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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In coordination with the Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT), the 2014 cohort of Masters in Urban and
Regional Planning students at Portland State University have been asked to help collect and analyze data for the
proposed 20s bikeway. This is an approximately eight-mile length of proposed and existing bike infrastructure
that transects over a dozen Portland neighborhoods with the aim of providing a safe, clear, effective, NorthSouth bike route on the inner East side.
The entirety of the route has been divided up among eight groups in our class. Our team was responsible for the
section of the route between SE 28th and Steele, and SE 26th and Clinton. This starts on 28th, roughly just North
of Reed College, continues north to Gladstone where the route turns west to 26th and continues north, crossing
Powell Boulevard, passing Cleveland High School and finishing at the Clinton neighborhood node.
Our section has existing bike infrastructure for the majority of the route with a two block stretch unmarked and
categorized as a ‘shared roadway’ on the official Bicycle Transportation Alliance (BTA) bike map.
The questions that formulated our data collection were:

● Who is using the current bike route?
● What are their concerns?—(Specifically regarding the infrastructure, the route, their neighborhood, and
safety, etc.)
● What are the potential equity issues in implementing this route?
We implemented five primary data collection methods which included:






Informal windshield survey via bike
PBOT standard bike count inventory (4 counts)
Bike intercept survey (39 surveys)
Bike count inventory at Cleveland High School (2 counts)
Interviews (4 total)

We found that:




The riders in our segment were largely male, commuters, aged 25-44, and enthusiastic and confident.
Designated bike routes make people feel safer, and clear signage would address this.
There is no disproportionate impact on protected cyclists due to this route.

Because negative issues with the site such as trouble spots, neglected user groups, equity issues among riders,
route programming issues, design problems, or other concerns were not obvious, we began to see our route as
well-planned and established. We concluded that it does not require major investment for the greater 20s
bikeway to be successful.
In conclusion, this section of the site performs very well and requires very little further study or analysis at this
time to tease out issues that are not present. Clear signage in a few locations throughout the site is the most
pressing concern.
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INTRODUCTION
The following report is intended to elaborate on the findings from a ten week data collection effort along a
segment of the proposed 20s bikeway. PBOT approached Portland State University Master in Urban and Regional
Planning students to complete an initial round of data collection to better inform them of the proposed bikeway.
During the first quarter of studies, students were enrolled in Planning Methods I and learned primary qualitative
data collection methods that they applied to this project.

THE 20S BIKEWAY
The proposed 20s bikeway is intending to produce a clear, safe bike route from NE Portland to SE Portland.
Because there is no obvious single street running directly North - South this project will require the use of
multiple different segments of streets in the 20’s to become a reality. The current plan locates the north
terminus of the route at NE Lombard Street and 27th. From there the route heads south using a variety of
segments of 29th, 28th, 27 and 26th streets until reaching the southern terminus, nearly eight miles away, at SE
45th Avenue in the Eastmoreland neighborhood (Map 1). Given the size of the route and geographic scope of the
project, the group of student researchers decided to divide the route up along eight segments. The divisions
were chosen so they were of somewhat equal length and so they avoided being split up at major arterials that
might act as major East-West bikeways. A corresponding team of students worked on each unique segment. Data
collection tools varied across the site, with a few tools implemented by all eight groups and translatable for the
entire proposed bikeway.
During the twice-weekly meetings of the researchers, research questions were formulated and refined.
Ultimately, each group hoped to gather data around who is using the current route (in the case of some
segments, this included unmarked bikeways), what concerns existed about the usability and safety of the route,
and finally were there equity issues that PBOT needed to consider when constructing the route?

CLINTON TO STEELE SEGMENT
Our team was responsible for the section of the route between SE 28th and Steele, and SE 26th and Clinton. This
starts on 28th, roughly just North of Reed College, continues north to Gladstone where the route turns west to
26th and continues north, crossing Powell Boulevard, passing Cleveland High School, and finishing at the Clinton
neighborhood node. Most of the streets along this proposed path already have bicycle infrastructure in the form
of a single painted bike lane. The two unmarked segments are along 26th Street from Clinton to SE Taggart and
along SE 28th Street from Gladstone to Holgate Boulevard. (See Maps 1 and 2.)
In order to understand the infrastructure, direction, and feel of the segment, we completed a bike “windshield”
survey. Riding back and forth along the segment, the team made its initial observations of what characterizes
this segment of the bikeway. As a group of four, one researcher identifies as an “Interested but Concerned”
cyclist, two others as “Enthusiastic and Confident,” and the fourth as “Strong and Fearless.” This indicated that
just amongst our group, we might note differences in the feel for the route.
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The three locations of interest that each rider noted during this initial observation were located at the
intersection of 26th and Clinton, 26th where it crosses Powell, and finally 26th and Gladstone. The first
intersection has the only significant business presence along the segment, with a theater, coffee shop, and small
restaurants and other retailers. It had the most traffic along the route - motor vehicle, bike, and pedestrian. The
second is the location of the major east-west arterial crossing at Powell. Here there is a bike box when riding
north on the segment to cross Powell. This is also the location of Cleveland High School, the most recognizable
landmark along the segment. The final location of interest was the only jog/turn in the segment, and directed
bikers to 28th when headed south on the segment, and to 26th when headed north. The group decided to use
these three locations as the primary sites to conduct data collection.
Figure 1. SE 26th & Clinton, SE 26th & Powell, and SE 26th & Gladstone

After this initial round of data collection, we refined our segment-specific research agenda. We hoped to gather
information about student cyclists and potential inequitable impacts they might currently experience on the
route. We also hoped to understand where the unsafe “hot spots” were in our segment while gathering
preferences from cyclists for different types of infrastructure.

4

Map 1. Proposed NE & SE 20s Bikeway Study Area (Thin Line) and Clinton-Steele Study Area (Thick Line)
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Map 2. Location of Bike Counts & Surveys
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WHO IS USING THE ROUTE
Our initial bicycle counts revealed that 68% of our ridership is male while 32% is female (Figure A). Most of the
riders we surveyed (69%) were ages 25-44 and are using this section of the 20s bikeway for the purpose of
commuting (78%), which is unsurprising since most of the surveys were collected during peak morning
commuting hours (Figures B and C). Lastly, almost all of the cyclists we interviewed self-identified as ‘enthusiastic
and confident’ cyclists (72%) or ‘strong and fearless’ cyclists (18%; Figure D).
Figure A. Gender of Surveyed Cyclists (n=39)
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Figure B. Ages of Surveyed Cyclists (n=39)
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There were some groups that were noticeably missing from our survey numbers. First, young riders under the
age of 18 years old were significantly underrepresented in our surveys (3%) and were not often observed,
despite the fact that our section of the bikeway was adjacent to Cleveland High School. During our second
inventory, we counted only 2% of the student body riding to school. Second, as previously mentioned, women
were continuously underrepresented in all aspects our investigation of this section (bike counts, surveys, second
inventory, and interviews) ranging from 21-32% of the collected sample. This is not representative of the female
share of the population in Portland (50%) and may indicate safety concerns as female ridership is often
considered an indication of safe space. The lack of younger riders also suggests that this route may not be
considered safe by those riders and/or their parents. Finally, the presence of cyclists riding on the sidewalks,
while not officially counted, was observed at the intersection of 26th and Powell, indication potential safety
concerns.
Also, we did not encounter many recreational bikers (those riding for any purpose other than commuting). Only
2% identified the purpose of their trip as being for leisure (Figure C). Since this segment of the bikeway already
has bike infrastructure (a painted bike lane) in place and is used primarily by commuters, recreational bikers may
find the route intimidating. This may also be the reason that ‘interested but concerned’ self-identified riders
were underrepresented during the survey process. (‘Interested but concerned’ riders accounted for only 10% of
those we sampled, though they make up 60% of the population of Portland). Even though the share of currentlyriding cyclists who would self-identify as ‘interested but concerned’ is likely to be less than that of the whole
population (including those who are interested but not currently riding), we do not believe that such a small
share will yield an accurate representation of this group’s concerns. Furthermore, this is an important group to
target because they are such an extensive portion of the population.
Figure C. Trip Purpose for Surveyed Cyclists (n=39)
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Figure D. Self-Identified Cyclist Type for Surveyed Cyclists (n=39)
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WHAT THE CONCERNS ARE
Based on the types of groups that are underrepresented, we believe there may be a general issue surrounding
safety along this portion of the bike route. The first step towards making riders more likely to use a particular
route is bicycle infrastructure. Designating a road as a bike route made surveyed cyclists 98% much or somewhat
more likely to choose that route. Fortunately, this has already been done along this segment. On the other hand,
the second most influential factor was that the route had low traffic volume, 90% said it would make them much
or somewhat more likely to choose the route (Figure E). While the whole route is not high traffic, the part of the
route along 26th (between Clinton and Gladstone) does experience high traffic and this factor cannot be
changed without drastic changes to the road’s design that would significantly increase congestion along that
portion of the route.
There are two types of infrastructure that could encourage more cyclists to use our section and the entire
bikeway and feel comfortable while doing so. First, lighting is an important factor in encouraging cyclists to ride.
In our survey, 66% reported that they were much or somewhat more likely to select a well-lit route (Figure E).
Dark streets tend to make people (most likely women) feel uncomfortable at night, make it harder to see
obstacles in the road (potholes, branches, etc.), and could make a cyclist feel like they are more likely to be hit by
a car or run into another cyclist because they cannot see or be seen well.
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Figure E. Street Characteristic Preferences of Surveyed Cyclists (n=39)
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The second concern is regarding the lack of signage along our segment. We noticed that there was no sign
indicating the left turn on Gladstone where the painted bike lane continues. ‘Interested but concerned’ cyclists
might feel uncomfortable if they do not know if and when they are on the route they are trying to follow.
Signage is also important for indicating where cyclists can connect with other modes of transportation. The
Portland Milwaukie Light Rail is in the process of being installed along SE 17th Ave, which is easily accessible
from the 20s bikeway via one of the many east-west bikeways. Using the 20s bikeway signs to communicate
access to the MAX may comfort cyclists who are worried about riding in unpredictable weather conditions.

EQUITY ISSUES
Overall, our study of the proposed 20s bikeway between SE Clinton and SE Steele did not indicate that there
would be a disproportionate impact on any of the protected classes as a result of the bikeway. Most of this
portion of the bikeway already had a painted bike lane, and the two blocks that did not were primarily used for
on-street parking in areas where there was ample surrounding neighborhood parking that could accommodate
the overflow. On the other hand, we observed during two separate bike counts at Cleveland High School (at the
intersection of SE 26th Ave and Powell) that very few students were riding to school despite the fact that the
school had provided plenty of bike racks and stated on their website that they encourage students and staff to
bike to school.
This led us to speculate that even those who did ride their bikes did not feel entirely safe. Portland has a Safe
Routes to School Program, but it only targets elementary school children in the 4th and 5th grades. Much of the
area of Portland served by Cleveland High School was along the 20s bikeway, and it seemed that high school
students were underutilizing the biking infrastructure available to them, possibly because they did not have the
support they need. We confirmed this hypothesis during our second inventory where we only counted 2% of the
10

student body commuting to school by bicycle, as averaged over two days. We believe that further investigation
would be able to reveal how much of the student population is interested in riding to school (since we were not
able to speak with non-cycling students), what the barriers are to providing this service, and how the 20s
bikeway might facilitate breaching those barriers. The best way of obtaining these data would be by surveying
students as they arrive to school and asking them questions about their commuting preferences.
If, in fact, the students would be interested in biking, then we could investigate how the Safe Routes to School
Program, or something similar, could meet their needs. Safe Routes to School advocates for kids to walk and bike
to school because it provides them with a variety of health benefits, helps them perform better in class, creates
a sense of community, and reduces reliance on automobiles. These are not benefits that are limited to
elementary school children. It is important that PBOT take into account not only how to enable current cyclists,
but also how to create an environment that makes cycling a comfortable choice for everyone who wishes to
participate.
There are two additional equity issues that are worth noting. First, the Howard House is located along our route.
The Howard House is subsidized multi-family housing that is part of the Bridges to Housing program for
homeless families and specifically targets applicants who are disabled. We were not aware of this fact until the
end of our study. However, hypothesize that the proposed 20s bikeway will not be an issue for three reasons:




The bike infrastructure in front of the Howard House is already in place;
The intersection crossing 26th along Powell Boulevard already has pedestrian push buttons to cross and
ADA compliant curbs cuts; and
Howard House residents will not have less access due to the bikeway since regular bus service occurs
along Powell and 26th Avenue.

Nonetheless, it is still important for PBOT to be aware that there are residents with mobility issues along this
portion of the proposed bikeway.
The final equity issue to keep in mind is the limited amount of impact investment on our part of the route would
likely have. PBOT’s funds and energy may be best spent along other parts of the proposed bikeway where bike
infrastructure is not currently in place and where changes are likely to have a significant impact on the
community.

RELIABILITY & VALIDITY OF DATA COLLECTION TOOLS & METHODS
As referenced throughout the report, several different tools were used for data collection. These included two
inventories that involved counting cyclists, a bicycle intercept survey conducted along the 20s (and specifically in
our segment), as well as in-depth interviews conducted with targeted “types” of people.
The first inventory was carried out using PBOT’s standard bicycle count form to tally the number of cyclists riding
through the designated count intersection. We conducted counts at the three areas of interest identified in our
first observations of the route. The primary concern with the reliability of this data collection is the time of day
at which we conducted the counts. PBOT has prescribed commuting hours to capture peak cycle numbers. Three
of the four counts we conducted were during peak hours, and therefore the counts we captured likely represent
the route at its peak use. While weather is noted on the data collection sheet, drops in numbers from one count
location to another were likely due to weather and not to the day or time that the count was conducted. One
count during peak hours was on a very rainy day. As for validity concerns, we feel the tool was strong and well-
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tested given that PBOT conducts hundreds of bike counts a year and uses a prescribed set of operating
procedures that were simple for the team to follow.
The second inventory counted the number of students and faculty riding to school through a similar count form
to PBOT’s, developed by the research team. It looked at the number of people locking their bikes up to the bike
racks outside of Cleveland High School over the course of multiple mornings, and counters stationed themselves
to view the bike racks at the school an hour before classes started at CHS, and remained until about 20 minutes
after. Threats to reliability with this inventory included the small number of counts conducted due to
Thanksgiving break, as well as such behaviors that the team did not anticipate, including cyclists carrying their
bikes into the school instead of locking them up at the observed racks. The inventory also had validity flaws in
that it was sometimes difficult to identify a student from a faculty member.
Our third data collection method was a bicycle intercept survey that was designed to be used by the entire 20s
bikeway research team, with the addition of two questions that were segment-specific. Surveyors flagged down
39 cyclists along the route and conducted face-to-face surveys that lasted about five minutes. The primary threat
to validity in this data collection method was the survey sample, which was composed of primarily enthusiastic
and confident cyclists who were surveyed during peak hours. Therefore, the results reflect the thoughts and
concerns of a specific group of cyclists that does not represent the sentiment of several other targeted users for
the route. This method had strong reliability because of the effort by the research team to conduct the survey
clearly, and to clarify any discrepancies in the way cyclists responded to each question.
The final data collection method used was interviews. There were three “types” of people this group
interviewed, generally categorized as school, business, and neighborhood. Conducting interviews with people
from these groups allowed us to ask more targeted questions about the segment, neighborhood concerns,
student biking issues, and parking concerns in the area. The interviews also provided us with information that
only individuals in each role would be able to specifically address. Threats to reliability and validity in the
interview process include interview bias on behalf of the interviewer or interviewee, as well as the
representation in interviewees given that not everyone who has a say in the route is going to be able to attend
an interview with an interested graduate student. Our team members were cautious in avoiding bias, and were
sure to show our thanks to the interviewees for their time and willingness to meet with us so that in the future
they are likely to accept other invitations to interviews.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND NEXT STEPS
After triangulating all our data, we have concluded that our section functions well and does not require many
additional improvements at this time. The majority of the infrastructure is already in place and used safely and
consistently, creating a successful bikeway.
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That being said, we have ten recommendations to PBOT for further study or implementation to our segment of
the route:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Accessibility to students
Evaluation of parking
Identifying “trouble spots”
Continue to monitor bike boxes for safety
Continue to monitor for equity issues
Get feedback from pedestrians and motor vehicle users of the route
Connection to new Portland-Milwaukie Light Rail line
Street lighting
Alternative routes for varying riders
Increase clear signage throughout the entire 20s bikeway

First, PBOT could investigate the route’s accessibility to student users trying to commute to school. Though there
were hardly any equity issues in our segment, our second inventory demonstrated that only 2% of students are
riding to school. It would be useful to be able to survey a greater portion of the student body to understand their
needs and concerns about commuting to school.
Second, a business owner adjacent to the SE 26th and Clinton intersection expressed concern that the removal
of on-street parking would negatively impact his business. This comment was echoed by others we interviewed,
suggesting that removing parking may be a contentious issue. This is an especially sensitive subject due to the
number of large apartment buildings proposed in the vicinity in the near future with no on-site parking
provisions. We also suggest that PBOT leave the current ‘shared roadway’ section between Gladstone and
Holgate as it is, advocating that ‘improvements’ such as removing parking to install a bike line are not necessary
as it functions well for bikers in its current form and unnecessary changes could create friction and unwanted
pushback and resentment from residents and business owners in the neighborhood.
Third, an inventory could be taken of any ‘close-call’ interactions between cyclists, pedestrians, buses, and motor
vehicles at trouble spots like unmarked intersections or areas where unintended interaction levels are high.
Fourth, there is one bike box on our site at the intersection of SE 28th and Powell. We recommend that PBOT
continue to monitor bike boxes to ensure that they are in fact safely allowing bikers to be seen by motor vehicles
and access the bike infrastructure the way they have been intended.
Fifth, continued attention and action regarding equity issues on site should be maintained. We recommended
previously continued attention to the student contingent, as we did not identify a significant number of students
utilizing our segment of the 20s bikeway. We encourage PBOT to also remain open and receptive to managing
any equity issues that present themselves, directly or indirectly, in the future.
Sixth, our data collection was focused on cyclists using the existing bike infrastructure. A number of pedestrians
approached us during our data collection to provide input but we were unable to include them due to the
construct of our methods. We encourage PBOT to include all comments provided from cyclists, pedestrians, and
motor vehicle users if they analyze routes further in order to make sure every type of person being impacted by
the bike lane is getting a voice.
Seventh, with the construction of the Portland-Milwaukie Light Rail (PMLR) line on SE 17th, we feel PBOT should
be looking for connective routes from the 20s bikeway to provide and encourage access and multi-modal transit.
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Eighth, we encourage PBOT to look closely at the current street lighting along our route to determine if it is
adequate for cyclists. Although it is mandatory that cyclists have lighting on their bikes both to see and be seen,
improved street lighting would help both identify the route and allow cyclists, pedestrians, and motor vehicles
better visibility.
Ninth, we recommend PBOT consider multiple routes. This suggestion came up in one interview: Bob Kellett,
Planning Program Manager of SE Uplift Neighborhood Coalition. After being told that the majority of riders
intercepted on our route were commuters (78%) he proposed a ‘pie-in-the-sky’ idea of creating two bike lanes:
one, for the purported ‘enthusiastic and confident to strong and fearless’ riders on 26th and the other for the
‘interested and concerned’ riders on 28th.
Lastly, we feel increased signage would yield the greatest benefit to the project of any proposal. Our surveys and
interviews revealed that markings along a bike route make cyclists feel more comfortable during their ride than
anything else and the lack of markings at intersections is not only confusing, but can lead to conflict between
other cyclists and people using other modes of transportation. Almost all the riders we surveyed (97%) said that
designated or marked bike routes make them somewhat or much more likely to select a route.
On our site, in the short stretch between Gladstone and Holgate we recommend that clear signage be installed
both for cyclists way-finding as well as to tacitly let motorist know that this is a street that cyclists have been
encouraged to use.
We suggest a greater use of signage as well. Much in the same way that Light Rail lines are clearly connoted by
signage: the Red Line, the Yellow Line, etc. We recommend the 20s bikeway adopt a unique, clear signage
structure from North to South, making way-finding on the route effortless and clear.

CONCLUSION
Most of our section of the 20s bikeway has an existing bike lane. With the exception of one jog at Gladstone, our
segment is straight. The composition of users throughout our site were majority male (68%), white (88%)
between the ages 25 and 44 (69%), commuters (78%), and overwhelmingly ‘enthusiastic and confident’ cyclists
(72%) who rode regardless of weather conditions (78%).
More research will be required in order to determine how our site can be improved to make it more welcoming
and useful for a more diverse group of riders. Our site, at its core, is both well-used and safe, which is not the
case with all other segments of the 20s bikeway. Because of this, we recommend PBOT does not spend many of
its resources on this segment. Instead, they should focus on the segments that are currently lacking any bicycle
infrastructure and that have more potential equity issues.
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APPENDIX A. DATA COLLECTION METHODS & RESULTS
INVENTORY 1
METHODOLOGY
We used the standard PBOT bike count form in order to perform bike counts along our segment. Each count took
place over the course of two hours. A new bike count sheet was used for each hour. On the sheet, counters
recorded the date, time they did the counts, and weather conditions. They then drew out all the possible routes
cyclists could take at the point where they were counting. As cyclists passed by, counters would make one tally
representing the gender or the cyclists as well as whether or not they were wearing a helmet. The counters
would also make a second tally marking what path that cyclist was taken along the section or through the
intersection that was being observed.
We conducted four counts at three locations. The first location we chose was at 26th Street & Clinton, the
second was 26th Street & Powell, and the third was 26th Street & Gladstone.





Location 1—Saturday, October 6th, from 12:35-2:35 p.m.
Location 2—Tuesday, October 9th, from 7:00-9:00 a.m.
Location 2—Tuesday, October 9th, from 2:00-4:00 p.m.
Location 3—Friday, October 13th, from 4:00-5:00 p.m.

RESULTS
LOCATION 1: 26TH STREET & CLINTON
We counted bikes at 26th Street and Clinton for our weekend count. We chose this intersection because it is the
highest-traffic area throughout our site and there are a number of brunch establishments and other businesses
in the near vicinity. We also wanted to see if the intersection’s unique offset streets and lack of existing bicycle
infrastructure had an impact on bicycle ridership. Clinton is a main bicycle corridor as well, so we were
attempting to capture bikes going North-South down 26th Street on their way to Clinton.
Table 1. This count was taken on Sunday, October 6th, from 12:35-2:35 p.m. It was sunny and windy with a
temperature of 76 degrees Fahrenheit.
Male

Female
Total

Helmet

No Helmet

Helmet

No Helmet

100

77

79

17

273

Figure F. Cyclist travel patterns during each hour (first hour/second hour). Location of counter is starred.

In total 111 bikes (41%) traveling through the intersection of 26th Street and Clinton traveled down 26th Street.
A majority of the riders (59%) were only on Clinton Street and never turned onto 26th Street.

LOCATION 2: 26TH STREET & POWELL
The second place our group did bike counts was at 26th Street & Powell, which is in front of Cleveland High
School. We wanted to see if there were students using the bike lanes to get to and from school. We did two
counts for this location: one during the morning commute, and one when school let out.
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Table 2. This count was taken on Tuesday, October 9th, from 7-9 a.m. It was overcast with a temperature of 48
degrees Fahrenheit.
Male

Female
Total

Helmet

No Helmet

Helmet

No Helmet

121

24

64

9

218

Figure G. Cyclist travel patterns during each hour (first hour/second hour). Location of counter is starred.

At this location at this time there were an additional 22 bikers on the sidewalk.
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Table 3. This count was taken on Tuesday, October 9th, from 2-4 p.m. It was sunny and warm.
Male

Female
Total

Helmet

No Helmet

Helmet

No Helmet

45

33

19

8

105

Figure H. Cyclist travel patterns during each hour (first hour/second hour). Location of counter is starred.

At this location at this time there were an additional 19 bikers on the sidewalk.
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Location 3: 26th Street & Gladstone
The final location our group did bike counts was at 26th & Gladstone, where the bike lane curves east onto
Gladstone. We wanted to see how many cyclists were turning onto the bike path on Gladstone.
Table 4. This count was taken on Friday, October 12th, from 4-6 p.m. It was rainy and 55 degrees Fahrenheit.
Male

Female
Total

Helmet

No Helmet

Helmet

No Helmet

48

8

17

5

78

Figure I. Cyclist travel patterns during each hour (first hour/second hour). Location of counter is starred.

v

Since it had been raining all day and some bicycle commuters might have chosen to take an alternative form of
transit to work, these counts might not be very indicative of the typical bike levels at this intersection. However,
from what we observed, there were about the same number of bikers continuing south on SE 26th Street (13) as
there were bikers turning east onto Gladstone (12). There were only five bikers who turned from Gladstone to go
north on 26th Street.

SURVEYS
SURVEY DESIGN
We determined the best way to reach our audience (cyclists who used our segment of the 20s) was to administer
our survey in-person along our stretch of the 20s. We had limited resources at our disposal, and this was the
cheapest and least resource intensive option.
Initial questions were drafted by all of the researchers on the 20s bikeway and compiled into a single survey for
pre-testing. The draft questions considered standard criteria necessary for a good survey question, including
whether or not we could expect a responder to be willing to reveal and answer the given question, as well as if
we could expect there to be an accurate and ready-made response. Most of the questions were close-ended and
several had an ordered response. Each question was written for cyclists because we decided this was the
population who could best answer questions about the 20s bikeway. While drafting these questions, we kept in
mind the limited time we could expect a cyclist to give us, especially given that several cyclists may be on their
way to work.
We pretested the survey with two classmates who provided feedback as we asked each question. The average
time it took each person to complete the survey was 8 minutes. After the pretest, the entire group of
researchers went through the draft survey and analyzed the construct validity of each question. We worked to
ensure the final version of each question added information to the construct we were trying to assess, that we
did not frame the question in a way that added bias, and that the scales we used (when applicable) followed the
Likert standards.
Each group along the bikeway added up to two additional questions to the surveys they administered. Given that
Cleveland High School is on our segment of the bikeway, our two additional questions were targeted at students
and staff at the school. Finally, scripts were added at the beginning of the survey--as well as before questions
needing additional explaining--to prompt the administrator of the survey and to ensure each researcher was
administering their surveys in a similar manner.
Table 5 below contains a list of the questions used on the final survey, the construct they aim to gather
information on, and a brief discussion and reasoning of edits made to the draft questions. The final format of the
20s Bikeway Survey can be found in Appendix C.
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Table 5. Survey Questions
Final Survey Question
1. What is the purpose of
your trip today?

Question
Construct/Aim of Question
Type
Closed
Gather information about what
question, no bicyclists are using the bikeway for
order to
response

2. Where did your trip
Open ended
start? What east-west
question
street were you on when
you turned onto the northsouth bikeway?

Where are people entering the
20’s bikeway? How are they using
it from the beginning of their trip
to their destination? What length
of the bikeway do they ride on
their total trip?
3. Where is your
Open ended Where are people exiting the 20’s
destination? What eastquestions
bikeway? How are they using it
west street will you turn on
from the beginning of their trip to
when you exit the norththeir destination? What length of
south bikeway?
the bikeway do they ride on their
total trip?
4. Will you cross I-84 on
Closed
To gather information about how
this trip?
question, no many bicyclists on the 20’s
order to
bikeway are crossing I-84.
response
5. When you cross I-84,
Closed
To gather information on the
which route will you use?
question, no preferred crossings of I-84 for
order to
those who cross it on their bike
response
trips.
6. How often do you bike? Closed
Gather information about the type
question, no of biker we are surveying. We can
order to
assume that the frequency of
response
biking might speak to different
levels of comfort.

7. In cold or wet weather,
do you bike….

Discussion/Edits made
Originally this question was
number four, however the group
decided to move it to the first
question as we thought it may be
a better cognitive opener. The
first set of questions were
changed to be those about the
trip the biker was currently
making, which made them
concrete and east to recall. We
then proceeded to ask more
about habits, and then finally
about comfort. This would create
trust and comfort in our
respondents.
We clarified this question from
the draft version to include more
specific prompts in order to get at
the information we wanted.

We clarified this question from
the draft version to include more
specific prompts in order to get at
the information we wanted.

Added don’t know as an option
from the original drafted survey.

No edits made.

We moved this question to begin
the group of questions about
normal activities not related to
this specific trip. We took away
the answer choice “never”, as we
are intercepting bicyclists only
during this survey
implementation, and therefore
“never” would not make sense as
an answer.
Closed
Gather information about the type No edits made, except for moving
question, no of biker we are surveying. Those
this to the group of questions
order to
who bike the same or more in cold about normal biking activity.
response
or wet weather may be placed in
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8. How often do you bike
north or south in ‘the 20’s’
th
(the streets between 20
th
and 30 on the east side)
9. How do the following
affect the likelihood that
you will choose a route to
bike on?

the more fearless category, and
speak to different levels of
comfort.
Closed
Gather data about the frequency
question, no of use of the 20s bikeway
order to
response
Closed
Gather data on preferences of
question,
route features, and also be able to
ordered
prioritize those preferences based
response
on a Likert scale.

No edits made, except for moving
this to the group of questions
about normal biking activity.

The wording of this question was
changed in order to match the
scale/response options. The
response options were changed
because the group agreed
“Somewhat not important” was a
difficult concept. We waivered on
having three categorical options
on the scale or five, and finally
decided on five. Instead of
importance, we stressed
likelihood to better address the
construct intended by the
question.
10. Do the following bike
Closed
Gather data on preferred bike
The only changes made to this
infrastructures make you
question,
infrastructures, and prioritize
question were to make the
feel more or less
ordered
amongst those based on comfort
wording of each infrastructure
comfortable riding on the response
levels.
type more clear, and to include a
streets?
visual of the different
infrastructure to aid the
respondent in clarifications of the
different types.
11. Are you a student or do Closed
Gather information about a
We added this question as a siteyou work at Cleveland High question, no demographic we identified in our specific question. Response
School?
order to
equity analysis.
options were changed to
response
encompass all types of students
and employees at a high school.
12. What is the primary
Open ended Gather information about reasons We changed this to an openreason you bike to school?
students and staff bike to school in ended question after deciding the
order to gain an understanding of initial categories we proposed
incentives to ride, and potentially were too limiting.
use this information to encourage
ridership.
13. What best describes
Closed
Gather information on the PBOT
Matched from other PBOT
how you feel about
question, no designated type of rider we were
surveys, so that we could
bicycling on the street in
order to
surveying.
generalize some of these results
the City of Pdx?
response
to past data collections.
Demographic information: Open and
To gain an understanding of the
N/A
Gender, race/ethnicity,
closed
population we surveyed.
neighborhood of home,
questions
and age
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METHODOLOGY
We chose to conduct bike surveys at the locations we took our first inventory counts.
Figure J. Locations of Surveying

In doing this, we aimed to gather data that we could generalize to the sample of cyclists we had counted in our
first inventory. We primarily surveyed during the morning peak commute time in order to target students and
staff at Cleveland High School, as well as to better our chances of surveying the desired number of cyclists. Our
aim to collect data on students was unsuccessful. Our sample of 39 cyclists only contained one student. We also
conducted an hour of surveying during the morning commute at 26th & Gladstone, and an additional hour
midday on a week in order to attempt to get a more representative sample of cyclists.
With the social exchange theory in mind, our group aimed to motivate cyclists to respond to our survey. We
reduced perceived costs by encouraging them to stop for a survey that “will only take five minutes,” which we
said to each rider that passed our surveying location. The first time we surveyed, we used a sandwich board with
the Portland State University logo on it, which may have legitimized our survey in the minds of passing cyclists;
however, during the following two administered survey times, all signs were in use by other research teams. We
were still able to get cyclists to stop without the sign. However, we gathered less responses in the same time
frame. The sign might have encouraged some cyclists to stop for our survey.
Once a cyclists agreed to take our survey we read through the initial script, explaining our project and answering
general questions. In doing this we were able to build trust with the respondents. We used one additional piece
of paper (found in Appendix A) to ensure each rider understood the bicycle infrastructure definitions used in the
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survey. We make sure to thank each rider at the completion of the survey and let them know that we
appreciated their time.
After gathering a sample of 39 cyclists, data from each survey was entered into a Google Form. The group
member who entered the data clarified any questions regarding handwritten answers with the administrator of
each survey in question in order to ensure accuracy of data entry. We spot checked 10% of the data in the
Google Form to further ensure accurate data entry.

RESULTS
The following is an analysis of how cyclists responded to our survey questions.
A large portion of our sample was male. Although this may be a representative sample of the cyclists we
observed to be traveling on the 20s Bikeway in terms of gender, it is not a representative sample of residents in
Portland in terms of gender (Figure K).
Most of the cyclists identified their race or ethnicity as White/Caucasian (Figure L), which was unsurprising given
the demographic characteristics of inner southeast Portland.
Sixty-nine percent of the cyclists we interviewed were between the ages of 25 and 44 years old (Figure M). This
is logical given that we primarily interviewed people during the commuting hours 25-44 is entirely within
working age.

Figure K. Gender Distribution ( n=39)
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Figure L. Race & Ethnicity Distribution (n=39)
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Figure M. Age Distribution (n=39)
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Of the cyclists surveyed, 78% were commuting to work (Figure N). As mentioned in the limitations section, this
may be due to the fact that a large percentage of our surveys were administered during the morning rush hour.
The small percentage that were running errands and riding for leisure was surveyed on Saturday between 11
a.m. and noon. We only surveyed one person biking for exercise. However, there were several cyclists on
Saturday on nice bicycles in their cycle team gear who were likely exercising, but did not stop mid-ride and talk
to us.
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Figure N. Purpose of Trip (n=39)
Commuting to Work
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Seventy-two percent of the cyclists we surveyed considered themselves enthusiastic and confident cyclists and
an additional 18% rated themselves as strong and fearless (Figure O). This confirms the limitations to our survey
(described above). Our sample may have been skewed by capturing only those who are most passionate about
cycling issues, those cycling at commuting hours, and those travelling in the rain. These statistics are the basis
for our group believing our survey pool is more avid cyclists than the general population of people who bike
along our stretch of the 20s bikeway.
Figure O. Biker Type (n=39)
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Table 6 depicts the differences in confidence levels between men and women. This information is also relevant
in comparison to gender differences in preferred route characteristics and level of comfort with various forms of
bicycle infrastructure.
Table 6. Biker Type by Gender (n=39)
Interested but Concerned Enthusiastic and Confident Strong and Fearless
Female

13%

75%

13%

Male

10%

71%

19%

Figures P and Q suggest our segment of the 20s Bikeway is generally ridden by avid cyclists. Seventy-nine
percent bike five or more days a week and 78% bike the same amount regardless of cold or wet weather. This
reflects the general issue of validity in regards to surveys in which only the most concerned and involved citizens
will choose to voluntarily participate. Additionally, half of our survey responses were collected on Tuesday,
October 29th, when it was raining. This means a more ardent pool of potential survey participants were likely
riding. Question 8 shows the importance of the 20s Bikeway, because 56% cycle on the 20s Bikeway five or more
days per week and another 31% use it at least one per week.
Figure P. Frequency of Biking in General and Along the 20s (n=39)
Never
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Week

At Least Once a Week,
But Not Daily

Five or More Days a
Week
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Figure Q. Effects of Cold and Wet Weather on Biking (n=39)
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We used the information about where cyclists were turning onto and off of the 20s bikeway to create a chart
reflecting block-by-block usage of our segment (Figure R). The data reveal that most people are riding between
Gladstone and Clinton.
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Figure R. Block-by-block usage density between Clinton and Steele (n=22)

Very few of the riders (10%) we surveyed were crossing I-84 during their trip (Figure S), none of whom were
using the crossing options provided in the survey. Instead they crossed at 12th Avenue or while riding along the
East Bank Esplanade.
Figure S. Bikers Crossing I-84 (n=39)

Yes
10%
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Our question about street characteristics (Figure T) indicates several things, many of which are interrelated.
First, 97% of cyclists say that designated or marked bike routes make them somewhat or much more likely to
select a route. Designated routes discourage no one. A route with no or few jogs was not as high of a priority.
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Forty-one percent would be somewhat more likely to ride on the route but 33% said that it did not make a
difference. We hypothesized that this could be a combination of the fact that our surveyed cyclists were more
avid, and therefore more confident in their ability to navigate Portland streets, and that the marking of bike
routes may take precedence over directness.
Having a well-lit route at night did factor into cyclists’ decisions. Thirty-eight percent said they would be
somewhat more likely to choose that route and 26% said they would be much more likely. Still, 31% stated that
lighting did not affect their choice. Equipping one’s bike with a front light is mandatory at night, and more
confident cyclists may feel that this is adequate for navigation.
A route that avoids hills was not a major component of cyclists’ decisions. As mentioned before, we surmise that
directness of the route is more highly prioritized.
Lastly, 44% of cyclists did not have a preference for whether the route had commercial activities or other
destinations along the way. We believe there was a lack of saliency to this issue at our site, since travel through
commercial areas was minimal.
Our survey data did not indicate large gaps between the preferences of male and female cyclists when
combining much and somewhat more likelihood of selecting a route based on a particular characteristic. This
makes sense because nearly the same percentage of both sexes identified themselves as enthusiastic and
confident riders (75% of females and 71% of males). The primary difference is when comparing those who
responded with somewhat more likely to those who responded with much more likely. Women had a higher
percentage of much more likely over somewhat in every category by at least nine percent. We have concluded
that, at least among those we surveyed, safety characteristics of a bike route (e.g. marking of the route, low
traffic, traffic lights at arterials, etc.) are considered more important to female cyclists. This is an important issue
in equity and ensuring the route feel safe and accessible to all who may want to use it.
Figure T. Street Characteristics (n=39)
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Overall, the cyclists surveyed feel the most comfortable with bike lanes painted at the side of the road,
sharrows, and buffered bike lanes. Fifty-nine percent, 62%, and 64% said those respective forms of
infrastructure make them more comfortable (Figure U).
Levels of comfortability with cycle tracks were mixed, but this may be because few people were familiar with
them.
Even though most Portland cyclists are familiar with bike boxes, a study published in the Portland Mercury on
October 16, 2012, titled “City finds bike boxes may actually increase crashes,” had a clear impact on our results.
Numerous cyclists that we surveyed cited the report when we asked them about this type of infrastructure.
Twelve percent of women said they felt much less comfortable. Nonetheless, a majority of male and female
cyclists tended to still feel more or much more comfortable with the bike box or were not affected either way.
Figure U. Bicycle Infrastructure Alternatives (n=39)
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INVENTORY 2
In order to determine the percent of students and faculty riding to school, we counted the number of people
locking their bikes up to the bike racks outside of Cleveland High School over the course of multiple mornings.
During the counting process, we noted which the people locking their bike up as male or female, helmeted or
helmetless, and a student or a faculty member. We split up the counts for student cyclists and faculty cyclists. We
added up each of the counts of every day and averaged them to determine the level of student and faculty
ridership. We then divided the student count by the number of students who attend Cleveland High School and
the faculty count by the number of faculty members at Cleveland High School.

OPERATING PROCEDURES
We determined it would be necessary to have a minimum of two people at each count so all the bike racks could
be observed simultaneously. Counter 1 stood on Franklin Street between 26th & 28th, and Counter 2 stood on
28th Street between Franklin and Powell.
Both counters began counting one hour before school began. The counters determined the school’s start time
for the day by checking the Cleveland High School website. Counters continued their counts until 15 minutes
after the start of school.
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Before starting the counts, counters filled out the top half of their count sheets. This included the date, time of
count, and current weather conditions. Next to “#,” counters wrote if they are at Location 1 or Location 2. They
then circled 1 or 2 on the map to confirm. Finally, counters counted up the number of bicycles parked at the
racks they were observing.
Once the count began, counters made a tally in the table for every cyclist who parked at one of the racks they
were observing. Counters determined the gender of the cyclist to the best of their ability, whether that person
had a helmet, and whether that person was a student or a faculty member. For the purposes of this count, it was
assumed that cyclists with backpacks are students and those without backpacks were not students.
At the end of the count, counters noted the number of bicycles locked up at the racks they were observing.

RESULTS
On average, there were 33 students biking to school and 7 faculty members biking to school per day. With an
estimated student population of 1550 and an estimated faculty population of 98, we can conclude that around
2% of the student body bikes to school and around 7% of the faculty bike to school.
Of the students who biked to school, 73% were male and 27% were female. This is similar to the gender
breakdown we saw when doing bike counts along our stretch (68% male, 32% female). It is also in line with the
gender breakdown of the cyclists we surveyed (79%, 21% female).
Only 65% percent of the male students were wearing helmets, compared to 89% of female students (Table 7).
This is also similar to the helmet breakdown we saw with the counts along our segment, where we observed
69% of males wearing helmets and 82% of females wearing helmets.
Table 7. Average Number of Daily Student Cyclists at Cleveland High School
Male

Female
Total Students

Helmet

No Helmet

Helmet

No Helmet

15.5

8.5

8

1

33

Of the faculty members who biked to school, 57% were male and 43% were female. The percentage of women
faculty members biking is much higher than that of students, as well as what we observed during our counts
along our segment.
All (100%) of the faculty members were wearing helmets (Table 8). This is much higher than the 73% of bikers
we observed wearing helmets during the counts along our segment and the 71% of student we observed
wearing helmets. The higher use of helmets among faculty members might be a result of faculty members
feeling pressure to wear helmets in order to set an example for students.
Table 8. Average Number of Daily Faculty Cyclists at Cleveland High School
Male

Female
Total Faculty

Helmet

No Helmet

Helmet

No Helmet

4

0

3

0

7
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During our first count we counted 53 cyclists. However, we saw an increase of 47 bikes parked at the racks we
observed. For our second count we counted 27 cyclists but saw an increase of 28 bikes parked at the racks we
observed. The discrepancies between the number of cyclists we counted parking their bikes and the increase in
the number of bikes parked at the racks are likely a result of us counting some cyclists who brought their bikes
directly into the school.

INTERVIEWS
METHODOLOGY
There were three targeted "types" of people that this group hoped to interview, generally categorized as school,
business, and neighborhood. In talking to someone who worked at or attended Cleveland High School (CHS), we
hoped to gain an understanding of safety concerns in student and faculty ridership, most common routes used to
ride to school, factors that discouraged students from riding to school, and other general concerns regarding the
20s bikeway and student ridership of the students and staff. We hoped a business owner would give us an idea of
concerns at the most busy intersection of our route, 26th and Clinton, where there is a 4-way stop surrounded
by businesses. This area is heavily biked given the bicycle route that exists along Clinton. During our counts and
surveys, we also noticed heavy motor vehicle traffic, especially with people pulling in and out of the coffee shop
on the corner, as well as a popular brunch spot off of 26th on Clinton. We wanted to know what business owners
thought about the implementation of a 20s bikeway, and if there would be concerns with potentially removing
parking spots to connect the missing block of bike lane along 26th between Clinton and Taggart along our
segment. Finally, we hoped to reach a neighborhood representative in order to gain an understanding of
overarching concerns for the neighborhoods and people along our studied segment of the route.

RESULTS
One member of our group interviewed Carl Larson, who fell under our first category of “school.” He is a Bicycle
Transportation Alliance (BTA) employee who formerly managed the Safe Routes to School Education program
that BTA was contracted to implement in Portland public elementary schools. Due to his former position, as well
as his current advocacy work with BTA, we hoped Carl could answer questions about student safety and other
advocacy concerns along our segment of the 20s bikeway.
A second group member spoke with Anthony Scribner (also categorized under “school”), the student counselor
at CHS. Anthony is a bike commuter, and due to his daily interaction with the entire population of students at
CHS, as well as his former counseling career at the middle school of our interviewing group member, we
designated him a person to contact for information about student ridership. During this interview, our group
member was also able to speak briefly with an 11th grade student bike commuter, who happened to be at the
site of the interview fundraising for a school event.
A third group member interviewed Giacomo Adragna, our “business” category representative. He is the owner
of La Dulce Vita, an antique and unique item shop half a block south of SE 26th Avenue & SE Clinton Street.
Giacomo has run his business for eight years and he bikes to his business fairly frequently. Given his familiarity
and tenure in the neighborhood, we chose Giacomo to give us the business perspective on the 20s bikeway
running through our segment.
Lastly, our fourth group member spoke with Bob Kellett, our “neighborhood” category representative, who is
the Planning Program Manager with SE Uplift Neighborhood Coalition. From this neighborhood representative,
we hoped to get a better perspective of the bikeway from someone that would be able to speak to the overall
design and implementation of both the entire bikeway plan, from North to South, and our team’s specific
section. We also believed that, being with SE Uplift, Bob would be aware of issues possibly unknown to us and
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specific to single and/or multiple neighborhoods and stakeholders in and around our site that could be
important to the success of the project.

THEMES AND TRENDS
Upon completion of each interview, each group member typed up detailed notes on the interview he or she
conducted. Each member also typed up a three page report that included findings from each interview. Below is
an overview of the themes or trends that came up in two or more interview reports, which were identified by
highlighting common key words such as “safety” and “parking” in the interview notes and assessing the themes
around the mention of these words. From these, we have designated a few action items, which are found
following this section.











Two respondents noted the need for increased signage. Bob identified a study done that indicated
cyclists preferred on-street markings of routes, and would go out of the way to follow a clearly
designated path. Carl also identified the need for obvious and clear signage, so that taking the route was
convenient and easy.
Three respondents indicated a want for an alternate route that was not on a busy street like 26th that
could be used for casual riding, i.e., families, friends, and students vs. fearless bike commuters.
Despite these above comments, every single rider mentioned feeling relatively safe on our segment of
the route, including the interviewed student. Carl noted that he witnessed bikers avoiding the front of
the high school by taking alternate, seemingly more risky routes instead. In doing so, these cyclists also
avoid the bike box at 26th and Powell, which another respondent also noted as an infrastructure that
made cyclists feel less safe. However, in general our segment of the route feels relatively safe to all
respondents.
There is a limited understanding of what prevents high school students from riding to school. From the
educational/outreach perspective, there was no indication of a factor that discourages student
ridership. At Cleveland High School, students are not able to drive to school because there is no student
parking, and therefore high levels of ridership might be expected. We did not see this in our inventory,
and both respondents from the school were unable to indicate why this might be.
Three respondents indicated that removing parking spots along our segment would be an issue, and
could potentially become highly contentious amongst the business owners and neighborhood residents.
The construction of apartments on Division (two blocks from our segment) and in Sellwood that do not
include parking has become an increasingly hot topic, and our interviewees indicated parking spots were
going to become a hot commodity along our segment of route.
Two respondents mentioned the fact that travelling using any mode of transportation in a north-south
direction in this portion of inner east Portland is going to be difficult. From this, we note that this project
will be challenged to find one route that pleases every user, given that cyclists are highly individual in
the routes they choose. Therefore, as Carl noted, PBOT may simply wish to eliminate the known “hotspots” for dangerous activity, such as unmarked intersections and locations of heavy biker/vehicle
interaction to make the general area safer and appealing to all riders.
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APPENDIX B: BIKE COUNT TOOL
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY TOOL
Hi I‘m ___________, I‘m a student at PSU. Our class of urban planning students is partnering with the Portland
Bureau of Transportation (or ―PBOT‖) to gather information about people‘s biking habits and preferences. We‘re
focused on the proposal to create a north-south bikeway in the ―20s‖ streets. The proposal would designate bike
th
th
paths and develop infrastructure for travel in the blocks between 20 and 30 streets on the east side. [pause for
questions?]
Your feedback will be part of the information used by PBOT for its stakeholder advisory process, adding important
information about how people want to use a north-south bikeway. Of course, your answers will be aggregated
with other survey takers and your answers will remain anonymous. Your help with our survey will be really
valuable. It should take about five minutes of your time.
[they say yes]
Thanks so much. I‘ll start by asking about your trip today:
1. What is the purpose of your trip today?
____ commuting to work
____ exercise
____ errands
____ leisure
____ school (self or children)
____ other
2. Where did you start your trip? – What was the nearest intersection to your starting point today?
Intersection of ________________________ & ______________________
What east-west street were you on (or will you be on) when you turned onto the north-south
bikeway? ___________________________
3. Where is your destination?- what is the nearest intersection to your end point?
Intersection of ________________________ & ______________________
What east-west street will you turn on when you exit the north-south bikeway?
___________________________
4. Will you cross I-84 on this trip?
____ YES – if YES, answer 5.
____ NO –if NO, skip to 6
____ Don’t know –skip to 6

5. When you cross I-84, which route will you use?
st
____ 21
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____ 28

th

____ 33

rd

____ Other _________________
____ I don’t know/ it depends

Now we have some questions about your usual bicycling activities—

6. How often do you bike?
____ Less than once a week
____ At least once a week, but not daily
____ Five or more days a week

7. In cold or wet weather, do you bike…..
____ Less often
____ About the same
____ More often
____ I don’t know/ not sure

th

th

8. How often do you bike north or south in ‗the 20s‘? (the streets between 20 and 30 on the east side)
____ Never
____ Less than once a week
____ At least once a week, but not daily
____ Five or more days a week
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We‘re interested in what affects your choice of where to ride. I have a list of characteristics that might be on a
route. I‘ll ask you to tell me about the likelihood that you would choose a route with these characteristics. For each
one you could respond:
Much less likely – somewhat less likely – neither more or less likely – somewhat more likely – much more likely
Or, if you don‘t know.

Don’t know

Much more
likely

Somewhat
more likely

Neither

Somewhat
less likely

Much less
likely

9. How do the following affect the likelihood that you will choose a route to bike on?

It is a designated or marked bike
route
Low volume of motor vehicle
traffic on the route
Crossings at major arterial streets
have traffic lights
Little or no on-street parking on
the route
Route is direct with no or few jogs
or turns
Route is well-lit at night
Route avoids hills
Route has commercial activities or
other destinations along the way
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Thinking about the different designs of streets you might bicycle on….
9. Do the following bike infrastructures make you feel more or less comfortable riding on the streets? For
each, you could respond:
Much less comfortable- less comfortable –neither- more comfortable- much more comfortable
Or, don‘t know

Don’t know

Much more
comfortable

More
comfortable

Neither

Less
comfortable

Much less
comfortable

I have a set of photos that show what each type of infrastructure looks like.

Bike lane -painted lane at side of
the road
Bike sharrows – street marked as
a shared lane
Buffered bike lane –lane with
separation from cars
Cycle track – lane separated from
motor vehicle by parked cars
Bike box at intersections –area
for cyclists to wait at traffic lights

11. Are you a student or do you work at Cleveland High School?
____ Yes, I’m a student
____ Yes, I work here
____ No—skip to question 13.
12. What is the primary reason you bike to school?
________________________________________________________
13. What best describes how you feel about bicycling on the street in the City of Pdx?
____ I do not ride my bike on the streets
____ I am interested, but have concerns, so I rarely ride my bike on the streets
____ I am enthusiastic and confident when I ride my bike on the streets
____ I am strong and fearless when I ride my bike on the streets
____ Other
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DEMOGRAPHIC:
Our analysis will be improved by knowing a bit about the background of participants, so we can know who we‘ve
learned about. This information is confidential and optional.

What is your gender? ______________

How do you identify your race and/or ethnicity? ____________________

What neighborhood do you live in? ________________________

What is your age?
____ under 17
____ 18-24
____ 25-34
____ 35-44
____ 45-54
____ 55-64
____ 65+

Thank you for helping us with this survey

Bike Lane

Bike Sharrows
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Buffered Bike Lane

Cycle Track

Bike Box at intersection
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APPENDIX D: CLEVELAND HIGH SCHOOL INVENTORY FORM
Number of Bikes locked at beginning of inventory ______________
Number of Bikes locked at end of inventory ____________________

#

STUDENT
MALE

FEMALE

TEACHER
MALE

FEMALE

HELMET

NONE

1
Franklin St.

26th

28th

Powell Blvd

2
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