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Abstract 
 

This study examines the extent to which specific social and environmental objectives have been 

achieved in the new urbanist community of Orenco Station (Portland, Oregon).  House-level 

surveys were conducted in Orenco Station, as well as a traditional suburb and two long-

established urban neighborhoods.  Survey data reveal high levels of social interaction in the new 

urbanist community, as compared to the comparison neighborhoods.  The analysis also reveals a 

higher level of walking, and an increase in the occasional use of mass transit, in the new urbanist 

community.  However, the majority of residents in all four neighborhoods (including the new 

urbanist neighborhood) rely on single occupancy vehicles for their regular commute.  In sum, this 

study shows that Orenco Station is very effective in achieving its social objectives, modestly 

effective in encouraging walking and the occasional use of mass transit–but not very effective in 

increasing primary reliance on mass transit for commuting.   
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Introduction 
 

Traditional forms of suburban expansion have long been criticized for their problematic social 

and environmental impacts.  The serpentine cul-de-sacs, large private lots, and scarcity of 

sidewalks characteristic of suburbs in the United States and elsewhere have been shown to 

increase social isolation, reduce physical activity, increase reliance on automobiles, and intensify 

a host of environmental problems (Duany, Plater-Zyberk, and Speck 2000).  Although this form 

of urban development certainly appeals to an important segment of the market, there is growing 

concern about the negative effects generated by suburbs at the level of the individual, the city, 

and the nation.  

 Over the last three decades, the urban design movement known as new urbanism has 

emerged as an important alternative to traditional suburban development.  New urbanist 

communities are explicitly designed to increase social interactions, pedestrian mobility, and 

reliance on mass transit.  Advocates of new urbanism have argued that this design approach can 

form the basis of a fundamentally new form of urbanization, which is more socially cohesive and 

environmentally sustainable.  Some proponents have even argued that this approach to urban 

development can help address global climate change problems.  The proliferation of new urbanist 

communities in the United States, Europe, and elsewhere is a testament to the allure of these 

multiple promises (Ellis 2002; Fishman 2005; Garde 2006; Youngentob and Hostetler 2005). 

 Although there has been a marked upsurge in the number of new urbanist neighborhoods 

that have been built over the last fifteen years, there have been few ground-level studies 

conducted to evaluate the actual achievements of this form of urbanization (Brain 2005; Dill 

2006; Kim 2007).  Debates about the potential merits and limitations of new urbanism have 

tended to remain on theoretical or ideological levels, and they have not generally been informed 

by empirical data gathered from the communities themselves.  This study is designed to help fill 

this empirical gap by comparing lifestyles fostered within a new urbanist neighborhood to those 

found in more typical urban communities.   

 This study is based on a house-level survey of residents in four neighborhoods in 

Portland, Oregon.  One of the neighborhoods surveyed was the new urbanist community of 

Orenco Station, which is located in western Portland.  This new urbanist neighborhood was 

surveyed twice–once in 2002 and once in 2007–so it is possible to evaluate the evolving 

characteristics of this neighborhood.  The second neighborhood surveyed was a traditional 

suburb which is also located in western Portland.  And surveys were also conducted in two more 

long-established neighborhoods, one in Northeast Portland and one in Southwest Portland.  On 

the basis of these surveys, it is possible to compare patterns of social interaction and transit 

behavior found in a new urbanist community, a traditional suburb, and more established urban 

neighborhoods that have distinct socio-economic profiles.   

 Key issues that are explored include the following: Has the Orenco Station project 

succeeded in fostering more social interaction than is found in more typical Portland 

neighborhoods?  Has the new urbanist design fostered more walking?  And, of particular 

importance from an environmental perspective, have Orenco Station residents increased their 

reliance on mass transit since moving into the community?   

 My research demonstrates that Orenco Station has indeed succeeded in fostering an 

unusually high level of social interaction within the community.  Moreover, the extremely high 
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satisfaction ratings given by Orenco residents to their community’s physical design suggests that 

high-density developments are quite capable of competing in an urban area that is dominated by 

more traditional, diffuse suburban neighborhoods.  While changes in commuting habits by 

Orenco Station residents have been less dramatic, this study does show that there has been an 

increase in walking and the periodic use of mass transit by residents of the neighborhood.  

Overall, this study lends support to the assertion that new urbanist communities can foster more 

socially cohesive and healthier lifestyles within urban environments.   

 

Methodological and �eighborhood Details 
 

Before turning to a review of specific empirical findings, let me describe the methodology used 

in the surveys.  This section also describes the general characteristics of the four neighborhoods 

that are compared. 

 The data reported here was generated by the Portland Neighborhood Survey, which is an 

on-going project designed to gather social, health, and environmental information from 

communities in Oregon’s largest city.  Trained field interviewers are sent to every residence 

along specific streets in particular neighborhoods to knock on doors and solicit interviews.  If a 

resident agrees to an interview, approximately fifty questions covering social, health, and 

environmental topics are asked.  

 As with all survey research, there are possibilities that non-random groups of people can 

be contacted through door-knocking techniques.  A number of steps were taken to reduce this 

danger, however.  Groups of interviewers were sent down each street on at least two different 

days, in order to maximize the chances that a resident in every house would be contacted (to then 

accept or refuse to participate in an interview).  Most of the field research was done on 

weekends, between the hours of 10am and 5pm, in order to increase the likelihood that a 

representative segment of the population would be home.  As it turned out, our response rates 

(the number of interviews completed per houses contacted) in each of the four neighborhoods 

hovered around 40%.  Because the methodology employed was identical in each neighborhood, 

whatever remaining non-random biases crept in are probably the same across the zones.  

Differing neighborhood characteristics captured by the surveys are therefore likely to reflect 

actual differences between each community.  It is also important to note tha there is evidence to 

suggest that door knocking survey techniques are more reliable than telephone surveys, especially 

in an age when telephone screening devices and cell phones are in widespread use. 

 Data from four neighborhoods are reported in this study.  The first community to be 

surveyed (in 2001) was located in Northeast Portland.  The Northeast survey zone was located in 

a long-established section of Portland.  Physically, it is a relatively dense neighborhood of single 

family houses and apartment complexes.  It is an ethnically-diverse part of the city, with higher 

concentrations of African Americans, Latinos, and Asian residents than are commonly found in 

Oregon cities.  This is reflected in the survey.  56% of the respondents from this zone were self-

identified as non-white, while 44% self-identified as white.  It is also one of the least affluent 

sections of the city.  In the survey results, the median household income of Northeast respondents 

was in the range of $2000-2500 per month.  This area of the city suffered in the past from high 

crime rates, unemployment, and under-funded schools–though more contemporary concerns 

focus on problems such as gentrification and densification.  On the other hand, the Northeast 



 5

zone has a strong tradition of church and community based organizing, and is viewed as being 

one of the most socially-dynamic areas of the city. 

 The second study area (surveyed in 2004) was located in Southwest Portland.  The 

Southwest study zone was located in another long-established section of the city, but this area is 

built in a hilly area. Although the neighborhood is relatively densely populated, streets tend to be 

very windy and sidewalks are relatively scarce.  This is a generally middle class part of the city, 

with a median monthly household income in the range of $3500-4000.  It is also primarily white.  

Indeed, 78% of survey respondents self-identified as white.  In general, this neighborhood serves 

as a bedroom community for professionals who work in other parts of Portland.  

 The third study area (surveyed in 2006) was located in a traditional suburb in Beaverton.  

Beaverton is located in Western Portland, and is dominated by relatively diffuse suburban 

developments.  Neighborhoods are generally organized in cul-de-sacs, with large private lots and 

few sidewalks.  This is an affluent part of the city, with a median monthly household income in 

the range of $4000-4500.  It is also a majority-white area, with 63% of survey respondents 

identifying as white.  Overall, this neighborhood serves as a typical suburban bedroom 

community for professionals who work in Portland’s high-tech industry. 

 The fourth study area was that of Orenco Station.  This new urbanist development lies in 

Western Portland, between the communities of Beaverton and Hillsboro.  Orenco Station is 

designed to be a high-density, multi-use, and transit-oriented community.  Streets are narrow, but 

the community has an extensive network of sidewalks and paths that lead to a town center which 

has shops and services.  A light rail line is located within a 20 minute walk of all sections of 

Orenco Station.  Private lots are compact, but there are numerous parks, green spaces, and 

common areas.  The first residential and commercial areas opened in 1997, and by 2007 most 

construction had been completed in Orenco Station.  Two surveys–one in 2002 and one in 2007–

were conducted in Orenco Station, to measure changes in this evolving new urbanist community 

(over-time changes in Orenco Station are discussed below).  The community is very affluent and 

ethnically homogenous.  Indeed, the median monthly household income of respondents to the 

2007 survey was in the range of $6500-7000, and 95% of respondents self-identified as white.  

This neighborhood is mainly inhabited by retirees who have downsized their lifestyles, and by 

younger professionals who work in the nearby high-tech industry.   

 In sum, this study compares lifestyles found in the new urbanist community of Orenco 

Station with those found in more traditional kinds of neighborhoods–one located in Portland’s 

most diverse urban area, the second in a long-established middle class area, and the third in a 

traditional suburban zone.  With this background information in mind, we can now turn to an 

analysis of whether social interactions and transportation habits differ in Orenco Station when 

compared to these more typical Portland neighborhoods. 

 

Social Comparisons Across the �eighborhoods 
 

One of the central goals of new urbanist developers is to create physical spaces that foster new 

kinds of social interactions (Talen 1999, 2002). The organization of Orenco Station certainly 

reflects these social objectives.  The core area of Orenco Station has been constructed in such a 

way as to increase the likelihood that residents will get to know one another, and perhaps 

establish bonds of trust and good will.  Houses, for instance, have small private yards–but they 
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are surrounded by an impressive array of public parks, clubhouse facilities, and meeting areas.  

This reduction in private space, and increase in public space, is meant to bring people into more 

frequent interaction with one another.  Similarly, sidewalks and pathways ensure that all 

residents can take a pleasant walk to shops in the town center.  In addition to reducing the need to 

use cars to consume, this pedestrian-friendly design increases the likelihood that people will get 

to know one another while they perform regular recreation and shopping activities in the 

community. 

 The physical design of Orenco Station differs markedly from the layout of the other 

comparison neighborhoods.  In the area studied in Northeast Portland, houses are arrayed in a 

traditional urban grid.  The modest number of shopping facilities found in this neighborhood are 

clustered in specific zones, so that most residents live farther away from stores than their Orenco 

Station counterparts.  Heavily traveled surface streets bisect the zone, making it harder for 

Northeast residents to walk through the neighborhood.  Residents in the hilly Southwest 

neighborhood, meanwhile, live in even more of an atomized physical context.  Private yards tend 

to be large, while sidewalks are often non-existent.  Shops and parks are even further removed 

from residential areas, and so it is almost a necessity to drive to places like the grocery store.  The 

traditional suburb of Beaverton poses similar challenges to residents.  Private houses and yards 

are generally large, and sidewalks are few and far between.  Once again, residents are almost 

forced to drive to shops or meeting areas.  The physical design of the comparison communities, 

in short, serves to decrease chances for social interaction–while Orenco Station’s design is meant 

to increase community engagement. 

 So, is there evidence to suggest that different social dynamics are being fostered in the 

new urbanist community of Orenco Station?  As indicated in Table 1, this does indeed seem to be 

the case.  For instance, in each neighborhood we asked the question: “Are people here more or 

less friendly than where you lived before?” 58% of the Orenco Station respondents who were 

interviewed in 2007 said “more friendly here,” compared to 45% in Northeast Portland, 42% in 

Southwest Portland, and 47% in the Beaverton suburb.  An even sharper difference emerges with 

responses to the question “Is there more or less a sense of community here than in other Portland 

neighborhoods?”  65% of Orenco Station respondents said “more community here,” compared 

with 46% in Northeast, 32% in Southwest, and 45% in Beaverton.  Taken together, this evidence 

suggests that Orenco Station offers a significantly more congenial social atmosphere than the 

more traditional areas.  

 

Insert Table 1 Approximately Here 

 

 If there is indeed a greater level of general friendliness in Orenco Station, is this 

associated with different patterns of participation in local activities?  Again, this does seem to be 

true.  In the surveys, we asked respondents whether any resident of the house participates in 

formal or informal neighborhood groups.  In 59% of the Orenco Station homes surveyed in  

2007, at least one person was reported to engage in group activities.  This compares with 31% in  

the Northeast, 30% in the Southwest, and 30% in the Beaverton suburb.  In other words, reported 

participation rates in neighborhood group activities were almost twice as high in the new urbanist 

neighborhood as they were in the more typical urban areas. 

 At a more detailed level, additional differences in patterns of group participation can be 
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identified.  For instance, the most common kinds of groups reported by Orenco Station residents 

were dinners, book clubs, and other informal neighborhood activities.  Participation in the local 

homeowners association was also commonly reported.  In contrast, the only commonly-cited 

group activities reported by residents in the three other communities were participation in 

neighborhood watch and homeowners associations.  What emerges, then, is a picture of a new 

urbanist community in which many people are actively engaging with one another in a myriad of 

informal ways.  Group activities in Orenco Station appear to be geared more towards socializing 

for its own sake, as opposed to being focused on safety or property maintenance issues. This 

suggests, at least indirectly, that a higher level of trust and goodwill has been generated within 

this neighborhood than in the comparison communities.  

 Of course, it is important to be careful not to assume that a simple causal relationship 

exists between the physical design of Orenco Station and the kinds of social interactions that take 

place between residents.  The people who moved into Orenco Station were often doing so 

because they wanted to live in a high-density, socially-interactive community (see below).  This 

self-selection dynamic is absent in the comparison communities, which may partly explain the 

different social outcomes. Still, whatever the original mind-set of the Orenco Station inhabitants 

might have been, the fact remains that continued social engagement is occurring in the 

community.  At this early stage of its development, Orenco Station has clearly helped generate a 

remarkably high level of friendliness and social interaction amongst its residents. 

 

 

Transportation Comparisons Across the �eighborhoods 
 

In addition to fostering new patterns of social interaction, the physical design of new urbanist 

communities is intended to encourage more pedestrian activity while reducing reliance on 

automobiles.  Moreover, when it is possible to locate these developments near mass transit lines, 

it is hoped that more residents will come to rely on public transportation for their regular 

commute (Greenwald 2003; Leck 2006).   

 As described in this section, the internal design of Orenco Station does indeed appear to 

be encouraging more pedestrian mobility.  However, though Orenco Station benefits from being 

located near a mass transit line–and the occasional use of mass transit by residents has indeed 

risen–it remains the case that most residents continue to rely on single occupancy vehicles for 

their regular commute.  Evidence from my survey, in other words, reveals something of a mixed 

picture with regard to the transportation achievements of Orenco Station. 

 Let us first examine the arena in which definite successes have been realized: that of 

encouraging walking within the community (Lund 2003; Rodriguez, Khattak and Evenson 2006).  

Recall that the occupied residential core of Orenco Station is located in close proximity to a 

Town Center (where neighborhood shops are located), a local clubhouse, parks, and other 

amenities.  Indeed, the furthest distance that one would need to travel from an occupied home to 

these local amenities is a walk of 10 to 20 minutes.  An impressive network of sidewalks and 

pathways ensures that such a walk is safe and pleasant. 

 As shown in Table 2, more pedestrian activity has been fostered within Orenco Station 

than is found in the nearby suburb of Beaverton (the two neighborhoods in which physical 

activity data was gathered).  50% of the Orenco residents who were surveyed in 2007 report 
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walking to a local store to shop five or more times a week, compared to only 5% of respondents 

in the typical suburb who report that level of walking.  Note also that 68% of the residents of the 

typical suburb of Beaverton report that they never walk to a store–compared with only 7% of 

residents in Orenco who report this level of inactivity.  This increase in local pedestrian mobility 

is not only an important achievement from the point of view of environmental sustainability, but 

it is also likely to improve the health of Orenco residents over the long term. 

 

Insert Table 2 Approximately Here 

 

 While clear successes have been achieved with respect to fostering pedestrian activity 

within Orenco Station, it is less clear that fundamental changes have been realized in mass transit 

use.  This becomes apparent as we turn to an examination of the commuting behavior and mass 

transit use patterns of Orenco residents, as compared to citizens in the comparison communities. 

 Let me begin by contrasting the transit options available to residents in each of the study 

zones.  The Northeast Portland residents have access to a relatively large number of bus lines  

running along major arteries in their community.  The Southwest residents, meanwhile, have  

fewer bus lines running through their hilly neighborhood.  They also live near a major interstate 

highway that generally provides easy car-based access to the city center.  Meanwhile, the 

residents of the traditional suburb of Beaverton are close to a light rail line that runs from 

Hillsboro (a center of employment) to downtown Portland.  But, Beaverton residents do not 

generally have good sidewalks.  The residents of Orenco Station, meanwhile, are equally close to 

the same light rail line, though they live in a more pedestrian-friendly environment.  It is also 

important to note that residents of Northeast Portland have the lowest average median household 

income, and some of them are forced to rely on mass transit for economic reasons.  By contrast, 

the residents of Southwest Portland, Beaverton, and Orenco Station tend to be in the middle class 

and so they have a lower economic compulsion to rely on mass transit. 

 Given these background factors, it is clear that the most intriguing transportation 

comparison to be made is between residents of Orenco Station and Beaverton (the traditional 

suburban neighborhood located near Orenco).  Residents in both these communities have 

somewhat similar access to the light rail line, while their relatively affluent incomes means they 

have similar abilities to choose to rely on private vehicles or mass transit.  While I present 

comparison data for the other neighborhoods as well, I therefore highlight similarities and 

differences in transportation patterns exhibited by residents in the Orenco and Beaverton 

communities. 

 Let us begin by examining the form of transportation that the residents in each 

neighborhood use for their regular commute to work or school. It is important to note that I am 

focusing only on residents who report having a regular commute to work or school.  Citizens 

who do not have a commute (because they are retired, or work from home, or for any other 

reason) are not included in this particular analysis.  As indicated in Table 2, the majority of 

commuters in all four study zones rely on single occupancy vehicles as their sole means of 

transport.  Of most significance is the fact that 64% of respondents from the 2007 Orenco Station 

survey report using single-occupancy vehicles for their commute.  It is also important to note that 

a smaller proportion (15%) of Orenco residents report relying exclusively on mass transit for 

their commute than in any of the other comparison communities.  Of particular interest is the fact 
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that more people from the traditional suburb of Beaverton report using mass transit for their 

commute than do residents from the 2007 Orenco survey. Clearly, the new urbanist community 

of Orenco Station has not fostered a significant shift toward mass transit for everyday commuting 

as of yet.    

 On a more positive note, Orenco Station’s proximity to the light rail is encouraging 

residents to use mass transit more for occasional trips.  As indicated in Table 2, 65% of Orenco 

Station residents report that they have started using mass transit more since moving to the 

neighborhood.  None of the other comparison zones registers a similarly high increase in periodic 

mass transit use.  Moreover, rates of occasional mass transit use are higher in Orenco than in any 

of the comparison communities.  

 One of the underlying variables that has often been shown to be associated with 

transportation behavior is income.  My survey work allows for an analysis of transportation 

behavior that controls for income, when comparing residents from the Beaverton suburb and the 

2007 Orenco Station survey.  Table 3 provides the results of two binary regression analyses.  The 

first model focuses on adult residents of these two communities who report having a regular 

commute, and who state that they primarily rely either on a single occupancy vehicle or mass 

transit for that commute (the small number of respondents who report walking, bicycling, or 

using some combination of commute modes are dropped from this analysis).   As the model 

demonstrates, there is no statistically-significant difference in mass transit behavior in either 

neighborhood.  The majority of residents in both communities are relatively affluent, and the 

majority rely on single occupancy vehicles for their commute to work. 

 

Insert Table 3 Approximately Here 

 

 Of more interest are the results of the second binary logistic regression model.  This 

analysis examines whether the use of mass transit (either for a work commute, or for any other 

reason) has increased or decreased in frequency since the resident moved into their current 

neighborhood.  As the results indicate, income is not a significant predictor of any change in 

mass transit usage for residents in either neighborhood.  However, the neighborhood a resident 

lives in is indeed a statistically-significant predictor of whether mass transit usage has increased 

or decreased.  Specifically, residents of Orenco Station are about 84% more likely than residents 

of the Beaverton suburb to report using mass transit more since moving into the new urbanist 

community.  So, when the effects of income are controlled, the design of Orenco Station–and its 

proximity to a light rail line–is strongly associated with an increase use in the frequency of mass 

transit use.   

 Overall, the transportation achievements of Orenco Station have been mixed.  On the one 

hand, residents of this new urbanist neighborhood continue to exhibit a relatively high level of 

reliance on single-occupancy vehicles for their regular commute.  On the other hand, they report 

using mass transit for occasional trips more than residents of the comparison neighborhoods.  

Furthermore, the Orenco residents report that they are engaging in more pedestrian-based 

activities.  Although these transportation patterns call into question assertions that new urbanist 

designs can by themselves address transportation or global climate concerns, they do show that 

occasional walking and mass transit use can be fostered.  And it may be the case that, with 

additional effort, local planners and employers can create stronger incentives to get Orenco 
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residents to increase their use of mass transit in their regular commute. 

 

Over-Time Comparisons of a �ew Urbanist Community 
 

Relatively few ground-level surveys have been conducted of new urbanist communities, to 

provide empirical snap-shots of lifestyles in these neighborhoods.  Even more scarce are studies 

that have surveyed the same new urbanist community at two points in time.  Let me now turn to a 

discussion of the evolving characteristics of Orenco Station, as revealed in surveys conducted in 

2002 and 2007.  Note that each year’s sample was distinct; no resident was interviewed in both 

2002 and 2007.  As will become evident, there are reasons to be optimistic about the changes that 

are taking place within this new urbanist community. 

 Although five years is a short time in the history of an urban community, some important 

changes have begun to take place in Orenco over this period.  New complexes of apartments and 

row houses have opened, which stand in contrast to the condos and free standing houses that 

predominated in the zones that were first occupied.  And while affluent retirees and empty 

nesters dominated the first group of Orenco residents, more recent years have seen a modest 

influx of younger professional couples.  The community’s average age has declined slightly, 

while the rising average income reflects an increase in dual income households in Orenco.  At the 

same time, the ethnic configuration has not changed much–and so Orenco remains a largely 

white community. 

 Table 4 provides information on the shifting characteristics of Orenco Station between 

2002 and 2007.  Although there has been a great deal of stability in the pattern of perceived 

friendliness within the community, more change is evident in measures of social interaction.  For 

instance, 40% of the residents in 2002 reported that someone in their house participated in formal 

or informal group activities.  By 2007 this ratio had risen, so that almost 60% of respondents 

reported engaging in group activities.  And while only 8% of the 2002 respondents said that they 

interacted with their neighbors in new ways since moving to the neighborhood, by 2007 this ratio 

had risen to 50%.  These two measures suggest that social interactions are thriving and becoming 

more multi-faceted as Orenco Station matures. 

 

Insert Table 4 Approximately Here 

 

 One of the key concerns raised about new urbanist communities is that they have the 

potential of fostering a high level of insularity (Harvey 1996; Day 2003).  In many respects, the 

early stage of development of Orenco Station provided an almost ideal breeding-ground for the 

emergence of exclusionary attitudes.  Again, in its inception the neighborhood was inhabited 

almost entirely by white, affluent professionals.  Even in other respects, the neighborhood was 

internally homogenous.  There were few children, adolescents, or teenagers, for instance.  

Moreover, the carefully-constructed and maintained amenities such as parks and clubhouse 

facilities within Orenco Station contrasted with a relative lack of similar amenities in 

surrounding suburbs.  In short, the setting was primed for the development of a strong us-versus-

them mentality within the community.   

 Some evidence from my survey research indicates that moderately exclusionary attitudes 

did indeed exist among some of the original residents of Orenco Station.  Take the issue of ethnic 
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diversity.  We asked the question: “How do you feel about the ethnic diversity of this 

neighborhood?” 65% of respondents in the 2002 Orenco Station survey replied that they were 

happy with the existing level of ethnic diversity–at a time when the neighborhood was 95% 

white.  Only 35% of Orenco Station respondents stated that they wished their community were 

more diverse in 2002.  By the time of the 2007 Orenco survey, though, 50% of respondents 

reported that they wanted more ethnic diversity in Orenco.  Although the community remains 

95% white, there does seem to be a growing internal discourse that values greater diversity.   

 We also asked a question about economic diversity.  The question was: “Should a certain 

number of affordable houses, designed for people with lower incomes, be built in Orenco 

Station?”  Only 39% percent of respondents said “yes” in 2002.  Interestingly, the “yes” ratio 

grew to 54% in 2007.  Again, although the community remains solidly affluent, a slight majority 

of those surveyed in 2007 appear to be open to having greater economic diversity within the 

neighborhood.  In sum, openly exclusionary attitudes do not seem to be intensifying in Orenco 

Station.  In fact, just the opposite seems to be occurring, at least based on this survey data. 

 Just as there are reasons for optimism about the social evolution of Orenco Station, Table 

5 reveals a couple of hopeful developments in pedestrian and transit habits within the 

community.  Most noticeable is the change registered in the frequency with which residents walk 

to local stores.  The proportion of respondents who report walking to stores three, four, five or 

more days a week has grown substantially between the 2002 and 2007 surveys.  Again, this bodes 

well for the health and social cohesiveness of the community.  And though a majority of Orenco 

residents rely on single occupancy vehicles for their commute, this proportion fell from 75% to 

64% between 2002 and 2007.  Perhaps a continuing influx of younger residents, combined with 

more proactive efforts on the part of local planners and employers, can bring this ratio down even 

further over the coming years. 

 

Insert Table 5 Approximately Here 

 

 The final aspect of the community that my over-time data sheds light on has to do with 

the general satisfaction of residents with the design and lived experience within the 

neighborhood.  As noted earlier, house lots and yards in Orenco Station are smaller than those 

found in most of the surrounding suburbs.  By achieving a higher density of residential units, it is 

hoped that urban sprawl can be minimized.  However, concern has been expressed in some 

quarters that higher density arrangements are inherently less attractive to potential homeowners 

than the larger lots found in traditional suburban developments (Garde 2006).  Determining 

whether or not residents enjoy living in high density communities is therefore of crucial 

importance for those advocating the construction of more compact urban developments. 

 Evidence from the Orenco surveys shows that the majority of residents are quite pleased 

with the spatial design of the neighborhood.  When asked to compare the design of Orenco 

Station to other suburbs, 94% of the respondents in 2002 and 95% of respondents in 2007 stated 

that the organization of Orenco Station was better than that found in more typical suburbs.  This 

high approval rate even holds up when the cost differential is taken into account.  82 percent of  

the respondents surveyed in 2002, and 93% of those surveyed in 2007, acknowledged that 

Orenco Station lot sizes are smaller–and yet more expensive–than those found in surrounding 

suburbs.  Nevertheless, over 93% of residents who agree this size/cost discrepancy exists would 
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still recommend that their friends or family purchase units in the community.  

 

Insert Table 6 Approximately Here 

 

 Table 6 provides more detailed information on aspects of the community that are liked 

and disliked.  As can be observed, there is very high approval for the way in which the  

community is physically organized. Indeed, design-oriented factors dominate the list of aspects 

liked about Orenco Station.  The friendly community atmosphere is also very frequently cited as 

a particularly positive aspect of the neighborhood.  Residents had a harder time listing things that 

they disliked about Orenco Station.  The criticisms that were most commonly cited included 

dissatisfaction with the quality of construction in the area, and restrictions maintained by the 

community’s homeowners association.  A couple of residents did mention that they had grown 

less pleased with the small private yards and density of the community since moving into Orenco 

Station, but this criticism was very rarely identified.    

 Clearly, the physical design of Orenco Station has received very high marks from the first 

generation of residents.  Meanwhile, continued strong demand for newer Orenco Station units 

suggests that there is a potentially large pool of urban residents in Portland (and by implication in 

other cities) who are amenable to living in high density, pedestrian-friendly, multi-use 

communities.  My research demonstrates that it is indeed possible to achieve sustained, high 

levels of residential satisfaction within dense new urbanist communities.  Orenco Station 

therefore represents a positive case study for advocates of higher density development in affluent 

urban areas.   

 

Conclusion 
 

It is certainly a hopeful sign that the community of Orenco Station has generated strong 

community interaction within its boundaries.  With the slow but steady influx of younger 

professionals, Orenco Station is becoming an even more unique new urbanist neighborhood–one 

in which internal social differences are growing rather than narrowing.  Future research will have 

to determine whether the high levels of social interaction generated within an initially 

homogenous population will decrease, or whether Orenco Station’s increasingly diverse 

population can fashion strong connections that bridge ethnic and class differences. 

 And it is also encouraging that a majority of residents have become more pedestrian-

oriented, and that many have increased their occasional use of mass transit since moving into the 

neighborhood.  At the same time, if Orenco Station wants to be judged as being a true 

environmental success then more significant changes in commuting behavior will need to be 

achieved.  This will require more sustained, coordinated efforts by members of the community, 

local planners, and employers, to ensure that available transit options are used more intensively. 

 In summary, this study shows that Orenco Station has succeeded in fostering an unusually 

high level of social interaction within the community.  The high satisfaction ratings given by 

Orenco residents to their community’s physical design shows that high-density developments are 

capable of competing against more traditional, diffuse suburban designs.  While changes in 

commuting habits by Orenco Station residents have been less dramatic, this study does show that 

there has been an increase in walking and the periodic use of mass transit by residents of the 
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neighborhood.  Overall, this study lends support to the assertion that new urbanist communities 

can foster more socially cohesive and healthier lifestyles within urban environments.   
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Table 1. Demographic and Social Comparisons Across �eighborhoods 
  

 

          �E PDX        SW PDX       BEAV    ORE�CO 07 
        Urban Grid      Urban Hills            Suburb      New Urban 

 

 

Demographic Variables 
 

Number Households Surveyed           199              137              110               108 

 

Average Age                32  33  32  42 

 

Median Monthly  

House Income                             2250             3750             4250             6750 

 

Race 

Percent White      44  78  63  95 

Percent Non-White   56  22  37    5 

            

Aver Num Years Residents     8    8    6    3 

Have Lived in Neigh 

 

 

 

Social Variables 
 

 

More or Less  More  45%  42%  47%  58% 

Friendly Here?  Same  31%  38%  36%  36% 

   Less  24%  20%  17%    6% 

 

 

More or Less  More  46%  32%  45%  65% 

Community Here? Same  18%  35%  29%  20% 

   Less  36%  33%  26%  15% 

 

 

Participate in   Yes  31%  30%  30%  59% 

Groups Here?   No  69%  70%  70%  41% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2. Transportation Comparisons Across �eighborhoods 

             �E PDX         SW PDX           BEAV       ORE�CO 07 
           Urban Grid        Urban Hills             Suburb          New Urban 

How Often Walk    Five/More        5%  50% 

to Store to Shop    Three/Four    NA  NA  10%  19% 

in Typical Week?    One/Two      17%  24% 

      Never       68%    7% 
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What Form of Trans       Single Occ  62%  69%  75%  64% 

Used for Commute?          Vehicle 

                                        Mass Trans 26%  18%  20%  15% 

                                            or Bus 

              Carpool, Bike 10%    7%    3%  11% 

                                            or Walk 

              Combined   2%    6%    2%  10% 

                                            or Other 

 

Use Mass Trans    More   41%  18%  23%  65% 

More or Less    Same   31%  55%  60%  31% 

Since Living in    Less   28%  27%  17%    4% 

This Neigh? 

 

How Many Days    Five/More  25%  15%  12%    9% 

per Week Use         Three/Four  11%    9%    4%    7% 

Mass Trans?            One/Two  16%  11%  26%   51% 

                                      Never  48%  65%  58%   33% 

 

Table 3. Comparison of Transportation Behavior in Beaverton Suburb and Orenco Station 2007 
Binary Logistic Regression Model #1: Primary Reliance on Mass Transit or Single Occupancy Vehicle for Commute to Work?  

   Residents in analysis: Only residents who report having a regular commute, and rely primarily on mass transit or single-occupancy  

      vehicle, are in this analysis (residents who have no commute, or use a variety of forms of transportation, are removed). Only 

      residents with complete data on all variables are in this model.  In the end, 139 residents from the Beaverton suburb, and 96  

      residents from the 2007 Orenco Station survey, are included in this analysis.   

     Dependent Variable:  

       Commute Mode (those who rely on mass transit are coded 1, and those who rely on single occupancy vehicles are coded 0). 

     Independent Variables:  

       Individual Income (total monthly income of household, divided by number of people living in house).  

       Zone (residents living in Beaverton are coded 0, and those living in Orenco in 2007 are coded 1). 

      Results:                     Stand Beta Coefficient  Sig Level  Odds Ratio 

        Individual Income      .000     .331      1.000 

        Zone                      -.114     .759      1.121  

     Interpretation: Neither independent variable is a statistically-significant predictor of whether a resident relies primarily on mass 

         transit or a single occupancy vehicle in these two communities. 

 

Binary Logistic Regression Model #2: More/Less Frequent Use of Mass Transit Use Since Moving to this �eighborhood? 
   Residents in analysis: Residents who responded to the question ‘Do you use mass transit more or less in this neighborhood, as  

       compared to your previous neighborhood?” Only residents with complete data on all variables are in this model.  In the end, 205 

       residents from the Beaverton suburb, and 189 residents from the 2007 Orenco Station survey, are included in this analysis.   

     Dependent Variable:  

       Mass Transit Frequency (those who report using mass transit more are coded 1, those who report same or less are coded 0). 

     Independent Variables:  

       Individual Income (total monthly income of household, divided by number of people living in house).  

       Zone (residents living in Beaverton are coded 0, and those living in Orenco in 2007 are coded 1). 

    Results:    Stand Beta Coefficient  Sig Level  Odds Ratio 

      Individual Income      .000     .824       1.000 

      Zone       1.81     .000       0.164  

   Interpretation: Although income is not a statistically significant predictor, the zone a resident lives in is a statistically-significant  

      predictor of increased use of mass transit.  Residents of Orenco Station are about 84% more likely than residents of the Beaverton 

      suburb to report using  mass transit more since moving into the new urbanist community.   

 

Table 4. Demographic and Social Comparisons Within Orenco Station 
 

 

      ORE�CO 2002                 ORE�CO 2007 

Demographic Variables         
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Number Households Surveyed `           114              108 

 

Average Age         48      42 

 

Median Monthly  

House Income                   4750               6750 

 

Race 

Percent White        95      95 

Percent Non-White        5        5 

            

Aver Num Years Residents    1.5     2.9 

Have Lived in Neigh 

 

Social Variables 
 

More or Less  More    59%    58% 

Friendly Here?  Same    33%    36% 

   Less      8%      6% 

 

More or Less  More    78%    65% 

Community Here? Same    15%    20% 

   Less      7%    15% 

 

Participate in   Yes    40%    59% 

Groups Here?  No    60%    41% 

 

Interact With  Yes      8%    50% 

Neighs in New  No    92%    50% 

Ways Here?   

 

How Feel About  Wish More   35%    50% 

Diversity Here?  Happy    65%    50% 

   Wish Less     0%      0% 

 

Support Having  Yes    39%    54% 

Afford Housing  Maybe    22%      4% 

Included Here?  No    39%    42% 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Table 5. Transportation Comparisons Within Orenco Station 
 

 

      ORE�CO 2002     ORE�CO 2007 
 

 

 

How Often Walk     Five/More   11%   50% 

to Store to Shop     Three/Four     7%   19% 

in Typical Week?     One/Two   70%   24% 
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      Never    12%     7% 

 

 

 

What Form of Trans       Single Occ    75%   64% 

Used for Commute?          Vehicle 

                                        Mass Trans                    18%   15% 

                                            or Bus 

             Carpool, Bike       4%   11% 

                                            or Walk 

             Combined           3%   10% 

                                            or Other 

 

 

 

Use Mass Trans    More    69%   65% 

More or Less     Same    25%   31% 

Since Living in     Less      6%     4% 

This Neigh? 

 

 

 

How Many Days     Five/More   10%     9% 

per Week Use          Three/Four     7%     7% 

Mass Trans?            One/Two   56%   51% 

                                 Never    27%   33% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6. Qualitative Evaluations of Orenco Station 
 

 

 

                       ORE�CO 2002     ORE�CO 2007 
 

 

 

Is it True That      Yes           82%    93% 

You Paid More      No           18%       7% 

For a Smaller Lot? 

 

 

 

Top 5 Reasons            1) Location in City  1) Orenco Neigh Design 

Given for Making            2) Community Feeling  2) Close to Shops 

Higher Cost Choice           3) Individual House Design 3) Location in City 

             4) Orenco Neigh Design  4) Close to Mass Transit 
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             5) Close to Mass Transit  5) Community Feeling 

 

 

 

Top 10 Things            1) Community Feeling  1) Close to Shops 

Liked Best About            2) Close to Shops   2) Community Feeling 

Orenco Station            3) Orenco Neigh Design  3) Close to Mass Transit 

             4) Aesthetic Aspects  4) Walkability 

             5) Close to Mass Transit  5) Aesthetics 

             6) Location in City  6) Orenco Neigh Design 

             7) Safety   7) Parks/Greenspaces 

             8) Quiet    8) Location in City 

             9) Walkability   9) Safety 

           10) Parks/Greenspaces              10) House Design 

 

 

 

Top 5 Things            1) Shoddy Construction  1) Shoddy Construction 

Disliked About             2) HOA Restrictions/Probs 2) HOA  Problems 

Orenco Station            3) Confusing Streets  3) Small Yards/Density 

             4) Limited Parking  4) Limited Parking 

             5) Small Yards/Density  5) Homogeneity  

 


