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Multnomah County Shooting Incident Analysis
(2021-2025): Executive Summary

Countywide Shooting Trends (2021-2025)
1457 Total Incidents
1404 5 r 4 4 Reported

Cumulative confirmed shooting incidents
(all districts) over the five-year period.
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peak of 1,457, dropping to 636 incidents in 2025.
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Consistent Decline Across All Jurisdictions. While District 2 maintains the highest
overall volume, all districts reported their lowest incident counts in 2025.

Neighborhood Insights: Volume vs. Intensity

High-Volume Clusters (East Portland) High-Intensity Areas (Central Corridor)
M Homicides 449 ™ Injury Shootings W Non-Injury Shootings 140
132
13
70
Hazelwood Powellhurst-Gilbert Old Town Eliot
Hazelwood and Powellhurst-Gilbert carry the Old Town and Eliot exhibit much higher
highest aggregate burden, characterized by high percentages of homicides or injuries relative to
total counts but following the macro-trend of their total shooting volume.,

reduction.



1. Overview

This phase of the Youth Violence Prevention Project identified neighborhoods with elevated
shooting-related incidents in Multnomah County by integrating incident data from the Portland Police
Bureau, the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office, and the Gresham Police Department
(01/01/2021-12/31/2025). By examining temporal trends and population-adjusted incident rates, our
findings informed the selection of neighborhoods for qualitative interviews and targeted outreach with
individuals and families impacted by gun violence.

2. Data Collection

2.1. Data Integration and Source Synthesis

Our analysis is built on the integration of data from three distinct public safety agencies (See Table 1).
This data covered all shooting incidents from January 1st, 2021 to December 31, 2025. In the absence of
a centralized reporting system, we conducted data cleaning to standardize disparate formats into a
unified schema: Source Agency, Incident ID, Date, Municipality, Address, Neighborhood, and X/Y
coordinates.

e Portland Police Bureau (PPB): Provided incident-level records including incident number, date,
municipality, and neighborhood labels. Crucially, this source included geographic X/Y coordinates
and data on severity, which served as a proxy for incident intensity.

e Multnomah County Sheriff Office (MCSO): Included offense-level records. Key fields utilized
were offense severity, a confirmed shooting flag, and weapon/force type, alongside X/Y
coordinates.

e Gresham Police Department (GPD): Comprised annual CSV files that required manual merging
and filtering. Records were isolated based on a rigorous text-based audit of the "offense
description" field to ensure only confirmed shooting events were retained. We consulted with
the crime analyst as to what offense categories reflected shooting incidents

Geographic processing

We used ArcGIS Pro to map shooting incidents by drawing on the X/Y coordinate fields provided in the
source data. We reviewed the geocoded points against the county boundary to identify incidents that fell
outside the project geography. Incidents outside the county boundary were excluded from
neighborhood- and district-level analyses and retained separately for documentation. Neighborhood and
district events were based on the mapped X/Y point locations and the current project boundary
shapefiles. Shooting incidents were spatially joined to neighborhood and district polygon layers so that
each incident received a GIS-assigned neighborhood and district. Agency-provided neighborhood fields
were retained for reference but were not used as the primary geographic assignment because agency
neighborhood labels may reflect different boundary files, older boundary definitions, generalized
coordinates, or internal geocoding rules.

However, we found some small differences between agency-provided neighborhood labels and
neighborhood assignments based on the Geographic Information System (GIS) project shapefile. These



differences were expected. PPB explained that its X/Y coordinates are generalized to the 100 block,
meaning the plotted point may not represent the exact incident location. They also noted that its
neighborhood field comes from ReglIN and was based on a simplified version of Portland neighborhood
boundaries last updated in 2009.! As a result, some incidents may appear slightly outside the
neighborhood listed in the source data when plotted against the current neighborhood shapefile. For
consistency across agencies, neighborhood-level counts were primarily generated using a common
neighborhood boundary file in GIS. Where an agency-provided neighborhood field was available and
boundary differences were known to reflect geocoding or historical boundary issues, those records were
reviewed carefully to avoid incorrectly treating small boundary mismatches as data errors. 2

Population estimates

We drew on 2020 Census block-level population data to generate neighborhood population estimates.
Census blocks were used because they are the smallest Census geography and provide a more precise
basis for estimating population within custom neighborhood boundaries. The Census block layer was
combined with the project neighborhood boundary layer in ArcGIS Pro using an area-based
apportionment method. This process allocated Census block population to neighborhoods based on the
share of each block overlapping each neighborhood. The resulting neighborhood population estimate
was then joined to the shooting incident file by GIS-assigned neighborhood. Because the population
value repeated for every shooting event within the same neighborhood, population was not summed at
the event level. Instead, neighborhood-level analyses used the first or unique population value for each
neighborhood when calculating rates.

Shooting counts and rates

Neighborhood and district shooting counts were calculated using the unique event identifier (Name of
the agency plus the incident number). This helped each incident be counted once in each geographic
summary, even when the source data included multiple rows for the same incident. Neighborhood
shooting rates were calculated as incidents per 10,000 residents using the following formula:

Shooting rate per 10,000 residents = (number of shooting incidents / estimated neighborhood
population) x 10,000

Raw shooting counts and population-adjusted rates were both reported. Raw counts show the overall
volume of shootings in a neighborhood, while rates provide context about the shooting burden relative
to the estimated population size.

! Neighborhood-level counts in this report may differ slightly from agency source files, public dashboards, or other published
summaries. Differences may result from the use of a common project neighborhood boundary file, generalized X/Y coordinates,
missing or incomplete geographic information, offense-level versus incident-level records, duplicate removal, data
standardization decisions, and variation in how agencies define or classify shooting-related incidents. These counts should
therefore be interpreted as project-specific estimates intended to support neighborhood selection and planning, not as official
agency totals.

2 Two incidents were removed from the neighborhood and district analyses because their mapped coordinates fell outside the
county boundary. This exclusion ensured that county-level, neighborhood-level, and district-level summaries were based only on
incidents located within the project geography.



Severity classification

Shooting severity was measured using the offense or shooting outcome description available in our
analytic dataset. We grouped incidents into four categories: homicide, injury shooting, non-injury
shooting, and other shooting / unclear outcome. Only exact offense descriptions of “Homicide” were
classified as homicide. Nonfatal injury shooting descriptions were classified as injury shootings, and
no-injury shooting descriptions were classified as non-injury shootings. All other shooting-related or
unclear descriptions were grouped as other shooting / unclear outcome.

To avoid inflating counts from offense-level records or duplicate rows, severity was calculated at the
unique incident level. When a single incident had more than one offense description, the incident was
assigned to the most serious applicable category using the following hierarchy: homicide, injury
shooting, non-injury shooting, and other shooting / unclear outcome.

Table 1. Frequency of Shooting Events Across the Law Enforcement Agencies:01/01/2021-12/31/2025 3

Law Enforcement Agency Count Percent
Portland Police Bureau 4,960 91.2%
Gresham Police Department 372 6.8%
Multnomah County Sheriff Office 108 2%

3 Agency-level counts represent the number of unique shooting incidents contributed by each agency to the combined file.
Counts were calculated using a unique event identifier created from the source agency and incident number to avoid
accidentally merging incidents that may share the same incident number across agencies. Percentages represent each agency’s
share of all unique shooting incidents included in the analytic dataset. These counts reflect the cleaned project file and may
slightly differ from agency-published totals because of differences in data extraction, inclusion criteria, duplicate handling,
offense-level versus incident-level records, and project-specific standardization decisions.



3. Findings

3.1. Countywide Shooting Trends (2021-2025)

We found that Multnomah County recorded a total of 5,440 shooting incidents between 2021 and 2025.
Our analysis showed that after starting with 1,404 incidents in 2021, incidents peaked at 1,457 in
2022—a 3.84% increase. Following that peak, there was a consistent annual decline: a 26.5% decrease to
1,071 incidents in 2023, an 18.58% decrease to 872 in 2024, and a final 27.06% decrease to 636 incidents
in 2025.

Figure 1: Annual Shooting Incident Trends (2021-2025)
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3.2. Districtwide Shooting Trends (2021-2025)

Figure 2 tracked how shooting incidents have changed within each county district from 2021 to 2025. It
highlighted which areas experienced the most shooting events over time and showed how local trends
compare to the broader countywide decline. Three of four districts followed this pattern; District 1
peaked in 2023 and District 2 peaked in 2021.

e District 1 (n = 834): District 1 recorded 166 incidents in 2021, reached a peak of 204 in 2023, and
subsequently declined to 120 incidents by 2025.

e District 2 (n = 1,990): District 2 experienced a peak of 561 incidents in 2021, followed by a
consistent year-over-year decline to 212 incidents in 2025.



e District 3 (n = 1,749): District 3 started with 438 incidents in 2021, peaked at 496 in 2022, and
then saw a steady decline to 193 incidents by 2025.

e District 4 (n = 867): District 4 recorded 239 incidents in 2021, peaked at 251 in 2022, and then
declined to 111 incidents in 2025.

Figure 2: Shooting Incident Trends by District (2021-2025)
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3.3. Neighborhood-Level Distribution
3.3.1. Ranking of High-Incident Neighborhoods

Table 2 displayed between 2021 and 2025, there existed 14 neighborhoods with over 100 shooting
incidents, highlighting a critical distinction between total volume and population-adjusted risk. East
Portland neighborhoods, particularly Hazelwood (449 incidents) and Powellhurst-Gilbert (365 incidents),
carry the highest aggregate volume. In contrast, the "central corridor"—especially Old Town (337
incidents per 10,000) and Eliot (242 per 10,000)—exhibited the highest per-capita intensity.

Table 2: Top 14 Neighborhoods by Shooting Incidents (2021-2025)

Neighborhood Total Estimated Shooting Incidents
Incidents Population per 10,000 Residents
HAZELWOOD 449 26,552 169
POWELLHURST-GILBERT 365 27,136 134
LENTS 247 18,691 132
CENTENNIAL 244 24,214 101
PORTLAND DOWNTOWN 184 14,172 129
ST. JOHNS 172 12,871 133
CULLY 159 13,350 119
PORTSMOUTH 158 10,129 155
MONTAVILLA 146 16,879 86
PARKROSE 144 6,254 230
OLD TOWN 140 4,150 337
ELIOT 132 5,448 242
ROCKWOOD 130 16,268 79
MT. SCOTT-ARLETA 106 8,031 131




Figure 3: Spatial Distribution of Shooting Incidents
Top 14 Neighborhoods by Shooting Incidents, 2021-2025
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3.3.2. Temporal Trends Among Top 14 Neighborhoods

High-Incidence Locales: Analysis of neighborhood-level micro-data identified Hazelwood and
Powellhurst-Gilbert as the primary geographical clusters for firearm violence over the five-year period.
Hazelwood recorded the highest discrete volume, peaking at 131 incidents in 2022. Powellhurst-Gilbert
followed a similar pattern, peaking at 112 incidents in 2022. Despite their elevated baselines, both
neighborhoods largely adhered to the macro-trend of post-2022 attenuation.

Longitudinal Declines: The prevailing pattern across the vast majority of areas aligns with the aggregate
systemic decrease. Neighborhoods such as Lents (62 to 26), Cully (42 to 15), Parkrose (59 to 7), and
Powellhurst-Gilbert (90 to 38) demonstrated substantial, multi-year reductions following their initial
maximums. Furthermore, Portland Downtown reached its peak incidence in 2023 with 58 incidents,
which was immediately succeeded by consecutive year-over-year reductions. By the conclusion of the
observational period in 2025, Mt. Scott-Arleta, Parkrose, and Eliot recorded some of the lowest overall
incidence frequencies among the top 14 locales, falling to roughly 11 or fewer events annually.

Anomalous Recent Escalations: Despite the generalized systemic decline, a subset of areas presents a
divergent trend in the final year of the dataset. Specifically, Centennial and Old Town exhibit upward



inflection points in 2025. Centennial's incident count increased from 20 incidents in 2024 to 32 in 2025.
Old Town demonstrated a rebound of differing magnitude from 14 incidents in 2024 to 19 in 2025
((Centennial +60%, Old Town +36%).

Figure 4: Longitudinal Variance Across Top 14 Neighborhoods
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3.3.3. Severity of Shootings in the Top 14 Neighborhoods *

An analysis of firearm incident severity across the top fourteen neighborhoods showed a consistent
typological hierarchy where non-injury shootings constituted the largest share of events across the top
14 neighborhoods (approximately 74%), with injury shootings and homicides (serious incidents)
accounting for the remaining 26% (Table 1 in Appendix A). Within this framework, Hazelwood and
Powellhurst-Gilbert emerged as the primary loci of violence, recording the highest absolute frequencies
across all severity classifications. Specifically, Hazelwood registered 23 homicides, 109 injury shootings,
and 317 non-injury shootings, while Powellhurst-Gilbert followed with 18 homicides, 66 injury
shootings, and 281 non-injury shootings. Despite this general correlation between total incident volume
and incident severity, localized deviations were largely evident. For example, both Old Town and
Portland Downtown exhibited disproportionately elevated rates of lethal and injurious outcomes
relative to their comparatively lower non-injury baseline counts. Old Town reported 13 homicides and 57
injury shootings against 70 non-injury events. Conversely, certain areas demonstrated lower lethality
metrics; Mt. Scott-Arleta recorded 2 homicides, 9 injury shootings, and 95 non-injury events, while
Rockwood reported 1 homicide and 21 injury shootings against 95 non-injury events.

Figure 4: Severity of Shootings in the Top 14 Neighborhoods

Incident Severity Breakdown (Stacked by Volume)

Il Homicides Injury Shootings Non-Injury Shootings  Total Incidents
_ Hazelwood Remains

HAZELWOOD 109 317 449 Most Frequent
Hazelwood continues to
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LENTS 52 184 247 total remains 449, with a
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MONTAVILLA 17 146 shifiling from previous reports where non-
PARKROSE 107 144 fatal injury was more common.
OLD TOWN 57 70 140 Lethality Ratios Have Also Shifted
Old Town still has a notable lethality
ELIOT 88 132 E}ro)portion, but fwith higher homicide counts
13), the ratio of homicides to total incidents
REIeR0 = 2 is now significantly different across the top
MT. SCOTT-ARLETA 95 106 areas compared to previous years.

* Shooting severity was measured using the offense or shooting outcome description. We grouped records into four categories:
homicide, injury shooting, non-injury shooting, and other shooting / unclear outcome. Only records with an exact offense
description of “Homicide” were classified as homicide. Records describing nonfatal injury shootings, including “Non-Fatal
Injury,” “Shooting - Injury,” “Drive By Shooting-Injury,” and “Gang Shooting-Injury,” were classified as injury shootings. Records
describing no-injury shooting events, including “No Injury,” “Shooting - No Injury,” “Drive By Shooting-No Inj,” and “Gang
Shooting-No Injury,” were classified as non-injury shootings. All other shooting-related or unclear offense descriptions were
grouped as other shooting / unclear outcome.



Table 3 provides a multidimensional analysis designed to rank 14 neighborhoods by their
shooting-related risk profiles over the five-year study period. The table serves as a strategic tool for
prioritizing these areas by evaluating not just the total volume of incidents, but also the severity of
outcomes and the per-capita intensity of violence relative to each neighborhood's population size. The
data is organized to capture longitudinal changes, displaying total incident counts alongside comparisons
between 2021 and 2025 activity, which highlights the percentage change over the study period. To
assess the impact of these incidents, we incorporated severity metrics including homicide counts, injury
shooting counts, and a calculated percentage of serious incidents.

Ultimately, this analysis classifies each neighborhood into one of two priority typologies: "High count and
high rate" or "High total burden". This classification helps distinguish between areas experiencing a high
volume of shootings combined with high density—such as Hazelwood or Old Town, the latter of which
features the highest rate per 10,000 residents at 337—and those identified as having a "High total
burden," such as Centennial, Montavilla, and Rockwood.

10



Table 3. Neighborhood prioritization/typology analysis: 01/01/2021-12/31/2025 *

Neighborhood Total |Population| Rate | % Change | Homicides Injury Serious % Priority Priority
Incidents per 10k | (2021-2025) Shootings | Shootings | Serious| Score Typology

HAZELWOOD 449 26,552 169 -59.6% 23 109 132 294 3 High count, high rate, and high
severity

POWELLHURST-GILBERT 365 27,136 134 -57.8% 18 66 84 23 2 High count and high rate

LENTS 247 18,691 132 -58.1% 11 52 63 25.5 2 High count and high rate

CENTENNIAL 244 24,214 101 -56.6% 13 40 53 21.7 1 High total burden

PORTLAND DOWNTOWN| 184 14,172 129 -42.9% 14 49 63 34.2 3 High count, high rate, and high
severity

ST. JOHNS 172 12,871 133 -33.3% 10 32 42 24.4 2 High count and high rate

CULLY 159 13,350 119 -64.3% 7 29 36 22.6 2 High count and high rate

PORTSMOUTH 158 10,129 155 -51.5% 9 24 33 20.9 2 High count and high rate

MONTAVILLA 146 16,879 86 -62.5% 4 25 29 19.9 1 High total burden

PARKROSE 144 6,254 230 -88.1% 8 29 37 25.7 2 High count and high rate

OLD TOWN 140 4,150 337 -50% 13 57 70 50 3 High count, high rate, and high
|severity

ELIOT 132 5,448 242 -72.5% 7 37 44 333 3 High count, high rate, and high
severity

ROCKWOOD 130 16,268 79 -46.9% 1 21 22 16.9 1 High total burden

MT. SCOTT-ARLETA 106 8,031 131 -87.5% 2 9 11 10.4 2 High count and high rate

® Priority Typology: This field describes the main reason a neighborhood was flagged in the priority matrix. It is based on
whether the neighborhood had a high total number of shooting incidents, a high shooting rate per 10,000 residents, an increase
in shootings from 2021 to 2025, and/or a high share of serious shooting outcomes. For example, “High count and high rate”
means the neighborhood had both a high overall number of shootings and a high population-adjusted shooting rate. High total
burden identifies neighborhoods that had a high overall number of shooting incidents during the study period, even if their
population-adjusted rate was not among the highest.

Priority score: This is a summary score based on four indicators: high shooting count, high shooting rate, increasing trend from
2021 to 2025, and high severity share. Each indicator contributes one point if the neighborhood meets that condition. The score
ranges from 0 to 4, with higher scores indicating that a neighborhood met more priority criteria.

Percent serious: This is the percentage of shooting incidents in a neighborhood that were classified as either homicide or injury
shooting. It was calculated as: Percent serious = ((homicides + injury shootings) / total shooting incidents) x 100

This measure helps show whether a neighborhood’s shooting incidents were more likely to involve serious physical harm, not
just the overall number of incidents.
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4. Conclusion and Summary of Findings

The primary finding of this Phase 2 analysis was a consistent, aggregate downward trend in countywide
shooting incidents since the significant peak recorded in 2022. While the data reflected a broader
regional cooling, the analysis identified specific, persistent risks that contrasted with this overall decline.
High-risk "central corridor" neighborhoods, such as Old Town and Eliot, continued to experience
disproportionately high per-capita impacts despite lower total incident volumes. Furthermore,
anomalous recent escalations in neighborhoods like Centennial and Old Town in 2025 served as critical
reminders that certain areas required continued vigilance and localized intervention. There was also
significant nuance regarding incident severity; while non-injury shootings constituted the vast majority
of events countywide, neighborhoods like Old Town and Portland Downtown exhibited distinct patterns
of higher lethality and injurious outcomes. Collectively, these findings provided actionable intelligence
for the next phase of the project, offering a clear roadmap for targeting community engagement,
resources, and outreach.
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Appendix A

Table 1: Detailed Severity Metrics by Neighborhood

Neighborhood Homicide Injury Non-injury Other shooting Total
shooting shooting / unclear Shootings
outcome

HAZELWOOD 23 109 317 0 449
POWELLHURST-GILBERT 18 66 281 0 365
LENTS 11 52 184 0 247
CENTENNIAL 13 40 190 1 244
PORTLAND DOWNTOWN 14 49 121 0 184
ST. JOHNS 10 32 130 0 172
CULLY 7 29 123 0 159
PORTSMOUTH 9 24 125 0 158
MONTAVILLA 4 25 117 0 146
PARKROSE 8 29 107 0 144
OLD TOWN 13 57 70 0 140
ELIOT 7 37 88 0 132
ROCKWOOD 1 21 95 13 130
MT. SCOTT-ARLETA 2 9 95 0 106
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