and to help
maintain headways. The terminus option should also be designed in a manner

that easily accommodates the extension to Milwaukie.

Finally, the terminus needs to be level (flat) enough to allow for trains to be turned
around. This criteria eliminates a number of cross streets including SW Jefferson,
Clay, Market and Harrison Streets. Two potential terminus options have been iden-

tified: (a) SW Jackson Street, and (b) SW Main Street.

The Jackson Street Terminus Option has been studied in some detail. It is
located south of Portland State University and would provide additional sta-
tions on Fifth and Sixth Avenues at SW MiII/Montgomery Street and at SW

Jackson Street and at jefferson/Madison, respectively. This option:

 Could accommodate a second track

- Would provide superior access to the Central and Sour Nl o
ing Portland State University

. Would provide alayover location for trajns e I
ery and special events

that woy|,
« Incorporates a turnaround Uld be off-street with fimi
with limited i
on traffic e
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* Is expected to generate additional ridership which could help in com
peting for federal funds for this project.

The SW Main turnaround would be located on SW Main Street between 5t

and 6" Avenues in traffic. It has received only a cursory review by project

staff to date. However these characteristics and impacts are worth noting.

This option:

«  Would not include a second track location that would allow schedule
recovery if a train is delayed.

«  Would not directly serve Portland State University nor the land uses
between PSU and SW Taylor Street

«  Would not include any stations south of the SW Taylor/Yamhill Sta-
tions

- Would potentially conflict with access to the parking structure between
Main and Salmon on Sixth Avenue.

«  Would potentially conflict with the Standard Insurance parking en
trance, the Standard Insurance loading area and the Congress Build-
ing Loading Dock

Based upon preliminary cost estimates, a project extending form the Steel
Bridge to Main Street would cost approximately $100 million and a project

extending to Jackson Street about $150 million.

The ultimate selection should be informed by the financial funding plan. The
Jackson Street Terminus is by a far a better terminus option than the SW

Main Street location albeit at a cost of $50 million more.
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Proposed MAX Stati :
“ P ations Station Design options

o has developed several options for the gy stations (three

The design tea

1 Fifth Avenue and three on Sixth AVENUE)in the Central gy

3). More detail on each of these is included in |ater sections of this Report,

g Union Station/ see Figure

"¢ NW Glisan St

Left Side Platform: This design asSUMES use of the left side for station
as shown in Figure 3.

s platforms in the Central Mall In most cases, these
Old Town/ ¢
NW Davis St

locations already have extra wide sidewalks as originally constructed for the

Mall when it opened in 1978. This option is treated as the "base case"

&b A = &

because it is the lowest cost and has the least construction impact. Left Side Platform

B L

Right Side Platform: In this option, the light rail tracks would shift one full

vashogron | SW Slark sx‘!’ lane to the right approaching each station to serve a station on the right side

of the road. This would allow auto traffic in the left lane.

North &
South_ §

Island Platform: This option would narrow sidewalks and place the light rail

& s

Libfary)  pigneer station on a center island to accommodate a new through-traffic lane at the
Sy swv Squarel | Right Side Platform
am : . blocks that do not currently have through auto traffic.
2 u - ; J Station Locations
J SWiMad con ; . . : i
sl acdlf:o };l‘ag( J"f 1,.) 2'&" Ii?:"e'mn st Light rail station locations are proposed at the following locations (see Fig- N\ ) l T B | J i
i SW Jefferson ure 4); /XH————G—“—-‘ F'ﬁ?— o
’ SW|Columbid y UniOI’l Station (NW Glisan/NW Hoyt Streets) \—/ < \_/, ~— 4 —/ = == =C—r
q , - NW Couch/Davis Streets “a it
3 - - : : L g — i ” SW Markel s WaShingtOn/Stark Streets
& & & & 3l »g @ | SW Taylor/Yamhill Streets
e an Center/ [l . | Urban Center/ S ;
W . o Ewminsr Sxﬁfferson/Mad/son Streets Island Platform
ST vi Montpomery i Ontgome /Ml/
(o) P‘r;poseddawnmn f | ry/Mi Streets Fi . : 2 .
stations igure 3: Station Design Options
€ Exsting MAX Stations . — : SwW Jackson/Co/Iege Streets 4 e
=== Proposed 1-205 light rail
dommieuy 10180 " . T ="=z| | This station spacj downtown
—'é,';’ég,"n".ﬁmm Psu Z F B - apprOXimp?cmg provides €asy access to transit throughout' 0 s
_mgﬁgzm W el o o Il ately 800-to-1 000 feet between stations. This station sp
(Effective Sept.2009) | SW Hall ” sw College St oo | allows for good trangjt accessihi . the need to reduce travel
Expo- C'y Cor "\A time. Sibility while balancing
(Opens in 2004) 4 .
== Portland Streeicar

Figure 2: Downtown Alignment Options.t
The Portland Mall and Cross Mal! are the wc;Own
alternatives for new light rail service in Down X
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COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The Portland Mall Revitalization Project will be a highly visible public works
project and the fifth major transportation project in the city’s Central Busi-
ness District in the last 25 years. To ensure consistent information and to
facilitate dependable lines of communication with the general public and

specific downtown communities, project partners will develop an extensive

community relations program.

community Relations Program

The goal of the community relations program is to ensure that the project
serves community needs and mitigates, as much as possible, negative ef-
fects of construction on the businesses and neighborhoods along the Down-
town route. The purpose of this process is to provide information and an
opportunity for the public to comment on the proposed project's scope, de-

sign, schedule and impacts.

Community relations activities will be designed to:

» Build public awareness and support for the project as essential to en-
riching the region’s economy and livability.

» Establish regular communications with Downtown businesses, organi-
zations and communities, allowing vital engagement and ownership in
the project.

* Work directly with residents, businesses, and property owners along the
proposed route to inform them about project impacts and timelines.

* Provide downtown property owners a convenient forum to participate in
design alternatives specific to their properties.

* Influence project design and planning so that impacts to properties, com-
munities and transportation system users are minimized during construc-

tion, to the extent possible.
TriMet, Metro and the City of Portland Public Information departments will
collaborate in developing the project media communications plan and in field-

Ing media inquiries. For information about the Portland Mall Revitalization

Conceptual Design powntown EIS
Report (CDR)
Suniner 7603
Public Process
Seoterrber 2003 Sepc03-March 0%
Mayor's Steering Committee
recommends alternative, LPA )
o,
!
o
Qctobar 2003 <
Jurisdictional éﬂ
Review 5
(']
™
! =-
E]
(Ve
Cctober 16,2003
Metro Council
adopts LPA
A4

Figure 5: CDR Decision Process

Project, please contact TriMet Community Affairs at 503-962-2150 or via
email at TriMetLightRail@TriMet.org or visit TriMet's Web page at

www.trimet.org.

Public Involvement Program Timeline

During the development of the draft Conceptual Design Report in spring
2003, members of the Community Affairs team createq an outreach plan for
the Project. They identified a list of key Property owners and stakeholders
for one-on-one discussions about alignment alternatives ang impacts. Staff
began a first round of contacts and Presentationg to Downtown business,

resident and user associations in April (see Appendix A

PORTLAND.TRANSIT.MALL.REVITALIZATION

Public meetings and presentations are being arranged through the Summer
and early Fall with key business and neighborhood associations, property

owners and stakeholders to solicit input on the report’s alternatives.

Public Meetings and Workshops

In June and July of this year, the project will sponsor workshops on this draft
Conceptual Design Report. Meetings will be located in the Mall's North, Cen-
tral and South districts to explore design questions specific to each area of
the alignment. At each meeting, citizens will have an opportunity to share
their comments and concerns about the Project. At these meetings, Citizen
Advisory Committee members will share what they are hearing from interest

groups and the community.

In early August, Metro and the Federal Transit Administration will release the
Amendment to the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Portland Mall (ASDEIS), which, by federal regulation, requires a 45-day
public comment period. Metro, TriMet and the City of Portland have agreed
that the community information and review process for both the draft Con-
ceptual Design Report and the Portland Mall alignment's ASDEIS should
run concurrently during the summer of 2003 and be managed as one public

process, informed by two planning documents (Figure 5).

Public Review of Final Report

In the Fall, the draft Conceptual Design Report will be amended to include
public comment and additional alternatives analysis. This final report will
then receive further public review during a round of meetings in early Fall (

Figure 6).

In the Fall, the Mayor’s Steering Committee will host hearings to take public
testimony on the final design report and the ASDEIS. The Steering Commit-

tee will then adopt the Conceptual Design Report and recommend a Locally

10
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Preferred Alternative (LPA), to be forwarded to TriMet, Metro and the City of
Portland. The Metro Council is anticipated to formally adopt the Portland
Mall Light Rail Locally Preferred Alternative in mid-October and move the
Portland Mall Revitalization Project into Preliminary Engineering which is a
level of greater detail in design and engineering and a major step in making
this project a reality. The Steering Committee will adopt a final version of the

Conceptual Design Report in November 2003.

Project Oversight

Mayor’s Steering Committee

This year, Mayor Katz established a Steering Committee of business, transit
and government leaders to provide policy guidance and to oversee the Project
on behalf of the entire community. The Steering Committee will also act as
the official hearings body for public testimony on the Conceptual Design

Report.

During the spring 2003 development of a Conceptual Design Report, the

Steering Committee reviewed the following issues with project staff:

« Project goals and budget
« Design and construction issues
« Selection of the Irving North Entry Option

- Mall management and development strategies

Community Advisory Commiittee (CAC)

The Community Advisory Committee is comprised of multiple stakeholders

who serve as a sounding board for the interests of the downtown commu-

nity. The committee, organized in spring 2003, met bi-weekly with project

managers to assist in developing alternatives outlined in the Conceptual

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
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Design Report. Later this year they will also craft a recommendation of the

final preferred alternatives for consideration and adoption by the Steering

Committee.

The CAC will review the project communication, media, and public involve-
ment plans. During this summer's public comment period, members will also

serve as liaisons to the community and assist staff in hosting presentations

and public meetings.

CONCEPTUAL.DESIGN

Figure 6: Decision Timeline.
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PLANNING AND URBAN DESIGN

The City, Tri-Met and Metro have a vision that is consistent with this region’s
approach to rail projects: rail transit is not just about mobility and access; it is

also a tool for accomplishing urban design and development objectives.

The Project Team has begun the work of establishing the planning and ur-
ban design context for the project. The goal in this early stage has been to
create an urban design framework that will assist the evaluation of the com-

plex construction and design issues inherent in a project of this scope.

The Mall: A Portland Icon

In 1978 Portland opened a downtown bus mall that immediately received
international attention as a model for transit and downtown redevelopment.
It was recognized for both its exceptional quality, and its strategic and opera-
tional innovation. Over the next decade, the significance of these attributes
were confirmed and clarified. What Portland revealed with the Transit Mall
was a prototype for the redevelopment of a downtown using a transit project

as a conspicuous catalyst.
The noteworthy qualities of the Mall as designed and operated included:

1. Dedicating two of the four most important downtown streets to
transit...and making them the heart of a new reoriented regional
transit system. Most cities developing bus malls contemporary
to Portland’s either selected less critical streets, or focused on
traditional operational concepts...and failed to approach
Portland’s success. Philadelphia’s Chestnut Street,
Washington's F & G Streets, Chicago’s State Street, and even
Minneapolis’ Nicollet Mall were removed or completely rede-
signed because, unlike Portland’s Mall, they were unable to

simultaneously enrich a downtown and a transit system.
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Figure 7: Downtown Plan

The Portland Mall is consistant with the Downtown
Plan which has been the basis for planning and
development in Downtown since 1972.

2. Designing and building the street as the new standard for civic
design in the City. As a result, it was recognized with the
highest architectural design awards given, (such as the first
pubic street or place ever o receive a National Honor Award by
the American Institute of Architects). Today, with its bronze
shelters, pubic art, and meticulously resolved surface materi-

als, it remains as Portland’s benchmari o esign quallty

PORTLAND.TRANSIT.MALL.REVITALIZATION 2

3. Guiding and stimulating redevelopment along its edges. Ten years after
its completion, the Mall was given credit for effectively leveraging $30 to
$50 of public and private redevelopment for every dollar of its original

capital cost. At the time, the analogous leverage standard adopted by

cities such as Boston, New York and San Francisco ranged from $3 to $5
dollars. Unfortunately, most of the investment response in Portland was

along the southern reach of the Mall, and at its northern terminus.

4. And finally, Portland’s unique leapfrog bus operation enabled the
Transit Mall at its peak to carry more buses per hour than any

other downtown transit street in America, before or after.

Yet two characteristics of Portland’s Transit Mall have compromised its ability

to sustain and expand its potential contribution to downtown and to transit.

First, it never achieved the kind of stewardship from its adjacent community
that has been critical to the downtown success of MAX and the Portland Street-
car. The downtown community was asked to “grit its teeth” and accept the
Transit Mall and its extraordinary construction impacts. By contrast, the down-
town community offered to invest in, guide the development, and help main-

tain the success of both MAX and the Streetcar.

Second, the major maintenance of the Mall has been deferred for the past 15
years while its future has been debated. During that time, several renovation
and improvement programs have been conceived, designed, and nearly
funded...but never executed. As a consequence, Portland’s two most durable

and carefully designed streets have been allowed to deteriorate.

Downtown Portland has three principal public spaces that invite and accom-
modate the citizens of the region. They are Waterfront Park, Pioneer Square
and the Transit Mall. Two of the three have been repeatedly renovated and

improved throughout their lives. Now is the time for the Mall to receive that

same attention.
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Opportunities and Constraints

The project team began its work by considering the existing condition of
Fifth and Sixth Avenue and reviewing the documentation of perceived chal-
lenges with the Mall's current design ( Figure 8). The good news is that we
start from a strong position. The Mall works well as a mass transit hub and
is, on the whole, a very well designed urban space. Still, it is not achieving
its potential. The problems are obvious to the casua! observer and have

been documented in a series of studies:

» A 1994 study commissioned by the City concluded that significant por-
tions of the bricks, granite pavers, shelters and other elements of the
Mall’s infrastructure had deteriorated and required repair or replacement.

« A 2000 study by the Association for Portland Progress (predecessor of
the Portland Business Alliance) assessed issues with the current design
of the Mall and recommended a number of strategies to activate the
public and private spaces

« The Downtown Retail Strategy—a joint undertaking of the Portland Busi-
ness Alliance and the Portland Development Commission—evaluated
retail conditions in Downtown, including Fifth and Sixth Avenues. The
Retail Strategy recommends several design changes, including the ad-
dition of parking and a continuous auto lane.

. In addition to reviewing these studies the project team evaluated exist-
ing opportunities and constraints on and adjacent to 5" and 6" Avenues.
While there are some constraints to revitalizing the mall, there are also
major development opportunities and existing office and retail uses tha-t
create solid bones for the mall. The opportunities and strengths analysis

is depicted in Figure 8.

In a follow up study in 2002, the portland Business Alliance conducted a
survey of business adjacent to Fourth, Fifth, Sixth and Broadway A\{enues.
Measuring a number of indicia of retail vitality, the study found that Fifth and
Sixth Avenues under perform both Fourth Avenue and Broadway.

These studies, the anecdotal evidence and 25 years of community experi-

ence with the Mall led the team to tWo major urban design conclusions:

1. Fifth and Sixth Avenues should not be just 3 transit facility, but should

be thought of instead as @ pair of streets that nee the aftention and
care that great streets around the world have,

2 The monolithic nature of its design and the singularity of its function as
a transit facility hinder the creation of attractive, usable public spaces
and impede a feeling of ownership by the adjoining property owners.

13
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Urban Design Approach

These conclusions present the project team with both a challenge and re-
sponsibility. The challenge is to make Fifth and Sixth Avenues great streets
that accommodate the multiple, sometimes inconsistent needs of the streets
to be a transit facility, front door for businesses, pedestrian thoroughfare and
public space. The responsibility is to retain the historic role of the Mall as a
signature fixture in Downtown with a high quality of materials and design

that mark it as a special part of our community.

The approach taken by the project team was to characterize Fifth and Sixth
Avenues as a number of “urban rooms” or segments as defined by the adja-
cent uses and structures. This is a first step towards creating a more distinct
personality for various parts of the street and creating interest and variety for
the pedestrians, transit riders and businesses that use the public spaces. It

is also a way of softening the monoalithic character of the Mall’s design. These

subdistrict character descriptions are graphically represented in Figure 9.

CoNCEPTUAL.DESIGN.REPORT
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PLANNING AND URBAN DESIGN

Design Principles

Consistent with the overall urban design approach to revitalization of the

Mall, the project team has emphasized the importance of creating within the

Mall places where people not only feel safe and comfortable, but also expe-

rience a sense of ownership and community. Accordingly, the urban design
team sought to use the physical design of the Mall to accomplish that objec-
tive. The 2000 APP Study provided an excellent starting point. With the
support of the Project for Public Spaces, the study recommended a number
of design principles and development strategies to make Fifth and Sixth

Avenues into a place where people want to be, not just to catch a bus, but to

shop, eat, work and relax:

. Make Fifth and Sixth Avenues function as a street not a bus mall. As
long as Fifth and Sixth Avenues are conceived as a bus mall, Portland
will get shelters and bus stops. When the streets’ caretakers begin to
see their jobs as making great places, they'll begin to seek sidewalk
vending, outdoor seating for restaurants, more active building fronts and

uses.
« Limit design elements of continuity and encourage diversity.

* Build individual pride and symbolic ownership by adjacent businesses.
* Remove the general patina of neglect.

* Enhance opportunities for natural light and open visibility.

* Add color and seasonal change.

* Develop a vending program.

. Operf businesses to the street by identifying targeted properties and
working with property owners to place more doorways on the street

* Activate underutilized locations like US Bancorp Tower Plaza at Oak
Street and the Key Bank Plaza at Fifth Avenue and Washington Street.”

« Develop a new sign system.

jve impacts
* Develop superior bus driving regulations t0 reduce the negative Imp
of buses.

* Employ new bus technology such as hybrid diesel/electric buses that
would operate along the Mall on battery POWer:

« Reduce the number of bus stops to create more Space for vending and
other activities.

- Extend Auto Access in order to strengthen the amount of street-level

activity, partizularly during off-peak hours and to improve downtown cir-
ciliation and #5cess.

It wili be challenging to dramatically change the design and function ¢f the
Mall. The Mall is an existing asset—a bundle of brick, mortar, steel and other
elements. Its’ design features are not completely flexible. The sidewalks,
for example, bear a distinctive pattern and are a signature feature of the
Mall: and, as a practical matter, it would be too expensive to replace the
bricks. There are other features, however, such as shelters, signs and fur-
nishings that are scheduled for replacement and could be designed differ-
ently to reflect distinctive themes. The project team believes that the final
design of these elements should take into account technical performance

and cost as well as urban design considerations. See Appendix I.

P
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Perhaps the most dramatic change can be achieved through changes in the
use and design of ground floor uses along Fifth and Sixth Avenues. The
project team has outlined a strategy to encourage concurrent investment in

the private properties along both streets. The strategies are set forth in the

Development and Mall Management Strategies section of this Report.
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A pivotal issue in revitalizing the mall is the design of the new light rail sta-
tions and the configuration of the street for rail, bus and vehicle circulation.
The focus of this analysis is on the Central Mall and the main issue is the
way in which the 80-foot right of way on Fifth and Sixth Avenues accommo-
dates pedestrian movements, transit waiting, bus movements and vehicle
movements. The addition of light rail to the Mall adds another layer of de-

sign and operating complexity and will require changes in all three modes—

light rail, buses and vehicles.

North, South and Central Mall Configurations

Itis proposed that vehicle movements be accommodated differently in each
of the three segments of the Mall. In the North Mall, which has a 60-foot
right of way, vehicles and buses will operate in a shared lane. In part of the
South Mall, which has an 80-foot right of way, vehicles and buses will also
operate in mixed traffic just as they do today. In the Central Mall and part of
the South Mall, however, it is proposed that vehicles operate in a dedicated
vehicle lane in order to avoid conflict with the high volume of buses that

operate in the central mall during peak commute hours.

In the North and South Mall, the light rail alignment will be on the left side of
the street. The existing sidewalk or a modest extension of the sidewalk will
serve as a platform at station stops. In the Central Mall, the light rail line is

proposed for the center lane in order to minimize hindrance of either vehicle

or bus circulation. However, at LRT stations some interference with either

bus or vehicle circulation may be necessary in order to provide an appropri-

ate station platform.

STATION DESIGN AND STREET CONFIGURATION

Lt

Station Design Options Selection Considerations

Right Side Platform

Island Platform

Left s
Considerations ft Side Platform
e Intecag .
Platform Capacity gration of sidewalk and platform

rovides flexible Wait space

Integration of sidewalk and platform
provides flexible wait space

13.5 foot platform has fixed capacity

e
ransit riders may wait in pedetrian

; ough zoné
Pedestrian throug Zone

Transit riders may wait in pedestrian
zone

No interference with pedestrian zone

Ir.\ station blocks, integration of
S|de.walk and platform provides
flexible space for furnishings and

| amenities
-

Transit / Amenity Zone

In station blocks, integration of
sidewalk and platform provides
flexible space for furnishings and
amenities

Sidewalk in station blocks is same
width as non-station blocks

Pedestrian Safety Platform is part of sidewalk

Platform is part of sidewalk

Requires peds to cross LRT, bus

Interrupts vehicle lane as in current ,
condition

Vehicle Circulation

Provides continuous vehicle lane

and / or auto lane to reach platform
Provides continuous vehicle lane

pull Out Possible in non-station blocks

Possible in station and non-station
blocks

Possible in non-station blocks

Uses Adequate space for merchant
zone if transit riders may wait next
to business

Ground floor

Adequate space for merchant zone if
desired ; transit riders may wait next
to business

Limited space for merchant zone;
transit riders isolated from ground
floor uses

Construction Impacts Existing curb lines retained; portion of

sidewalk rebuilt to platform height

Curb lines modified to accommodate
curve of track at platform

Curb lines moved to provide auto
lane and accommodate platform

Utilities No added impacts in station blocks

May require additional utility
relocations

May require additional utility
relocations

Transit Operation Most similar to existing conditions
but requires buses to share second

lane with light rail.

Adds complexity to light rail / bus
integration with safety issues still to
be addressed. Likely forces some
bus routes off the Mall.

Preliminary analysis indicates that
some bus service might need to be
relocated to other downtown streets.
in addition, integration of light rail and

Cost Base case cost

bus operations is more complex
Adds $9 million

Adds $4.5 million

Station Design Options for the Central Mall

The project team has identified three station designs that appear to be the
most promising:

Left Side Platforms; it side sidewalk

This design assumes use of the le
for the station platform, |n Most cages. the station locations already have

extra wide sidewalks ag orini hen it opened in
originall for the mall when it op
1978, [n/the EIS process. gre 0" S TUCe

Figure 10: Station Design Considerations

lane on the left side of the street. Construction of this station type would
require some movement and reconstruction of curb lines and would cost
approximately 4.5 million dollars more than the left side platform option.
This option is illustrated in Figure 12.

Island Platform: This option would narrow the sidewalks and place the
light rail platform on a center island. This option would also accommodate
a through vehicle lane. This station design requires substantial recon-
struction and has the highest price tag at approximately 9 million dollars
more than the left side platform. It is illustrated in Figure 13.

The series of diagrams illustrate the construction impacts of each option
and show in plan view and section view how each design would affect the
configuration of the right of way for vehicles, buses, pedestrians and light
rail. Specific considerations for each option are described above.
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STATION DESIGN AND STREET CONFIGURATION

MEAD BUILDING

LN e e aoea

B
{ | |
T f T S 7
%-——t = ~Jl~%.‘_1
£ \

BUS LANE

OREGON TRAIL BUILDING

AMERICAN PACIFIC BANK

\ X \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
-\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘-.}\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\V\\C.\\‘u. \&\"“v‘v-\‘\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘\\\\\

N Gommam mimEL i i

““‘-

27 / / ////////% 7

;___J

J.K. GILL BUILDING

MEAD BUILDING

:'\\/“

/

POTENTIAL
4 SIDED PYLON

T ZONE

POTENTIAL VENDING ZONES OR LANDSCAPE FEATURE
TRACKWAY / BUS PASSING

% sidewalk paving reconstruction
k\\\\ roadway paving reconstruction
Figure 11 (a): Reconstruction
Impacts--Plan View
=0~
E
0
Z
I
e ;;;;

Figure 11 (b): Reconstruction
Impacts--Section View

Left Side Platform Option

BANK WEST

S.W. 5TH AVENUE

B2ney

KEY BANK TVM& VAUDATo,
LAY CANORigg

BUADE gigy

ELECTRICAL CaBingy

POTENTIAL MERCHANT 201z

PORTLAND.TRANSIT.MALL.REVITALIZATION

g e o o st s e

18

- =- I[ — —— = , o)
ﬂ om

= i

______

¥ ‘. |

z (| f

|

1 1 1
_.—l'—r. i = 1§l
TRASH RECEPTACLE i

J.K. GILL BUILDING { {

Figure 11 (c): Platform Design

[




STATION DESIGN AND STREET CONFIGURATION

T RS e alm \\\\\(\\\‘\’\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\X\\\\\\\\\\
f ; ‘ SN =
: _\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\m\\\\'&\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ N\ RHIHTII \

N\\\\/
" — V_q_.; —_— ':,/' . —
i S-S, | S - S e e ] =

OUTDOOR FOOD VENDORS

-

% sidewalk paving reconstruction
\\\V roadway paving reconstructicn

Figure 12 (a) Reconstruction Impacts-- e oA N
Plan View ELECTRICAL CABINENT
BLADE SIGN
TRASH RECEPTACLE
MEAD BUILDING S BANK WEST
LRT CANOPIES
',’,;;*-4{'1\’ ’ (i L.
g o "/‘.17\ ,
% || [ 2910
il 1 | i Vf;&
3 { ¢ E
= b
- L L
i oS A
R e e o B 9 Conlgf
‘f Pl oc= S — \| 7
i . o
Lo HilEeE] B = &n
\ ) g;:‘ff_‘_;l‘: o e B
' |
| } Jv
| w oo
6 8
sl J' 10 L. — ” S e
4'-6 2 22'-6" 6 120 2'-4
- —— e 0 T 7
. N |

J.K. GILL BUILDING

Figure 12 (b) Reconstruction Impacts-

Section View
Figure 12 (c) Station Design

Right Side Platform Option

¢ ©Or NiC B B DU b aiDs B S S GEINE SR E SR O iR T

19



STATION DESIGN AND STREET CONFIGURATION

|
|
|

\\\ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\X\\\\\\\\i\ \\\\\\\\\\ \\\

N ffl\._\-,\:;;2\_\_:\\,\\\ ‘\%
5

% sidewalk paving reconstruction
&\Q roadway paving reconstruction

Figure 13(a) Reconstruction Impacts--Plan View

V l‘
5, UR 3 SHL L
1 Rooh i e N, ‘O D!
(B2« J,J\,,WJ:‘__::\\ B q 2\ Qvg&, )Ch.':','\,g‘?
= l i
;v“;., }k = | f’f?\ F__@ E
k% o Vioje'd 3 =
L 70 E__—_”) : ”/\);' _§E T]i
i L1 e | |
; S |
')’L 7'-4" j..oi L 12'-0" ,I 15'-6" 10-6" 12'-0" rt'-O‘; 7'-4
| ‘ ’ 77 ( I’ l" I,’,
14" 24" ' o I’
E Al s 2'-4' 1'-4"
72 [ & [ | 7 =

Figure 13(b) Reconstruction Impacts--
Section View

Island Platform Option

B\

KEY BANK

OREGON TRAIL BUILDING AMERICAN PACIFIC BANK

\ ANMANRLNNRANY \\\\\\\\ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ \\\\\

o ‘%\\ \ o

MEAD BUILEING

\\\\\\\,\\ NI

. 0=

OUTDOOR FOOD VENDORS

-

BANK WEST

1 ; _
VVASI-I!FGTOL\\I

/ \
/ \ )
| STARK U

Figure 13(c) Station Design

PORTLAND.TRANSIT.MALL.REVITALIZATION

20

BLADE SIGN

J.K. GILL BUILDING




STATION DESIGN AND STREET CONFIGURATION

21

Sidewalk Use in the Central Mall

One of the design principles that emerged from earlier studies of the Mall
was to encourage zones of use for the sidewalk area on the mall. Figure 14
(a) illustrates the existing configuration of the sidewalk in one of the station
blocks-Stark to Washington on 5th Avenue. On these blocks, there is a
generous amount of space on the non-bus (left) side of the street. This
Space typically is underutilized without adjacent activity or deliberate pro-

gramming.

Figures 14 (b) through 14 (d) illustrate how the sidewalk area could be
utilized under each of the station design options. The concept is to create
sidewalk “zones” as a way of differentiating between different functions. Ide-
ally, there is a merchant zone against the building face, a transit/amenity

zone against the curb and the pedestrian zone between the other two.

Figures 15 and 16 further illustrate these ideas on the station block between
Yamhill and Taylor on 6th Avenue, and on the North Mall. Note that the mer-

chant zone is eliminated in the north mall due to the narrower right of way.
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Vehicle Pullouts
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