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Why create a public participation atlas? The core questions of geography– of “where” and “why there” 
not only tell us where things are and why but where things aren’t and, perhaps, why. This atlas is not only 
an attempt to identify the organizations that are providing public participation training opportunities 
in the region but it is also a “first take” at identifying how well distributed across the region such training 
opportunities are. This is important because many people’s first entry into public participation processes, 
beyond voting, is at the local level around local concerns. Some populations may be well served and others 
not served at all.

This Atlas is the result of a one-term (ten-week) Portland State University (PSU) Senior Capstone 
course partnered with the Center for Public Participation at Portland State University. During this 
time, students did field work to identify: the organizations that provide public participation training, 
the types of training provided, where training is offered, and who it is targeted to. In addition, students 
were introduced to geographic information systems (GIS) technology that enabled them to map their 
results. Given the short time allotted for the tasks at hand, the students are providing the first step and 
justification for a more comprehensive and in-depth study.

I would like to thank Julie Odell, director of the Center, for all of her support and encouragement.

Meg Merrick, Capstone Instructor
Coordinator of  the Community Geography Project
Institute of  Portland Metropolitan Studies
Portland State University
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The purpose of this capstone project was to explore citizen participation training efforts from a variety 
of perspectives in the Portland metropolitan region.  The service are of those efforts were mapped against 
the efforts are intended to serve.  In addition, this information was assed in relationship to neighborhoods 
in the region where there is known to be significant citizen participation and neighborhoods that are less 
active.  To bring this data together we used Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to combine and map 
the information gathered.  Simply put, a GIS combines layers of information about a place to give you a 
better understanding of that place. What layers of information you combine depends on your purpose—
finding the best location for a new store, analyzing environmental damage, viewing similar crimes in a city 
to detect a pattern, and so on.

To accomplish these goals we partnered with the Center for Public Participation at Portland State 
University.  The Center for Public Participation provides resources for active democratic participation 
in government and civic life.  The Center’s mission is to expand the knowledge and practice of public 
participation among community members, public involvement practitioners, scholars, and public sector 
officials, managers, and staff through training and education, research, evaluation, and communication 
information services.  

The CPP was founded in 2000 as a collaborative partnership between the Executive Leadership  
Institute (ELI) at Portland State University and the Cascade Chapter of the International Association 
for Public Participation (IAP2).  It is now guided by a unique and diverse 34-member steering committee 
comprised of community members, professional public involvement practitioners, public sector managers 
and staff, and academicians.  The CPP is supported and collaborated with a wide range of public, private 
and non-profit organizations to implement its programs and projects.

We contacted a variety of organizations and were interested not only in if and where they held trainings, 
but also what skills were taught at those trainings.  We surveyed them looking at a specific set of skills to 
see if they were being taught.  Those 17 skills are Leadership, Community organizing,  Event planning, 
Volunteer supervision, Financial management, Communication skills, Fundraising/Grant writing, 
Public relations, Organizational procedures, Lobbying, Public testimony, Interpersonal skills, Meeting 
facilitation, Issues awareness, Diversity awareness, Letter writing, Conflict resolution, and a category was 
included for Other.  While specific trainings taught different skills, at least half of the trainings taught 
leadership skills, issues awareness, and communication skills.  To find out if the organizations we were 
looking at offered trainings that taught the set of skills we were interested in, we attempted to complete 
phone surveys.  However due to the non-profit nature of many of the organizations we surveyed, we 
utilized e-mail surveys as well.

The class had 19 students who were assisted by Meg Merrick, Coordinator for the Community Geography 
Project; Julie Odell, Administrative Director for the Center for Public Participation, and Diane Besser. 	
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To minimize the workload, the class divided into four groups, each interviewing a different set of organizations.  
Though the group distinctions are somewhat arbitrary, they were a way for the class to organize the organizations 
into workable groups.  The first group, the Hot Spot Group was specifically looking at areas that could be identified 
as participation hot spots and contacted people who worked for the city of Portland as well as surrounding com-
munities, and members of Citizen Advisory Committees.  The second group, the Liberal Group looked at liberal 
organizations, but unlike the Progressive Group, looked at organizations that were working to maintain the cur-
rent political status quo, not organizations trying to make large scale changes. The third group, the Conservative 
Group, looked at organizations that are traditionally considered conservative, such as religious organizations, more 
capitalist and market driven groups and chambers of commerce.  The fourth group, the Progressive Group, looked 
at organizations that were active in progressing the citizens of the area.  They considered environmental groups as 
well as progressive political groups.  The members of the groups were:

Hot Spot:
Kelley Martin
Lurch
Miriah Page

Liberal:
Cameron Barry
Phillip Hanshew
Chelsea Nehls
Jason Price
Sheetal Ruiwale
Amy Whistler

Conservative:
Jack Anliker
Douglas Ashton
Greg DeLap
Megan Faber

Progressive:
Grey Ayer
Scott Barbur
Sven Beker
Leslee Biggs
Arturo Pinedo
Michelle Ziecina

It is important to note, that despite all of our efforts, the data collected just 
begins to scratch the surface of what could be known about these organizations 
and the benefit they bring to the community.  The data that we do have is purely 
descriptive in manner and all charts and graphs should be considered in this way.
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Greater Portland-Metro Regional Civic Activity Hotspots, Special Case Studies
The Hotspot Group’s main objective was to find and map areas in the tri-county region with high levels of civic involvement.  
Our goal was to formulate quantitative data into a geographically spatial reference. In order to find out this information, we 
decided it would be best to first contact people with positions managing neighborhood association programs for specific cities, 
counties, and the region as a whole.  To find this information, we contacted the following people:

Bryan Hoop, Portland Office of Neighborhood Involvement
Kay Foetisch, City of Gresham
Megan Callahan, City of Beaverton
Jason Wachs, City of Milwaukie
Iris Treinen, City of Lake Oswego
Kathleen Todd, Multnomah County Citizens Advisory Committee
Linda Gray, Washington County Committee for Citizen Involvement
Francine Raften Clackamas County Citizen Advisory Committee
Gina Whitehill-Baziuk, Metro Citizens Advisory Committee
Tri-County Voting Records
Cliff Voliva, Oregon Land Development Commission

In our attempt to find out the hotspot areas, we chose to ask very general questions that could be answered without having our 
interviewees look up data outside of what they knew off the top of their heads. Because most of the details given were only of a 
descriptive nature, we chose not to map individual events and training sites, but instead show the notably active neighborhood 
associations (NA) and citizen participation committees (CPO).  About half of the events listed in our compilation were not 
specifically defined enough to assign map points. In all cases at the city level, they identified areas in terms of neighborhood 
associations.  Neighborhood associations were determined to be active if they had events in those areas- including regular 
meetings and neighborhood activities such as picnics and cleanups.  Each city typically had one location where the main events 
were held. Events are usually held in a downtown location for each city, making the neighborhood where this city was located a 
hotspot. 
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 Hotspot areas are shown in the map as purple shaded regions.  It 
was surprising to find that active civic engagement was not necessarily 
determined by the issues that each neighborhood focused on.  
However we did find that urban renewal, land use, and development 
were common issues that hotspot areas focused on.

The next level of information that we located was at the county level. 
This was also very informative in helping us locate where the hotspots 
around the tri-county region are.  The contacts gave us specific 
information about active CPOs in Clackamas, Multnomah and 
Washington counties.  The information told us the activity levels of 
CPOs and what trainings, if any, they receive. Major issues that came 
up in each of the CPO meetings were that of land use and legislation, 
such as taxation. 
Our last contact we made was with Metro. Gina Whitehill-Baziuk 
gave us insight about what areas Metro considered to be hotspots. 
The main problem with this information was that Metro has project 
corridors that each tends to be classified as hotspot areas.  These 
project corridors can be considered hotspot areas for upwards 
of ten years, until completion, and then are replaced with new 
project corridors, making the hotspots shift to other locations.  
Metro, therefore, had little available specific data that stood out.  
Information given was more of a general nature about where projects 
are being planned or where projects are currently happening. At 
any one time Metro can have hundreds of projects concurrently in 
progress.  Trainings mentioned (volunteer supervision and meeting 
facilitations) were descriptive and often was not addressed specifically 
enough to use as mapping data, as was seen in most all cases of data 
collection.  

It would be beneficial for future projects of this nature to have an 
opportunity to be able to take more time to follow-up for additional 
information and to formulate better phrased questions, that wouldn’t 
create such vague answers.  It would be optimal for future mapping 
projects to ask more specific questions, have a greater knowledge of 
terminology, and either the homogenization of some terms or nuances 
thereof (for example the terms: annexation, land use, UGB and urban 
renewal).  

The last and final information that the hotspot group collected was 
voter registration by precinct. This information provided us with specific 
data of which party each voter was affiliated with. This information 
helped in comparing what areas were considered hotspots and which 
party if any seemed to be more active than the other.

The information was drawn from the surveys that were collected from 
each of our select community NA/CPO liaisons.  The surveys they 
answered helped to determine which areas they considered to be hotspots.  
We referred to the websites for each city contacted as a supplement to 
the survey interviews. The following are the websites that we used as 
additional resources:

Neighborhoods of Beaverton Website:
http://www.ci.beaverton.or.us/departments/neighborhoods
City of Lake Oswego Website:
http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/
City of Milwaukie Website:
http://cityofmilwaukie.org
City of Gresham Website:
http://www.ci.gresham.or.us/
Portland Office of Neighborhood Involvement (ONI) Website:
http://www.portlandonline.com/oni

These sites provided us with pertinent information about where certain 
events in the city were held.  Each website had information on or links 
to every NA and their events schedules and locations. We found that the 
majority of events were generally held at one common location for each 
community. These then determined what areas were to be considered as 
hotspots.
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CPO activity for each county was determined by the occurrence of CPO meetings, consistently high attendance at these meetings, and the 
publication of a CPO newsletter.  We used the following websites for further CPO information:

Multnomah County
http://www.co.multnomah.or.us/orgs/civ
Washington County
http://extension.oregonstate.edu/washington/citizen.htm
Clackamas County
http://www.co.clackamas.or.us/citizenin

Metro hotspots were derived from public hearings, trainings, and open houses listed as collected from the interviews, available hand out lit-
erature, and from their website:
http://www.metro-region.org

The pie chart for trainings, special events, and hearings shows the six most 
prevalent categories discernable from the data.   All other items that do not 
fit into specific areas are categorized as “other.”  The most dominant at 47%, 
was the “events” category, because it reflected the easy ability to coordinate 
grassroots activities at the “neighborhood” level.  These “Events” included 
such things as: open childcare at neighborhood churches, neighborhood block 
parties, farmers markets, project hearings, neighborhood watch meetings, 
neighborhood night out parties, and concerts in the parks. There were many 
neighborhood activities geared toward the local neighborhood patrons. 

The next most active category, at 17%, was “land use,” which noted hotspots 
in Beaverton, Gresham, Clackamas County, Metro, and Washington County. 
“Fundraising” followed with 12% of identifiable areas and was solely 
mentioned in Clackamas County as an issue for its CPOs on this year’s 
agenda.
The category of “Other,” having 9%, included topics of environmental issues, 
sanitation, general identification, mentor childcare, noise, roads, and same 
sex marriages. These noted hotspots are located in Milwaukie, Gresham, Port-
land, Beaverton, Metro, and Multnomah County.
“Transportation” issues were noted within Beaverton, Washington County, 
and Metro, with 7% of the pie. “Urban Growth Boundary” was defined as a 
hotspot in Gresham, Washington County and Metro at 5%.  Annexation” 
trailed at 3%, being able to document it only in Washington County.
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The pie chart on the previous page is in direct correlation to our map 
of the locations. We devised this pie chart based on our information 
from the websites and the questions on the survey.  The areas repre-
sented in each category may be incomplete because of the difficulty in 
assessing proper issue categories or locations for a number of activities 
that rendered documentation incomplete or left out altogether.  These 
factors resulted from a lack of details available from outside sources or 
the inability to access those details based on the experience and time 
constraints realized during the course of the project.

Voter Registration by Precinct- Clackamas, Multnomah, 
and Washington Counties
It was believed that obtaining the most current registration numbers 

for voters in the tri-county area would perhaps show us a correlation 
between high levels of civic engagement and the number of registered 
voters.  The group contacted the different elections offices for each 
county in order to acquire the information.  It is interesting to note 
the variance between the three counties in the way their data is stored 
and compiled.  Each county has different data categories.  Multnomah 
County had all of their numbers up to date and inputted into an Excel 
spreadsheet.  On the other hand, Washington County did not have their 
information inputted into any database and the group had to go to the 
actual elections division and make copies of all the information.  An 
Excel spreadsheet was then created with this information to match how 
Multnomah County had organized their data. 
 Maps were then created using Arc View GIS 3.3 to breakdown voter 
numbers into three categories:  Democrats, Republicans, and Other 
(all parties not falling under Democrat or Republican).  Maps were 
made showing the percentage of Democrat and Republican density by 
precinct.  The maps show the dominant political (by natural majority) 
as the darkest color and the lightest shade defines a less than 30% party 
density.  Four of the 660 precincts are not shaded, noting no available 
voter data.  The following maps reflect density of registered Democrats: 
blue, and Republicans: red.
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Throughout this process some difficulties were encountered.  
The main issue of concern was actually obtaining the voter 
numbers from the elections divisions.  Multnomah County made 
the quest extremely easy and efficient by providing us with an 
emailed spreadsheet of the data.  The other two counties required 
physically going to the county elections offices and photo copying 
the records to be converted into an electronic spreadsheet.  
Making the maps also posed an interesting challenge—that of 
forming a distribution to effectively compare Democrat and 
Republican density that could then be contrasted with mapped 
civic activity to best test our hypothesis.  The limited scope of 
time and resources hindered the detail or our information.  It 
appears that there is no direct correlation between civic activity 
and voter density.  This has been determined, unscientifically, 
from our maps.

Portland ONI Case-Study of Summit Meeting Partici-
pation (2000-2003)
Brian Hoop, of Portland ONI, provided spreadsheet data on 

three summits held from 2000-2002 and a proposed interest 
in a 2003 summit.  From this data, we created an attendance 
density map to better reflect civic involvement in the Portland 
area.  It can be seen that the highest density (dark grey) of 
participants are drawn from downtown Portland and the Pearl 
District.  The lightest interest shown tends to travel from the 
more distant communities, such as Boring, Hillsboro, and 
Wilsonville.  Interest significantly drops for the majority of 
neighborhoods outside of Multnomah County.  It also appears 
participation is higher in correlation to commerce corridors.  
Higher attendance in some areas may be caused by regular 
attendance at multiple functions. Another issue with our data is 
that several people from the same household will not be counted 
as individuals in the point by point map view.

While the location was difficult to pin down in terms of 
civic activism in the community, the characteristics of the 
participants seemed to be easier to track.  The stereotypical “ac-
tive” citizen in Portland is a 40-70 year old, white, middle class 
person.  Possible explanations for this are: the fact that they are 
generally established home owners; have a strong belief in pro-
tected private interest; have a lifestyle allowing for more leisure 
time; and have a higher level of education, whether it is through 
life experience or post-secondary education.  That is not to say 
that there is not active involvement by any other age, ethnicity, 
gender, etc. However, active minority citizens are estimated to 
be less than one percentage point of the population as a whole.
Citizen Involvement Advisory Committee (CIAC), Feb 1996,
“Survey of Citizen Involvement, Statewide”
The CIAC survey obtained from Cliff Voliva expresses data 
from surveys on citizen involvement that had been sent to 
276 selected Oregon municipalities and counties. Of the 
276, 142 were completed.  Although no charts or maps were 
drawn from the data collected, it was entered into an Excel 
spreadsheet for future use.  With future data collected from the 
missing municipalities and counties, more conclusions will be 
drawn as to the level and cause of civic involvement in relation 
to population in any given area.  Two key suggestions were 
brought up in the survey report.  First, as populations grow, 
full-time management, budgeting, and other organizational 
tasks are required to encourage and sustain civic involvement.  
Second, the smaller the community, the less formal of a 
structure is necessary to for the town to function civically.   
The ability and interest to respond to detailed data collection, 
complementary programs, and legislation increase along with 
staffing.  Ability and interest also increase based on the size of 
the area’s population (i.e. more population creates more interest 
and vice versa).
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