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Table 4-4 Weights Assigned to Components of the PIE 

Component 
Possible 

values 
Weight 

Maximum 

weighted 

value 

Bicycle access  1 to 5 2.808 14.04 

Block size 1 to 5 3.086 15.43 

People per acre 1 to 5 4.615 23.07 

Sidewalk density 1 to 5 2.842 14.21 

Transit access 1 to 5 3.529 17.65 

ULI density 1 to 5 3.120 15.60 

Total   100.00 

 

Note that several other options were explored as weights were developed. Sets of single-variable 

binary logit models were estimated using trips made for specific purposes (one set for home-

based work, one for home-based other, and one for non-home based). However, the coefficients 

in these three sets of models generally had similar ratios between models, so disaggregating the 

data by purpose did not add significant value to the weighting process. 

PIE values were calculated for all grid cells in the Portland region. The highest PIE values were 

in Downtown Portland, followed by other major neighborhood centers (e.g., Northwest District, 

Hollywood, St. Johns) and suburban centers (e.g., Beaverton, Gresham, Hillsboro). The lowest 

PIE values were in isolated areas with distribution facilities and light industry, rural areas, and 

undeveloped areas. Figure 4-2 shows a regional map of PIE values and Figure 4-3 illustrates 

examples throughout the region of different PIE values to show the differences in urban form 

encompassed in the index.  

The PIE was used as an explanatory variable in the pedestrian model. It was correlated with 

walking (ρ = 0.264) and was highly correlated with other measures of the built environment that 

were not included in the model, such as household density (ρ = 0.761), employment density       

(ρ = 0.631), and sidewalk density (ρ = 0.833). The PIE is a calibrated measure of pedestrian-

relevant built environment characteristics that represents activity density, accessibility to 

activities, and facilities for walking. 
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Figure 4-2 Regional Map of PIE Values
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Figure 4-3 Examples of PIE Values in the Portland Region 

Downtown 

Lloyd District 

80 – Lloyd District, Northwest District, and other major Portland neighborhood centers (Hollywood, St. Johns) 

70 – Suburban downtowns (e.g., Beaverton, Gresham, Hillsboro, Lake Oswego, Oregon City) 

Laurelhurst 

Gresham 

60 – Predominantly residential inner-city neighborhoods 

all images from Google street view 
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