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Meeting: Metro Council Work Session  
Date: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 
Time: 2 p.m. 
Place: Council Chamber 
 

 
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

    
2 PM 1.  ADMINISTRATIVE/ COUNCIL AGENDA FOR 

MAY 1, 2014/ CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
COMMUNICATION 

 

    
2:10 PM 2. TRANSPORTATION POLICY, COMMUNICATION AND 

COORDINATION ASSESSMENT REPORT – 
Councilor Collette, Metro  

ACTION:  
DISCUSSION 

 

    
2:30 PM 3.  FY 2014-15 BUDGET DISCUSSION – Kathy Rutkowski, Metro ACTION:  

INFORMATIONAL / DISCUSSION Tim Collier, Metro 

    
3 PM 4. BREAK  

    
3: 05 PM 5. POSSIBLE EXTENSION OF CONSTRUCTION EXCISE 

TAX FOR COMMUNITY PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT GRANTS – 

Martha Bennett, Metro 

ACTION: 
RECOMMENDATION TO ADOPT ORDINACNE NO. 14-
1328 ON JUNE 19, 2014 

Gerry Uba, Metro 
 

    
3: 50 PM 6. 

 
 

COUNCIL BRIEFINGS/COMMUNICATION  
 

  
    
ADJOURN    
 
    Metro’s Nondiscrimination Notice: 

Metro respects civil rights. Metro fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act f 1964 that bans discrimination on the 
basis of race, color or national origin. For more information on Metro’s civil rights program, or to obtain a Title VI 
complaint form, visit www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights or call 503-797-1536.  
 
Metro provides services or accommodations upon request to persons with disabilities and people who need an 
interpreter at public meetings. All Metro meetings are wheelchair accessible. If you need a sign language interpreter, 
communication aid or language assistance, call 503-797-1536 or TDD/TTY 503-797-1804 (8 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays) 7 
business days in advance of the meeting to accommodate your request. For up-to-date public transportation information, 
visit TriMet’s website at www.trimet.org. 

http://www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights�
http://www.trimet.org/�
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METRO COUNCIL 
 

Work Session Worksheet 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WORK SESSION PURPOSE & DESIRED OUTCOMES  

• Purpose: To provide the Metro Council with the recommendations of an assessment of 
transportation decision-making within the ODOT Region 1 area (provided by Steve Bryant, 
the principle investigator and author at the April 15 Council Work Session).  

• Outcome:  Provide direction on Metro interests and involvement in next steps. 
 
 
TOPIC BACKGROUND & FRAMING THE WORK SESSION DISCUSSION  
On June 18, 2003 the Oregon Transportation Commission a policy on formation and operation of 
Area Commissions on Transportation (ACTs).  The intent of the policy is to expand stakeholder 
involvement in ODOT decision-making, especially as it relates to recommendations to the Oregon 
Transportation Commission on project funding in the State Transportation Improvement 
Program(STIP).  This role was significantly upgraded this past year as ODOT modified their project 
selection process to be multi-modal, based upon a jurisdictional application process with the ACTs 
being the focus of where project prioritization occurs.  Lacking an ACT for ODOT Region 1, ODOT 
staff formed an interim project selection committee with public and private sector members 
appointed by the Multnomah County, Clackamas County, Washington County and Hood River 
County Commissions.  The Chair of JPACT was also included on the Committee. 
 
Since 2003, ODOT has established a series of ACTs throughout the state with the exception of 
Region 1.  After adoption of the OTC policy, there were numerous discussions between ODOT, OTC 
members and Metro Council and JPACT members.  However, no agreement was reached with the 
disagreement around the question of JPACT membership to include business and other 
stakeholders and concern about the geography of Region 1 beyond Metro’s boundary. 
 
Subsequent to the discussions between Metro/JPACT and ODOT/OTC, ODOT Region 1 staff worked 
with stakeholders in Hood River County and rural Clackamas County in pursuit of an ACT for this 
area of Region 1 outside Metro.  However, no agreement was reached as a result of that process 
since the two areas did not see a common area of interest to merit formation of an ACT. 
 
In 2013, Representative Kennemer introduced legislation to form a rural Clackamas County ACT.  
ODOT objected to the legislation because of the narrow geography.  Representative Kennemer 
agreed to remove his legislative proposal based upon the agreement of ODOT, Metro and Clackamas 
County to contract with the Oregon Consensus Center (as a neutral party) to carry out an evaluation 
of current transportation decision-making in the Region 1 area.   
 

PRESENTATION DATE:  April 29, 2014               TIME:  3:05pm              LENGTH:  45 minutes                
 
PRESENTATION TITLE:  Transportation Policy, Communication and Coordination Assessment 
Report                
 
DEPARTMENT:  Office of COO                
 
PRESENTER(S):  Steve Bryant, Oregon Consensus Center 
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The Oregon Consensus Center interviewed over 70 individuals, evaluated the requirements of the 
OTC Policy on the Formation of ACTs and the USDOT requirements for metropolitan planning 
organizations.  This report is the conclusion of that interview and evaluation process. 
 
 
QUESTIONS FOR COUNCIL CONSIDERATION  
 

• The report recommends formation of a Task Force appointed by ODOT and convened by the 
Governor’s office to evaluate and recommend formation of an ACT to include a proposed 
charter, geography, membership and responsibilities.  The Charter would be subject to 
approval by the OTC.   
 
Does the Metro Council have any input on charge or membership of the Task Force? 
Does the Metro Council have any input on the process to be undertaken by the Task Force? 
Does the Metro Council have any preference for the preferred outcome from the process? 

 
• The report also recommends that Metro/JPACT initiate a process to evaluate the 

membership of JPACT and to consider changes to JPACT’s membership consistent with 
options considered for establishment of an ACT. 
 
Does the Metro Council have any input on the issue of JPACT membership and its 
relationship with the ACT process? 

 
 
 
PACKET MATERIALS  

• Would legislation be required for Council action   Yes     X No 
• If yes, is draft legislation attached?  Yes     X No 
• What other materials are you presenting today?  

Final Report:  Transportation Policy, Communication and Coordination Assessment Report 
(January 29, 2014) 
Task Force membership 

 
 



 

Transportation Policy, Communication, and Coordination Assessment Report 
January 29, 2014 

Background 

Stakeholders in the non-Metro areas of ODOT Region 1 have increasingly expressed concerns regarding their 
desire to have more input into decisions related to priorities for transportation funding. The primary tool that 
the  Oregon Transportation Commission and ODOT relies upon for public engagement for the State 
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) and other statewide transportation policy planning processes is 
through Area Commissions on Transportation (ACTs).  ODOT Region 1 is the one area in the State where 
there is not an ACT.  The urban portion of Region 1, the areas that falls within the Metro boundary, is 
represented by JPACT, where there is inter-jurisdictional coordination for transportation project funding 
recommendations and public engagement.  The areas outside of the Metro boundary, which mostly fall in 
Clackamas County and Hood River County, do not have the same opportunity for project coordination and 
public engagement.  

Over the past several years, some rural Clackamas County stakeholders have been exploring the creation of a 
rural ACT. This led to the introduction of House Bill 2945 in the 2013 legislative session, which if enacted 
would have created such an ACT.  In response to this situation and interest in whether these or related 
concerns might be shared by other rural areas, ODOT, Metro and Clackamas County jointly sought the 
assistance of Oregon Consensus1 to conduct a broad assessment of the issues related to current transportation 
decision making. Specifically, the sponsors sought a neutral assessment of issues related to representation in the 
decision-making process regarding transportation policies, program mechanics and project prioritization and 
whether and how a collaborative, agreement seeking process could be used to address these issues. 

During the period of September through November of 2013, Oregon Consensus staff members conducted 
interviews with over 60 stakeholders representing many interests including rural communities, urban areas, 
statewide policy makers, planners, local and regional governments, ports, and others.  This report captures the 
themes that emerged from those interviews and provides recommendations of potential collaborative process 
options to enhance transportation decision making. The list of individuals interviewed and the questions asked 
are available at the back of this document. 

 
 

1 Oregon Consensus (OC) is part of the Oregon Solutions Network and serves as Oregon’s official program 
established to promote effective, collaborative approaches for public decision-making in the state.  OC provides 
assessment, facilitation, mediation and other alternative dispute resolution services to public entities and their 
stakeholders throughout Oregon.  OC is a university based program located in Portland State University’s 
Hatfield School of Government.  OC offers state agencies, local governments and the public a neutral forum 
and neutral services in support of collaborative governance. An assessment conducted by a neutral third party is 
often critical to assuring that information gained is given freely and analyzed without bias.  
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Key Themes 
 
• Clackamas County stakeholders are the most vocal and united in desiring more input on transportation 

decisions impacting their area. They have pursued efforts in the past to form a rural ACT and repeatedly 
suggested that prior efforts should be built upon rather than discarded.  However, they perceive that 
ODOT does not support the creation of a rural ACT without reasonable explanation or exploration of 
realistic alternatives. In addition, these stakeholders had the impression that ODOT made a commitment to 
meet with them on a regular basis to discuss transportation issues, but this has not happened, to their 
knowledge.  Nevertheless, they do seem to welcome the idea of expanding the ACT to include other areas 
of interest including Hood River County, east Multnomah County, and perhaps northern Marion County 
communities in the French Prairie area.  However, other stakeholders representing these areas expressed 
some concerns about joining with Clackamas County in a larger ACT, noting political, geographical, 
logistical, and other issue differences. 
 

• Metro councilors and staff, together with Portland, Beaverton, Lake Oswego, and Multnomah County seem 
most satisfied with the current approach, including JPACT’s representation and functions.  Metro 
Councilors and staff are invested in their current functions and responsibilities, although they are not 
necessarily opposed to the formation of ACTs that do not usurp their authority.  These stakeholders also 
point out the required MPO functions that operate in accordance with long established agreements 
between Metro, ODOT, the Governor's Office, and the federal government (primarily FHWA). 

 
• Other cities and counties within the MPO are less satisfied with their representation on JPACT and feel 

underrepresented. Numerous parties were interested in discussing JPACT membership and, in particular, 
reducing the number of Metro Councilors and adding at least one city representative for each county.   The 
issue that interviewees described as “overrepresentation” of Metro on JPACT (three Metro Councilors 
including the chair), often came up in the context of the requirement that the Metro Council must also 
approve JPACT’s recommendations. (Interestingly, a 2010 Portland City Club report, "Moving Forward, a 
Better Way to Govern Regional Transportation" also addressed this issue among other relevant issues discussed in 
this assessment. We did not find that any of the report's recommendations were enacted, though it may 
serve as a useful resource moving forward.) Others were less critical of Metro representation, noting that 
the councilors are elected from periodically adjusted districts within the metro area based on population 
size.  Even so, Metro critics perceive Metro Councilors as having an "urban and multimodal bias" at the 
expense of highway modernization projects that would otherwise benefit the transportation needs of the 
growing outer metropolitan ring.   
 

• The ODOT guidance on the formation of ACTs calls for diverse public and private membership. Views are 
mixed on the desirability of adding private sector interests to JPACT although a number of stakeholders 
mentioned the trucking industry and high tech industries as key stakeholders in the region whose interests 
should be represented on JPACT.  A number of interviewees asked to learn more about how private sector 
interests have influenced the actions of other ACTs. 
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• Hood River County is also somewhat satisfied with the current approach since they have successfully 
received highway project funding as a result of their participation on the Region 1 STIP Committee and 
their other advocacy efforts (the Bridge of the Gods project was frequently mentioned).  However, they 
expressed more interest in joining an ACT that has a focus on transportation connections along the Gorge, 
across the river in Washington, and to the Mt. Hood area.  Their primary concern is with their limited 
capacity to participate in regional meetings and a concern about their voices being drowned out by the 
bigger players in Region 1.  Columbia River Gorge Commission staff also voiced strong interests in playing 
a larger role in transportation planning for the region.  The geographic area that they represent includes 
stakeholders from both states that have been identified as logical parties for undertaking regional 
transportation planning work, perhaps in an ACT-like structure.   

 
• There is a widely held perception by those both within and outside of the Metro area that there is a lack of 

informative dialogue between the urban and rural areas.  Rural stakeholders consistently complained of the 
lack of appreciation for the importance of highway improvements to support the transportation of goods 
and services that originate in rural areas (such as farm to market roads) and to support the tourism and 
recreation travel needs of urban residents.  Conversely, some Metro stakeholders pointed out the lack of 
understanding in suburban and rural areas about their requirements to achieve clean air standards through 
the prioritization of multimodal projects. 
 

• Many interviewees cited the Region 1 STIP selection committee, chaired by Bill Wyatt, as a good example 
of a region-wide collaborative effort that also included private sector interests.  They also commended 
ODOT staff for their helpful role in this process.  For these interviewees, this process provided an example 
of well-balanced representation.  Others, particularly Metro representatives, were somewhat less satisfied 
with the STIP process because it resulted in disproportionate recommendations for funding projects 
outside of the MPO area.   

 
• A number of people expressed that it would be difficult to change the status quo without some directive 

from the OTC and Governor’s Office since JPACT and Metro’s composition and authority as the MPO 
comes from agreement between the Governor’s Office and the federal government in accordance with 
FHWA/FTA guidelines. 
 

• Many interviewees discussed the possibility of forming several ACTs or a larger ACT-like entity with 
subcommittees structured around “communities of interest” or transportation corridors.  Often cited 
examples included the Mt. Hood triangle of Highways 84, 26 and 35, the Columbia Gorge Scenic Area, and 
the Clackamas and Marion County areas around Highways 211, 213, 214 and 99E.   

 
• There are significant differences between each of the five counties (including Marion County) which would 

present challenges to any collaborative effort among them.  These differences include political orientation, 
geographic dissimilarities, financial capacity—both capital and human, rural vs. urban, and multimodal-
oriented vs. highway-oriented. 
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• Many perceive Metro’s policy planning as “top down” and prefer a more traditional ACT where 
transportation policies and priorities emerge from the discussions of the various stakeholder interests.  
Even many JPACT members expressed a desire to re-examine how transportation planning policy issues 
are initiated and prioritized. 

 
• There is near-universal agreement that the most significant transportation-related challenge facing all 

stakeholders is the lack of available funding to meet growing transportation maintenance and enhancement 
needs throughout the region. 

 
 
Process Recommendations 
 
The assessment interviews indicated that there is broad support to move forward with a consensus-seeking 
process to form one or more Area Commissions on Transportation (ACTs) or ACT-like structures representing 
ODOT Region 1.  While it is not yet clear how one or more ACTs or ACT-like structures would overlap or 
otherwise impact Metro and JPACT's MPO responsibilities for transportation planning, many interviewees 
welcomed a facilitated discussion on that specific topic, as well as how the non-metro areas of Region 1 could 
be better organized and more effective. The Oregon Consensus assessment process was intended to determine 
whether there was potential for a collaborative process to be helpful and, if so, to recommend suggested 
processes to advance this conversation.   
 
Based on the interview process, we believe that a collaborative effort may be beneficial provided that: A) Each 
of the co-sponsors indicate a willingness to consider new alternative models for transportation planning and 
project selection in the region, B) a broad-based group of stakeholders is engaged to fairly represent the many 
diverse regions and interests throughout the region, and C) clear objectives and a limited time frame are agreed 
upon by the participants. 
 
With these provisions in mind, we recommend the following processes as potential next steps: 

 
1. That the  Governor's Office convene an ODOT Region 1 task force comprised of representatives of 

diverse interests in the region facilitated by a neutral entity, and charged with the following tasks: 
a. Review the summary and recommendations of the Oregon Consensus Assessment Report and 

seek additional comments and ideas from task force members. 
b. Reach consensus on task force objectives and develop an agreed upon timeframe for 

completing the tasks below. 
c. Examine the history and experiences of other Oregon ACTs and urban/rural areas in other 

states that include or are adjacent to MPOs. 
d. Develop one or more alternatives for the creation of one or more ACTs representing 

transportation interests within ODOT Region 1.  These alternatives would include working 
assumptions about any overlap in responsibilities and coordination with the 
MPO/JPACT/Metro and would consider needs for addressing the community of interest with 
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the Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area, including appropriate Washington stakeholders as an 
ACT or ACT-like structure. 

e. Plan a region-wide transportation summit for participation by all the region’s transportation 
stakeholders.  The summit would be designed by the task force and could include the 
following elements: 

i. Summit opening remarks by the OTC Chair or ODOT Director and/or Governor's 
Office representative to indicate their willingness to consider a consensus-based 
proposal. 

ii. Presentation of the Oregon Consensus assessment process and findings 
iii. Overview of existing transportation funding structure and resulting regional funding 

allocations and methodology 
iv. Overview of the history and experience of Oregon ACTs and MPOs 
v. Presentation of two or more alternatives for creation of ODOT District 1 ACTs or 

ACT-like structures 
vi. Breakout discussions to evaluate and comment on the alternatives 
vii. Reporting back to the larger group 
viii. Closing remarks including delivery of the assignments and expectations for the task 

force moving forward. 
f. Review the results of the summit and select one or more alternative models for further study 

and stakeholder review. 
g. Receive public and stakeholder comments on the selected alternative(s). 
h. Seek collaborative agreement on a new structure and/or modified structures for transportation 

planning and project selection in the region. 
i. If one or more ACTs or ACT-like structures are recommended, develop a proposed charter(s) 

for submission to the OTC.  Alternatively, recommend other steps for improving 
transportation planning coordination within the region. 

 
2. That the Metro Council give advance consideration to the issue of JPACT membership composition (as 

raised in the third theme on page 2) and whether it might be advantageous to initiate this conversation with 
JPACT members and other interested parties as a facilitated discussion independent from the broader 
discussion of creating new ACTs or ACT-like structures in Region 1.  Alternatively, this issue should be 
dealt with as part of the discussion of how JPACT might look different within one or more of the 
structures that the task force examines. 
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Individuals Interviewed 
Paul Koch (Port of Cascade Locks) 
Bob Reeves (Village at Mt. Hood) 
Mike Wagner (Mulino Hamlet) 
Margaret Middleton (City of Beaverton) 
Bill Wyatt (Port of Portland) 
Rob Sadowsky (Bicycle Transportation Alliance) 
Commissioner Janet Carlson and Don Russo  
 (Marion County) 
Nancy Boyer and Richard Schmidt (Mid Willamette  
 Valley COG) 
Donna Jordan (Lake Oswego City Council) 
Brian Hodson (Mayor of Canby) 
Michael McElwee (Port of Hood River) 
Jason Tell (ODOT) 
Diane McKeel (Multnomah County Commission)  
Joanna Valencia and Sean Files (Multnomah County) 
John Ludlow (Clackamas County Commission) 
Roy Rogers (Washington County Commission) 
Andy Cotugno and Ted Leybold (Metro) 
Kathyrn Harrington (Metro Council) 
Shirley Craddick (Metro Council) 
Darren Nichols, Jennifer Kaden and Jeff Litwak  
 (Columbia River Gorge Commission staff) 
Shane Bemis (Mayor of Gresham; written answers) 
Josh Alpert (Portland Mayor’s office) 
Steve Bates (Boring CPO) 
Paul Savas (Clackamas County Commission) 
David Meriwether (Hood River County) and Karen  
 Joplin (Hood River County Commission) 
Pat Egan (Oregon Transportation Commission) 
Deborah Rogge (Mayor of Molalla) 
Representative Bill Kennemer (Oregon State  
 Legislature) 
Jerry Wiley (Mayor of Hillsboro) 
Don Odermott and Rob Dixon (City of Hillsboro) 
Carlotta Collette (Metro Council) 
 
 
 
 

Groups Interviewed 
Clackamas County C4 Metro Advisory Committee: 
 Paul Savas (Clackamas County Commission) 
 Tim Knapp (Mayor of Wilsonville) 
 William Wild (Oak Lodge Sanitary District) 
 Jody Carson (West Linn City Council) 
 Betty Mumm (Oregon City Commissioner) 
 Wilda Parks (citizen member, MPAC) 
 Stephen Lashbrook (SMART) 
 Nancy Kraushaar (Wilsonville) 
 Dan Chandler (Clackamas County) 
 Doug Neely (Mayor of Oregon City) 
 Jeff Gudman (Lake Oswego City Councilor) 
 Carlotta Collette (Metro Council) 
 John Ludlow (Clackamas County  
  Commission) 
 Mayor Lori DeRemer (Happy Valley) 
 Martha Schrader (Clackamas County  
  Commission) 
 Karen Buehrig (Clackamas County) 
 
Clackamas County REACT Committee: 
 Marge Stewart (Firwood CPO) 
 Bill Merchant (Beavercreek Hamlet) 
 Warren Jones (Mulino Hamlet) 
 Bob Reeves (Villages at Mt. Hood) 
 Pat Sharp (Villages at Mt. Hood) 
 Charlene DeBruin (Eagle Creek-Barton) 
 Windy Ingle (Stafford Hamlet) 
 Mike Wagner (Mulino citizen) 
 Laurie Freeman Swanson (Molalla CPO) 
 Glenn Koehrsen (TSP Committee) 
 
French Prairie Forum Group: 
 Greg Leo (lobbyist) 
 Don Russo (Marion County) 
 Mayor Catherine Fidley (Woodburn) 
 Bill Graupp (Mayor of Aurora) 
 Mark Ottenad (Wilsonville) 
 Nancy Kraushaar (Wilsonville) 
 Bryan Brown (Canby)
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Interview Questions 
1. Please tell us about your background, affiliation, involvement and interests with respect to 

transportation policy and or programs.  
2. What do you see as the major issues that need to be addressed related to transportation policy and 

coordination among ODOT, Metro, and the city and county governments within Clackamas, Hood 
River, Marion, Multnomah and Washington counties?    

3. What are the challenges or barriers to addressing these issues? Do you have any suggestions for how 
they might be overcome?  

4. What approach or process would be helpful for addressing the above topics and why? 
5. What do you see as the appropriate scope and scale of a potential collaborative effort?  
6. What do you think will happen if the “status quo” continues?  
7. Are there lessons learned from past efforts to resolve these issue that you think should be applied to 

future effort?  
8. Do you think there are information/data gaps and if so, what are the sources of data and resources 

do you think should be utilized and considered? 
9. Is there anyone else you think we should be interviewing?  
10. What should we have asked that we did not? 
11. Do you have any questions for us?   
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ODOT Region 1 ACT Task Force 
1. Bill Wyatt, Port of Portland 
2. Charlie Hales, Mayor of Portland  
3. Roy Rogers, Washington Co. Chair 
4. Denny Doyle, Beaverton Mayor  
5. Paul Savas, Clackamas Co. Commissioner  
6. Diane McKeel, Multnomah County Commissioner 
7. Carlotta Collette, Metro 
8. Bruce Warner, TriMet Board Chair 
9. Deb Dunn, Oregon Trucking Association 
10. Martin Daum, Daimler Trucks North America 
11. Travis Stovall, East Metro Economic Alliance Executive Director 
12. Mary Kyle McCurdy, 1000 Friends of Oregon 
13. Steve Wheeler, Hood River City Manager  
14. Brian Hodson, Mayor of Canby 
15. Julie Stephens, Transit Manager, Sandy Transit 
16. Bill Avison, President, Avison Lumber, Mollala 
17. Warren Jones, citizen, Mulino Hamlet board member 
18. Karen Joplin, Hood River County 
19. Bobby Lee, Regional Solutions 
20. Jason Tell, ODOT Region 1 

Initial Convening by Karmen Fore, Governor’s Transportation Advisor 
 
ACT Technical Advisory Committee 

1. Josh Alpert, Portland Mayor’ office policy director 
2. Andy Cotugno, Metro policy advisor 
3. Chris Deffebach, Washington County policy analyst 
4. Susie Lahsene, Transportation and Land Use Manager 
5. Karen Schilling, Transportation and Land use Planning Director 
6. Karen Buehrig, Transportation Planning Director 
7. Rian Windsheimer, Policy and Development Manager 

Oregon Consensus Center staff 
1. Laurel Singer, Director 
2. Steve Bryant, Project Manager 
3. Peter Harkema, Project Manager 
4. Julia Babcock, Project Coordinator 

 



Agenda Item No. 3.0 

 
 
 

 
 

FY 2014-15 BUDGET DISCUSSION 
 

Metro Council Work Session 
Tuesday, Apr. 29, 2014 

Metro, Council Chamber 

 



Page 1 of 1 

METRO COUNCIL 
 

Work Session Worksheet 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WORK SESSION PURPOSE & DESIRED OUTCOMES  
• Purpose: To review process and schedule including timing of possible amendments; and to 

allow Council to discuss, request additional information from staff and deliberate on the FY 
2014-15 budget.  

• Outcome: Discussion and additional direction to staff for the FY 2014-15 budget.  
 
 
TOPIC BACKGROUND & FRAMING THE WORK SESSION DISCUSSION  
 
Background 
The FY 2014-15 Proposed budget was formally presented to the Council sitting as the Metro Budget 
Committee at the April 24, 2014 meeting of the Metro Council.  The budget is on the May 8, 2014 
Council Meeting for approval. 
 
This work session is the opportunity for staff to review the process and schedule and for the Metro 
Council to ask questions of staff, discuss the budget, deliberate, propose possible amendments or 
budget notes, and give direction to the Chief Operating Officer and staff prior to final adoption of 
the budget in June.  There will be an additional work session in June to further discuss the budget 
prior to formal adoption, which is currently scheduled for June 19, 2014. 
 
 
QUESTIONS FOR COUNCIL CONSIDERATION  
 
• Is there any additional information that Council needs prior to formal adoption of the budget in 

June? 
• Are there any changes or other items that the Council would like to see prior to formal adoption 

in June? 
 
 
PACKET MATERIALS  

• Would legislation be required for Council action   Yes      No 
• If yes, is draft legislation attached?  Yes      No 
• What other materials are you presenting today?  

o FY 2014-15 Council Budget Review,  Key Dates and Deadlines 
o FY 2014-15 Councilor Proposal Amendment Form 
o Changes to FY 2014-15 Budget Document Detail 

 
 
 

PRESENTATION DATE:  April 29, 2014               TIME:  2:30 p.m.               LENGTH:  30 minutes                
 
PRESENTATION TITLE:  FY 2014-15 Budget Discussion               
 
DEPARTMENT:  Finance and Regulatory Services                
 
PRESENTER(S):  Tim Collier, 503-797-1913, tim.collier@oregonmetro.gov 
 Kathy Rutkowski, 503-797-1630, kathy.rutkowski@oregonmetro.gov 
  
   

mailto:tim.collier@oregonmetro.gov�
mailto:kathy.rutkowski@oregonmetro.gov�


SUBJECT TO CHANGE    as of 4/10/14 
FY 2014-15 Council Budget Review 

Key Dates and Deadlines 
(as of April 10, 2014) 

 
Thursday  
November, 14. 2013 
2:00 p.m. 

Council Retreat: Policy and planning discussion 

Thursday 
February 6, 2014 
2:00 p.m. 

Council Retreat – Presentation of schedule, 5 year forecast and other financial data 

Thursday 
April 10, 2014 

Release Proposed Budget to Council for individual review 
(no deliberation of proposal allowed until April 24th ) 

Thursday  
April 24, 2014 
2:00 p.m. 

COUNCIL MEETING (Public Hearing):  Resolution No. 14-4515 – carried forward 
Chief Operating Officer acting as Budget Officer presents Proposed Budget and Budget 
Message to the Metro Council acting as Budget Committee    

Tuesday 
April 29, 2014 
2:00 p.m. 

BUDGET WORK SESSION:  Discussion of budget.  Review process and calendar, 
Councilor questions, Councilor discussion Council work session 

Thursday 
May 8, 2014 
2:00 p.m. 

COUNCIL MEETING (Public Hearing) :  Resolution No. 14-4516 – final action taken 
Council approves budget for transmittal to the TSCC (assumes minimal changes between 
Proposed and Approved) 

Thursday,  
May 15, 2014 

Deadline to file budget with the TSCC  

May 15 –  
June 4, 2014  

TSCC public comment period (minimum 20 days) 

Tuesday  
May 27, 2014  
by 10:00 a.m. 

Deadline for submittal of Councilor amendments to the budget  
Amendments after approval are subject to limitations of Oregon Budget Law 

Tuesday 
May 27, 2014 
By COB 

Deadline for submittal of final department substantive amendments 
Amendments after approval are subject to limitations of Oregon Budget Law 

Thursday 
May 29, 2014 
By COB 

Deadline for submittal of final department technical amendments 
Amendments after approval are subject to limitations of Oregon Budget Law 

Thursday,  
June 5, 2014 
12:30 p.m. 

TSCC public hearing on Approved Budget  
Metro Regional Center Council Annex 

Friday 
June 6, 2014 
 

Release packet of final department technical amendments and Councilor amendments 

Tuesday 
June 10, 2014 
2:00 p.m. 

BUDGET WORK SESSION: Discussion of Councilor amendments;  
Review of final technical amendments 

Thursday,  
June 12, 2014 
2:00 p.m. 

COUNCIL MEETING (Public Hearing):  Resolution No. 14-4515 – carried forward 
Council considers and votes on amendments to budget  

Tuesday 
June 17, 2014 
2:00 p.m. 

BUDGET WORK SESSION (if needed):  
Additional discussion of Councilor amendments 

Thursday,  
June 19, 2014 
2:00 p.m. 

COUNCIL MEETING (Public Hearing):  Resolution No. 14-4515 – final action taken 
Council adopts budget  

July 1, 2014 
 

Budget Effective 

July 15, 2014 
 

Deadline to file tax levy information with TSCC & Counties (July 15th is Sunday) 
(Request extension on certain document requirements) 

 



FY 2014-15 Council Proposals 
For Budget Amendment Discussion  
 
Enter in the information under appropriate area. If you don’t use all the space in an area, snug up unused 
lines. You can delete the descriptions under each header to save space. 
 
Short Title 
 
 
 
Concise Description 
Please describe the proposal, sufficient in scope that the cost and/or level of effort can be evaluated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Objective 
Clear statement of what this proposal is intended to accomplish.   
What is the desired outcome?  How will you tell if the proposal reaches the desired outcome? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Duration (put an ‘x’ in the appropriate line, for specific length write in the length) 
 
______ One time   Specific length: _______________    _____On-going 

Councilor  # 
 



Cost Estimate 
 
How much are you willing to spend to achieve your desired outcome?  What is the estimated cost or effort 
to implement this proposal?  Give as much information about the cost as you can. Categories of expense 
(staffing, number of positions, outside services, necessary equipment) are helpful; line item detail is not 
required. Does this proposal generate revenue now? In some later period?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Funding Options 
 
How will you fund this proposal?  Sources might include:  
 

a. Redeployment or elimination of existing effort by reassigning staff or eliminating an equivalent 
dollar amount from the proposed operating budget (be specific);  
This option is cost neutral in FY 2014-15; depending on selection, it may or may not be 100 
percent cost neutral in subsequent years. 

b. Use of one-time money from Opportunity Fund ($500,000 total available);  
The five-year plan anticipates that the Opportunity Fund will be funded each year. Committing the 
fund now may limit ability to respond to new opportunities that occur during the year. 

c. Use of one-time money from a specified reserve. 
This option follows the financial policies of using one-time money to fund one-time (not 
permanent) expenses. Funding for multi-year proposals would all come from this year’s reserves. 
Depending on the chosen reserve, this may require replenishing the reserve next year under the 
“pay yourself first” principal for maintaining specified reserves.    

 
 
 
 
 
Relationship to other programs 
How does this proposal relate to, enhance or complement existing programs or projects? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Stakeholders 
Who will be affected, positively or negatively, by this proposal?  What known groups or coalitions will 
have interest in this? 



 

 
 
 
 

 
 
The FY 2014-15 Proposed Budget is the first document prepared using Metro’s new budgeting 
software – TeamBudget.  You should see no changes in the Summary volume of the budget 
document.  However, there will be some noticeable changes in the line item information in the Detail 
volume of the budget document most notably in the position and FTE data formerly provided with 
each department’s budget.  Where possible we have attempted to provide this data in an alternative 
format.  As the database matures with more years of actual use, we will investigate other reporting 
options for this data for inclusion in the budget document. 
 
While we were successful in converting both budget and actual dollar amounts by line item for the 
current year and several historical years, it was not possible to convert the salary, wage or FTE data 
by position classification that was formerly included in the budget document.  We have attempted to 
manually produce as much of this data as possible.  The appendices in the Detail volume of the 
budget document include a variety of supplemental tables on Personnel Services.  These include: 
 
• A list of limited duration positions included in the budget organized by type of action taken 

during the preparation of the budget (i.e. – position eliminated, duration extended, new position, 
etc.) 

• A table of position changes listed first by the type of action (i.e. – eliminated positions, new 
positions, misc. actions) then organized by department 

• Four year history of positions and FTE listed by Fund and Department.  A manual compilation of 
all authorized positions and FTE for the four years shown in the budget document. 

 
In addition, the interfund transfer line items will no longer identify the originating or receiving fund.  
This information can be found in the appendices of the Detail volume.  Please see the table called 
“FY 2014-15 Budget Transfers.” 
 
Also, debt service payments are no longer listed by issue (i.e. – Natural Areas Bonds, Oregon Zoo 
Infrastructure bonds, etc) in the line item detail.  However, in the narrative of each of the debt funds 

Date: April 9, 2014 

To: Tom Hughes, Council President 
Sam Chase, Councilor 
Carlotta Collette, Councilor 
Shirley Craddick, Councilor 
Craig Dirksen, Councilor 
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Bob Stacey, Councilor 
 

From: Kathy Rutkowski, Budget Coordinator 
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Scott Robinson, Deputy Chief Operating Officer 
Senior Leadership Team 
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we are now including a table of debt service payments by issue.  This information is also available in 
either the Debt Summary section included in the Summary volume or in the Debt Schedules section 
included in the detail volume. 
 
Finally, you may be used to seeing detail regarding the purposes of the beginning and ending balances 
particularly in the General Fund.  During the conversion, we reviewed each of the items included in 
the fund balance reserves.  We created specific account line items for those items which are ongoing 
in nature such as the reserve for TOD, reserves for CET, reserve for future one-time expenditures, etc.  
These balances will continue to be shown individually.   However, those items that are project in 
nature and limited in duration such as the reserve for Active Transportation, reserve for Metro Export 
Initiative, etc., were all grouped into one reserve account.  We are still internally tracking these 
individual project reserves.  If necessary, the information can be produced upon request. 
 
As indicated earlier, as the system matures we will not only investigate additional reporting options 
we will also refine the reports that have already been developed.   If you have suggestions for 
improvement please feel free to forward them along to me.  Our goal is to provide you with the 
information necessary to make informed decisions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M:\Asd\Finance\Confidential\BUDGET\FY14-15\FY 14-15 PROPOSED BUDGET\Transmittal Of Budget - Memo On Budget Document 
Changes.Doc 
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METRO COUNCIL 

 
Work Session Worksheet 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WORK SESSION PURPOSE & DESIRED OUTCOMES  
 

• Purpose:  Provide with background on the recommendations of the Chief Operating Officer 
and those of the stakeholder advisory group to extend the existing construction excise tax 
for Community Planning and Development Grants.  

 
• Outcome: Consider adoption of Ordinance No. 14 –1328 for the purpose of extending the 

Metro construction excise tax for funding Community Planning and Development Grants.  
Provide direction on how to engage the Metro Policy Advisory Committee in the 
consideration of extending the construction excise tax for the grants which support local 
governments’ effort resulting in on-the-ground development. 

 
TOPIC BACKGROUND & FRAMING THE WORK SESSION DISCUSSION  

 
In a work session held on November 26, 2013, the Council and staff discussed the need for a review 
of the Community Planning and Development Grants (CPDG) program and consideration of a 
possible extension of the construction excise tax which funds these grants and is set to expire in 
September 2014.  The Council directed the Chief Operating Officer (COO) to convene stakeholders 
to review the CPDG program and provide recommendations on extension of the construction excise 
tax.  
 
In January 2014, the COO convened a stakeholders advisory group to review the grants program, 
recommend improvements , and provide advice on whether the tax should be extended.  Staff also 
contracted with ECONorthwest consulting firm to conduct performance assessment of Cycles 1 and 
2 grant projects.  The result of the performance assessment informed recommendations of the 
Advisory Group and COO. 
 
  
 
 
 

PRESENTATION DATE:  April 29, 2014            TIME:  3:05 P.M.              LENGTH:  45 minutes 
        
PRESENTATION TITLE:  Possible Extension of Construction Excise Tax for Community Planning and 
Development Grants    
             
DEPARTMENT:  Planning and Development                
 

PRESENTER(s): -Martha Bennett, Metro COO, 503-797-1541 
   -Susan Anderson, City of Portland, Bureau of Planning and Sustainability, 503-823-6041 
   -Dwight Unti, Tokola Properties, 503-489-0685 
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There was also an expectation that the performance assessment will help the Council and the 
region gain an understanding of the types of projects Metro should be promoting to create 
opportunities for private and public investments, and of how to refine proposal evaluation and 
selection.  It was expected that the assessment will inform the Council and stakeholders on whether 
to extend the construction excise tax before it expires. 
 
Key findings and recommendations of the performance assessment are: 

1) There is a lack of quantitative evidence of on-the-ground development can be attributed to: 
a) Impact of the recession 
b) Delayed start of grant projects 
c) Too soon to measure progress of grant projects 

 
2) The benefits of the grant program (based on qualitative research/interviews) are: 

a) Planning could not have occurred without the grant 
b) Planning happened sooner in some places because of the availability of funds 
c) Partnerships were established and external resources leveraged 
d) Innovative approaches and increased planning sophistication occurred 

 
3) The recommendations focus on improvements that will enhance future program evaluation: 

a) Some of those interviewed expressed uncertainty about what the program can 
accomplish, due to shifts in evaluation criteria. This can be resolved by providing 
clearer definition of the criteria to be consistent with program objectives 

b) Prior to a new grant cycle (if the tax is extended), Metro should develop an 
intentional evaluation framework linking program goals with project activities and 
ultimate outcomes, using tools like a logic model. 

c) Metro should reevaluate the 50/50 split of Cycle 3 grant funds between projects 
inside UGB and in urban reserves and new urban areas 

d) Metro should consider requiring grantees to evaluate their own success and failures 
during the grant period 

e) Report interim and final evaluation findings, showing how projects compare on 
program goals, activities and ultimate outcomes. 

 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee recommendations 
The stakeholder Advisory Group met three times between January and March 2014 and 
recommended: 

1) Extension of the construction excise tax to December 2020 and maintaining the existing tax 
structure, including tax rate and exemptions 

2) Maintaining purpose of grant funds in Ordinance No. 09-1220 
3) Distributing funds collected between October 2014 and December 2020 in at least two 

grant cycles 
4) Setting some percentage of projected revenue for mandated planning required in Metro’s 

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, and the rest for various types of 
planning in other areas 

5) Identifying local and regional needs for Community Planning and Development Grants and 
adjust the distribution of revenue accordingly 

6) Refinement of evaluation criteria to encourage strong projects that demonstrate an 
understanding of market intervention to overcome development barriers 

7) Establishing clear outcome goals of the CPDG program for each planning focus area and 
identify specific performance measures for evaluating the program. 

 
COO recommendations 
The following is summary of the COO recommendations: 

1) Extend the construction excise tax to December 2020 
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2) Modify the Community Planning and Development Grant program based on the findings of 
the performance assessment of the program, and on recommendations of the Advisory 
Group 

3) Refine criteria currently in the administrative rules, if the construction excise tax is 
extended 

4) Increase Metro’s administrative reimbursement from two-and-a-half percent (2.5%) to five 
percent (5%) of the revenues collected.  Since creation of the construction excise tax in 
2006, Metro retains 2.5% ($50,000), which goes into the general fund for administration of 
the tax and grant program.  Over the years, the increase in number of awards and planning 
projects has required additional staff time and resources of the Planning and Development 
Department and Office of Metro Attorney to administer the program.  Staff hours in the last 
nine months, since award of Cycle 3 grants in August 2013 was 1,780 hours ($150,000).  An 
increase of Metro’s administrative reimbursement from 2.5% to 5% would provide an 
estimated $100,000 [annually?] to cover administrative costs. Local governments collecting 
the tax retain five percent (5%) of the paid receipts as an administrative fee.   

 
QUESTIONS FOR COUNCIL CONSIDERATION  

1) Does Council have questions on the recommendations of the Chief Operating Officer? 
2) Does Council have questions on the recommendations of the stakeholder Advisory Group? 
3) What kind of feedback is the Council expecting at the upcoming MPAC review of the 

recommendations? 
4) If there is no desire to extend the CET, how should staff wind down the program and spend 

any leftover collections? 
 
 
PACKET MATERIALS  

• Would legislation be required for Council action  √ Yes      No 
• If yes, is draft legislation attached? √ Yes      No 
• What other materials are you presenting today? Ordinance and Staff Report  

 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

• Recommendation of the Chief Operating Officer 
• Recommendations of the Stakeholder Advisory Group 
• Legislation schedule for possible extension of construction excise tax 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE EXTENDING THE METRO 
CONSTRUCTION EXCISE TAX FOR 
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND 
DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 

)
)
)
)
) 
 

 ORDINANCE NO. 14-1328 
 
Introduced by Chief Operating Officer Martha 
Bennett, with the concurrence of Council 
President Tom Hughes 

 
 WHEREAS, in March of 2006 the Metro Council adopted Ordinance No. 06-1115, titled “An 
Ordinance Creating a New Metro Code Chapter 7.04 Establishing a Construction Excise Tax,” (“2006 
CET Ordinance”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the construction excise tax rate established in the 2006 CET Ordinance was 0.12% 
of the value of new construction as defined in the CET Ordinance; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the 2006 CET Ordinance and Code chapter contained a sunset provision based on a 
maximum amount collected of $6.3 million, which amount was reached in 2009; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in 2007 the Oregon state legislature adopted Senate Bill 1036, which authorizes 
school districts to levy construction excise taxes to pay for school facility construction, and prohibits the 
establishment of new construction excise taxes by other local governments, but the law provides that the 
prohibition does not apply to a tax that is in effect as of May 1, 2007, or to the extension or continuation 
of such a tax, provided that the rate of tax does not increase from the rate in effect as of May 1, 2007; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on recommendation of an Advisory Group and the Metro Chief Operating Officer 
(COO) regarding the continuing need for funding regional and local planning, on June 11, 2009 the Metro 
Council adopted Ordinance No. 09-1220, extending the Metro CET for an additional five-year period 
(“2009 CET Ordinance”); and  
 
 WHEREAS, under the 2009 CET Ordinance Metro awarded a total of approximately $3.7 million 
in grants to local governments for community planning and development inside the UGB and in new 
urban areas and urban reserves; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the 2009 CET Ordinance established an expiration date for the Metro CET of 
September 30, 2014; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the CET program has succeeded in raising revenues in accordance with the expected 
timeframes to pay for planning work that could not have been funded otherwise; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in January of 2014 the Metro COO convened an Advisory Group consisting of a 
broad-based stakeholder group to advise the Metro COO regarding the community planning and 
development grants program and regarding the potential extension of Metro’s CET for another cycle of 
collections and distribution of planning and development grants; and  
 
 WHEREAS, after a series of meetings the Advisory Group recommended to the Metro COO that 
the CET should be extended from October 2014 to December 2020; and 
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 WHEREAS, the Advisory Group’s studies and recommendations were presented to the Metro 
Policy Advisory Group (“MPAC”) on May 14, 2014 and MPAC voted to ______________________ 
___________________________________________; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Metro Council finds that it is in the best interests of the region to continue the 
funding source provided by the CET, and Metro is willing to assist local governments to fund their 
planning that is required to make land ready for development by continuing to implement a region-wide 
CET; and 
 
 WHEREAS, as required by Senate Bill 1036, the rate of Metro’s CET will not increase from the 
rate in effect as of May 1, 2007, which is 0.12%; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Metro will continue to exempt from the CET all new construction valued at less than 
$100,000 and also the construction of low-income housing; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Metro CET will maintain the same stated “policy and purpose,” which is “to 
provide funding for regional and local planning that is required to make land ready for development after 
its inclusion in the Urban Growth Boundary;” and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Metro CET will maintain the same stated dedication of revenue, such that “funds 
derived from the imposition of this tax after deduction of necessary costs of collection shall be dedicated 
to fund for regional and local planning that is required to make land ready for development after its 
inclusion in the Urban Growth Boundary;” and 
 
 WHEREAS, the allocation of CET funds shall be determined by the Metro Council after 
receiving recommendations from the Metro Chief Operating Officer, who shall have convened and 
received recommendations from a grant screening committee that shall review requested grants submitted 
by local jurisdictions setting forth the expected completion of certain milestones associated with Metro 
Code Chapter 3.07, the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Construction Excise Tax shall sunset on December 31, 2020; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Metro has incurred not insignificant costs in implementing the CET program and is 
willing to continue to incur implementation costs but finds that a 2.5% administration fee is appropriate to 
partially reimburse Metro for its administrative costs; and 
  
 WHEREAS, the Metro Council hereby directs the Metro COO to extend the  Intergovernmental 
Agreements with local jurisdictions for collection of the CET and remittance of such funds to Metro 
consistent with this Ordinance, and also hereby directs the Metro COO to prepare yearly reports to the 
Metro Council, advising the Metro Council of the amounts collected from the CET and the status of the 
grant requests by the local jurisdictions; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 Section 1. Extension of Metro Construction Excise Tax.  Effective ninety (90) days after the 
passage of this Ordinance, the Metro Construction Excise Tax established pursuant to Metro Code 
Chapter 7.04 shall be extended to provide that the Construction Excise Tax shall not be imposed on and 
no person shall be liable to pay any tax for any construction activity that is commenced pursuant to a 
building permit issued on or after the last day of the month _____ years after the Effective Date of this 
Ordinance, i.e., ________, 2019. 
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 Section 2. Administrative Rules.  The Metro Council hereby directs the Metro Chief Operating 
Officer to promulgate additional rules and regulations necessary for the administration and enforcement 
of the CET Code Chapter consistent with this Ordinance, and to return to the Metropolitan Policy 
Advisory Committee and to the Metro Council for consultation prior to adopting the Administrative 
Rules. 
 
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this    day of June, 2014. 
 
 

 
Tom Hughes, Council President 

 
 

Attest: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Recording Secretary 

Approved as to Form: 
 
 
       
Alison R. Kean, Metro Attorney 
 

 
 
 
Effective Date:  ______________, 2014. 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 14-1328, FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXTENDING THE 
CONSTRUCTION EXCISE TAX FOR COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 
           ___________ 
Date: April 18, 2014       Prepared by: Gerry Uba 

503-797-1737 
          gerry.uba@oregonmetro.gov 
 
BACKGROUND 

In November 2013, staff informed Metro Council that the construction excise tax which funds 
Community Planning and Development Grants will expire in September 2014.  Staff also informed the 
Council that if it desired to maintain the construction excise tax for planning purposes, the tax must be 
extended not later than June 2014, because tax actions require a 90-day period prior to sunset date to 
be reauthorized.  Council deliberations resulted in directing the Chief Operating Officer to convene 
stakeholders to review the Community Planning and Development Grants program and provide advice 
on extension of the tax.  
 
2005 EXPANDED AREA PLANNING FUND COMMITTEE AND CYCLE 1 GRANT AWARD 
As early as 2004, the region realized that many local governments do not have sufficient funding to 
complete the planning requirements in Title 11 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan for 
over 6,000 acres brought into the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) in [list year or period of years].  In 
early 2006, a stakeholder advisory group convened by then- Chief Operating Officer Michael Jordan 
recommended creation of a construction excise tax to collect a total of $6.3 million to fund planning in 
areas brought into the UGB from 2002 through 2005.  In March 2006, Metro Council established the tax 
(Ordinance No. 06-1115), which took effect the following July 1. The tax is assessed at 0.12 percent of 
the total value of construction for which a permit is sought.  Permits valued below $100,000 and those 
issued to non-profit organizations for affordable housing are exempt from the tax.  Permits valued more 
than $10 million are assessed a flat fee of $12,000. 
 
Cycle 1 (2006) non-competitive grants to local governments committed the $6.3 million for 26 concept 
planning projects in those areas brought into the UGB between 2002 and 2005.  The concept plans 
established the planning framework for long-term sustainable urbanization and annexation for these 
new urban areas. 
 
2009 CET ADVISORY GROUP AND CYCLES 2 AND 3 GRANT AWARDS 
Due to the need for predevelopment and redevelopment planning for areas inside the UGB, an advisory 
group convened in 2009 and recommended extension of the CET.  The Group recommended extending 
the sunset for additional five years, to September 2014.  The Committee also recommended maintaining 
the existing tax structure, including the tax rate, exemptions and retention for administration of the tax. 
 
The Metro Council extended the tax in 2009 (Ordinance 09-1220) for a five-year period.  The scope of 
eligible projects was expanded to include existing urban area planning, new urban area planning, and 
urban reserve area planning.  Grant allocations in two new Cycles (Cycle 2 and Cycle 3) were 
implemented in 2010 and in 2013. 
 

mailto:gerry.uba@oregonmetro.gov
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Cycle 2 (2010) competitive grants to local governments committed $3.7 million for 17 planning projects 
in areas inside the UGB (Resolution No. 10-4151).  Cycle 3 (2013) competitive grants to local 
governments committed $4.2 million for 19 planning projects (Resolution No. 13-4450) both inside and 
outside the UGB.  Approximately 32 percent of the fund was allocated to planning projects in new urban 
areas and urban reserves, while 68 percent of available revenues was allocated to planning projects 
located inside the UGB.  The outcomes of Cycle 2 and Cycle 3 projects fall into the following categories: 

• Concept plans for establishing long-term sustainable urbanization and annexation for land 
added to the UGB 

• Concept plans or comprehensive plans for establishing long-term sustainable urbanization and 
annexation for urban reserves, including how to secure financial and governance commitment 

• Master plans for shovel-ready eco-industrial development 
• Master plans for old industrial and employment areas 
• Implementation strategies with a focus on redevelopment and potential transit stations 
• Development strategies with a focus on infrastructure financing 
• Zoning regulation updates to implement comprehensive plans and spur redevelopment 
• Alternative transportation system performance measures for multi-modal mixed-use areas. 

 
2014 PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT OF THE COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 
PROGRAM 
 
Metro contracted with a consulting firm, ECONorthwest, to conduct a performance assessment of the 
Community Planning and Development Grants program.  Key findings and recommendations of the 
performance assessment are: 

1) There is a lack of quantitative evidence of on-the-ground development can be attributed to: 
a) Impact of the recession 
b) Delayed start of grant projects 
c) Too soon to measure progress of grant projects 

 
2) The benefits of the grant program (based on qualitative research/interviews) are: 

a) Planning could not have occurred without the grant 
b) Planning happened sooner in some places because of the availability of funds 
c) Partnerships were established and external resources leveraged 
d) Innovative approaches and increased planning sophistication occurred 

 
3) The recommendations focus on improvements that will enhance future program evaluation: 

a) Some of those interviewed expressed uncertainty about what the program can 
accomplish, due to shifts in evaluation criteria. This can be resolved by providing clearer 
definition of the criteria to be consistent with program objectives 

b) Prior to a new grant cycle (if the tax is extended), Metro should develop an intentional 
evaluation framework linking program goals with project activities and ultimate 
outcomes, using tools like a logic model. 

c) Metro should reevaluate the 50/50 split of Cycle 3 grant funds between projects inside 
UGB and in urban reserves and new urban areas 

d) Metro should consider  requiring grantees to evaluate their own success and failures 
during the grant period 

e) Report interim and final evaluation findings, showing how projects compare on program 
goals, activities and ultimate outcomes. 
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2014 ADVISORY GROUP FOR POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION EXCISE TAX EXTENSION AND COMMUNITY 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT GRANTS PROGRAM REVIEW 
 
In January 2014, the Chief Operating Officer convened an advisory group after consultation with the 
Metro Council.  The charter of the advisory group was to review the grants program and recommend 
potential improvements to the program and provide advice on whether the tax should be extended or 
not.  The advisory group recommendations were informed by the findings in the performance 
assessment report. 
 
The advisory group met three times between January and March 2014 and its final recommendations 
were sent to the Chief Operating Officer in April 2014.  The following is the summary list of the 
recommendations of the advisory group.  Attachment A to this staff report provides a summary of the 
Advisory Group recommendations. 

• Extend the construction excise tax from October 2014 to December 2020 and maintain the 
existing tax structure, including the tax rate and exemptions 

• Maintain the same purpose of grant funds set forth in Ordinance No. 09-1220 
• Distribute the October 2014 to December 2020 tax receipts in at least two grant cycles 
• Set some percentage of projected revenue for mandated planning required in Metro’s Urban 

Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, and the rest of the funds for various types of 
planning in other areas  

• Identify local and regional needs for Community Planning and Development Grants and adjust 
the distribution of revenue accordingly 

• Refine existing evaluation criteria to encourage strong projects that demonstrate an 
understanding of market interventions to achieve development 

• Outcome of the Community Planning and Development Grants program should include clear 
outcome goals for each planning focus area and specific performance measures to evaluate the 
program. 

 
MPAC RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) reviewed and considered the recommendation of the 
Advisory Group and findings and recommendations in the performance assessment report on May ____, 
2014 and June _____, 2014.  On June _____, 2014 MPAC __________ (unanimously passed) a motion 
recommending to Metro Council to __________ (extend) the tax for ___________ (Attachment _____).  
 
 
ANALYSIS/INFORMATION 
 
1. Known Opposition  

There is no known opposition to the proposed legislation.  As stated earlier, the Chief Operating 
Officer convened an advisory group which reviewed the grant program and reached consensus on 
their recommendations to her.  

 
2. Legal Antecedents   

After establishment of the construction excise tax in 2006, the Oregon Legislature changed the local 
taxing authority law in 2007, enacting Senate Bill 1036 which authorized school districts to levy 
construction excise taxes on new residential, commercial and industrial construction to pay for 
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school facility construction.  The bill also prohibited local governments from establishment of new 
construction excise tax. However the law “grandfathered” in existing construction excise taxes, such 
as Metro’s, established before May 1, 2007.  The state preemption expires on January 2, 2018. 
 
Oregon law allows an existing construction excise tax to be extended, provided the structure of the 
tax does not change.  Because this ordinance would extend the existing construction excise tax, 
Metro is not required to establish a Tax Study Committee.  The 2014 advisory group was aware of 
the provisions in state law before reaching agreement to recommend extension of the tax to 
December 2020.  As stated earlier, the tax must be extended 90 days before an expiration date 
(September 30, 2014), because tax actions require a 90-day period prior to sunset date to be 
reauthorized.  Metro Council must adopt this ordinance by June 30, 2014, for the tax to be effective 
by the expiration of the current tax. 
 

3. Anticipated Effects  

If the construction excise tax is extended, funding will be available for creating catalytic action plans 
that would remove barriers to development and result in on-the-ground development.  The new 
fund would facilitate creation of strategic plans to enable planning and development projects, such 
as urban renewal planning, projected growth areas planning, pre-corridor planning, and 
infrastructure finance planning.  The extension would also enable implementation of mandated 
concept planning in additional urban reserve areas. 
 
If the construction excise tax is extended, the Advisory Group will be reconvened in fall 2014 to 
assist Metro complete refinement of existing and proposed evaluation criteria.  Prior to solicitation 
of grant applications, local and regional planning needs will be identified so as to balance needs with 
grant resources.  Upon refining the criteria, the Chie Operating Officer will present draft of the 
revised Administrative Rules for governing the Community Planning and Development Grants 
program to the Metro Council and MPAC for comments prior to adoption.   
 
The grants program will be evaluated periodically, if the tax is extended, and outcome goals for each 
area of planning focus will be developed.  Specific performance measures for each outcome will also 
be identified and used in the program evaluation. 
 

4. Budget Impacts  

Currently, Metro’s administrative reimbursement is 2.5 percent of the revenues collected (about 
$50,000 per year).  Local governments collecting the tax receive 5 percent administrative 
reimbursement prior to submission of receipts to Metro.  Grant awards require Metro to negotiate 
intergovernmental agreements with grantees and work closely with grantees to monitor progress of 
their projects.  Over the years, the increase in the number of awards and planning projects has 
required additional staff time and resources of the Planning and Development Department and 
Office of Metro Attorney to administer the program.  Staff hours in the last nine months, since the 
award of Cycle 3 grants were awarded in August 2013, was ____ hours ($_______).   An increase of 
Metro’s administrative reimbursement from 2.5 percent (about $50,000 per year) to 5 percent 
(about $100,000 per year) will help cover those expenses. 
 

5. Attachments  

• Attachment A:  Advisory Group Membership 
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• Attachment B: COO recommendations to Council President and Metro Council (the 
recommendations of the Advisory Group was attached to the COO recommendations) 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 

The Chief Operating Officer recommends extension of existing construction excise tax and 
implementation of modifications to the Community Planning and Development Grants program by 
adoption of this ordinance (see Attachment C). 
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Meeting: Metro Council        
Date: Thursday, May 1, 2014     
Time: 2 p.m.  
Place: Metro, Council Chamber 
 
 

   
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL   

 1.  INTRODUCTIONS  
 2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION   
 3. CONSENT AGENDA  
 3.1 Consideration of the Council Minutes for April 24, 2014  
 3.2 Resolution No. 14-4514, For the Purpose of Adopting the 

Fiscal Year 2013-15 Unified Planning Work Program and 
Certifying that the Portland Metropolitan Area is in 
Compliance with the Federal Transportation Planning 
Requirements. 

 

 3.3 Resolution No. 14-4521, For the Purpose of Amending the 
Natural Areas Acquisition Refinement Plans for the Forest 
Park Connections, Abernethy and Newell Creeks, Clear 
Creek, East Buttes, Gresham-Fairview Trail, Sandy River 
Gorge, and Tryon Creek Linkages Target Areas. 

 

 4. CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD  
 4.1 Resolution No. 14-4517, For the Purpose of Approving a 

Contract Specific Special Procurement of Payroll Services 
for Stagehands Working at Portland'5 Centers for the Arts. 

Tim Collier, Metro 

 5. ORDINANCES – FIRST READ  
 5.1 Ordinance No. 14-1329, For the Purpose of Amending 

Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 
Regarding the Establishment of Trails and Associated 
Facilities in Regionally Significant Industrial Areas. 

 

 6. CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION   
 7. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION  
ADJOURN 
 
 

 
  
 
 
  



Television schedule for May1, 2014 Metro Council meeting 
 

Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington 
counties, and Vancouver, WA 
Channel 30 – Community Access Network 
Web site: www.tvctv.org  
Ph:  503-629-8534 
Date: Thursday, May 1 

Portland  
Channel 30 – Portland Community Media 
Web site: www.pcmtv.org  
Ph:  503-288-1515 
Date: Sunday, May 4, 7:30 p.m. 
Date: Monday, May 5, 9 a.m. 

Gresham 
Channel 30 - MCTV  
Web site: www.metroeast.org 
Ph:  503-491-7636 
Date: Monday, May 5, 2 p.m. 

Washington County and West Linn  
Channel 30– TVC TV  
Web site: www.tvctv.org  
Ph:  503-629-8534 
Date: Saturday, May 3, 11 p.m. 
Date: Sunday, May 4, 11 p.m. 
Date: Tuesday, May 6, 6 a.m. 
Date: Wednesday, May 7, 4 p.m. 
 

Oregon City and Gladstone 
Channel 28 – Willamette Falls Television  
Web site: http://www.wftvmedia.org/  
Ph: 503-650-0275 
Call or visit web site for program times. 

  

 
PLEASE NOTE: Show times are tentative and in some cases the entire meeting may not be shown due to length. 
Call or check your community access station web site to confirm program times. Agenda items may not be 
considered in the exact order. For questions about the agenda, call the Metro Council Office at 503-797-1540. Public 
hearings are held on all ordinances second read. Documents for the record must be submitted to the Regional 
Engagement and Legislative Coordinator to be included in the meeting record. Documents can be submitted by e-mail, fax 
or mail or in person to the Regional Engagement and Legislative Coordinator. For additional information about testifying 
before the Metro Council please go to the Metro web site www.oregonmetro.gov and click on public comment 
opportunities.  
 
Metro’s nondiscrimination notice 
Metro respects civil rights. Metro fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that bans discrimination on 
the basis of race, color or national origin. For more information on Metro’s civil rights program, or to obtain a Title VI 
complaint form, visit www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights or call 503-797-1536. Metro provides services or 
accommodations upon request to persons with disabilities and people who need an interpreter at public meetings. All 
Metro meetings are wheelchair accessible. If you need a sign language interpreter, communication aid or language 
assistance, call 503-797-1536 or TDD/TTY 503-797-1804 (8 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays) 7 business days in advance of the 
meeting to accommodate your request. For up-to-date public transportation information, visit TriMet’s website at 
www.trimet.org. 
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Meeting: Metro Council Work Session  
Date: Thursday, May 1, 2014 
Time: 3 p.m. or immediately following the Regular Council Meeting 
Place: Council Chamber 
 

 
    
3 PM 1.  TRANSPORTATION POLICY, COMMUNICATION AND 

COORDINATION ASSESSMENT REPORT – ACTION:  
DISCUSSION 

Councilor Collette, Metro 

    
ADJOURN    
 
    Metro’s Nondiscrimination Notice: 

Metro respects civil rights. Metro fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act f 1964 that bans discrimination on the 
basis of race, color or national origin. For more information on Metro’s civil rights program, or to obtain a Title VI 
complaint form, visit www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights or call 503-797-1536.  
 
Metro provides services or accommodations upon request to persons with disabilities and people who need an 
interpreter at public meetings. All Metro meetings are wheelchair accessible. If you need a sign language interpreter, 
communication aid or language assistance, call 503-797-1536 or TDD/TTY 503-797-1804 (8 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays) 7 
business days in advance of the meeting to accommodate your request. For up-to-date public transportation information, 
visit TriMet’s website at www.trimet.org. 
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Recommendations on Community 
Planning and Development Grants  

improvements and 
Construction Excise Tax extension 

 
 Chief Operating Officer, Martha Bennett 

April 29, 2014  
 
 



Community Planning and 
Development Grant 
Program Evaluation 

Lorelei Juntunen 
Senior Planner / Managing Director 

April 29, 2014 



CPDG purpose:  
Fund planning projects that lead to new 

development that aligns with the 2040 Plan 
 
Research questions: 
• Did program create value for participants 

and for the region in Cycles 1 and 2? 
• Does planning work? 



Context: limitations 



Context: limitations 

RMV per acre, 2013 UGB Building permits per acre, 2013 UGB 





Findings 
• Grants have value, even if not evident in 

data 
– Planning occurred at all, or happened sooner 
– Stakeholder outreach process  
– Ability to leverage resources 
– Learning and increased sophistication 
– Plans align with 2040 
– Criteria generally met 



Findings 
• Timeline and comparator areas for 

measurement 
– 2 & 5 year horizons 

• Definitional issues 
– Regionally significant 
– Equitable 

• Criteria vs. metrics 



Recommendations 
Crystalize program 
objectives and 
selection criteria: 

– Evaluation 
framework? 

– Type of project? 
– Criteria? 
– Outcome 

measures? 
– Geography? 



Recommendations 

• Build evaluation plan tied to logic model 

• Select best feasible method of evaluation and 
commit to evaluation over time 

• Involve grantees in evaluation 

• Report back 



--over to next presentation 



 
Stakeholder Advisory Group 
Construction Excise Tax and 

Community Planning and 
Development Grants 
Recommendations  

 
 
 

•Susan Anderson, Director, Bureau of Planning and 
  Sustainability, City of Portland 
•Dwight Unti, President, Tokola Properties 



Focus of 
Planning 

Planning Goals Timeline 
( for building 
permits 
issued) 

Outcome Approximate 
Target of 
Projected  
Grant Funds 

Mandated 
concept plan and 
comprehensive 
plan 

• Meet Title 11 
requirement 

• Vision for planning 
area 

• Strong local match / 
support 

10 years or more • Concept Plan 
• Comprehensive plan 
• Likely addition to UGB within 10 

yrs 
• Annexation 
• Identify add’l planning  need 

 
25% - 30% 

Strategic plan for 
development and 
redevelopment 
investments 

• Urban renewal 
planning 

• Pre-corridor planning 
projects 

• Infrastructure and 
financial feasibility 
planning 

• Projected growth areas 
planning 

5 to 10 years • Adopted redevelopment  plan 
and implementation schedule 

• Adopted Funding strategy and 
implementation schedule 

 
70% to 75% 

Catalytic action 
plan 

• Barriers to 
development removed 

• Market 
evaluation/reality 

Less than 5 
years 

• Incentives created 
• Code  creation, updating and 

maintenance 
• Recruit developer 
• Development agreements 
• Use of tools for improvement of 

development process 



--over to next presentation 



COO’s Recommendations on 
Community Planning and 

Development Grants 
improvements and 

Construction Excise Tax extension 
 

Martha Bennett 



SCHEDULE 
TASK DEADLINE 
Metro Council work session: ECONorthwest Performance 
Assessment Report and discussion of COO and Advisory 
Group recommendations 

April 29 

MPAC first review and discussion of ECONorthwest 
Performance Assessment Report, and COO and Advisory 
Group recommendations 

May 14 

Metro Council work session: (if needed) May 20 
MPAC recommendations to Metro Council June 11 
Metro Council first reading of Ordinance No. 14-1328 June 12 
Metro Council second reading of Ordinance No. 14-1328 June 19 
If CET is extended: 
-Stakeholder Advisory Group – refine criteria for Cycle 4 
  grants 
-Amend CET Administrative Rules  

 
Fall 2014 
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Executive Summary 

TheȱMetroȱCouncilȱisȱconsideringȱwhetherȱtoȱextendȱtheȱconstructionȱexciseȱtaxȱ(CET),ȱwhichȱisȱ
leviedȱonȱregionalȱconstructionȱpermitsȱandȱisȱscheduledȱtoȱsunsetȱinȱSeptemberȱofȱ2014.ȱToȱ
informȱdiscussionsȱaboutȱextendingȱtheȱconstructionȱexciseȱtax,ȱMetroȱ
askedȱECONorthwestȱ(ECO)ȱtoȱprovideȱanȱexternalȱevaluationȱofȱtheȱ
programȱthatȱtheȱCETȱfunds:ȱtheȱCommunityȱPlanningȱandȱ
DevelopmentȱGrantȱ(CPDG)ȱprogram.ȱThisȱreportȱprovidesȱthatȱ
evaluation,ȱseekingȱandȱdocumentingȱevidenceȱthatȱgrantȬfundedȱ
activitiesȱresultedȱinȱbetterȱoutcomesȱthanȱwouldȱlikelyȱhaveȱoccurredȱinȱ
theȱabsenceȱofȱtheȱgrants,ȱidentifyingȱshortcomingsȱofȱtheȱprogramȱ
relativeȱtoȱitsȱstatedȱobjectives,ȱandȱprovidingȱrecommendationsȱforȱ
improvementsȱtoȱtheȱprogramȱshouldȱitȱcontinue.ȱ

Atȱtheȱhighestȱlevel,ȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱgrantȱprogramȱisȱtoȱfundȱ
planningȱprojectsȱthatȱleadȱtoȱnewȱdevelopmentȱonȱtheȱground.ȱTheȱ
programȱwasȱdevelopedȱandȱhasȱbeenȱimplementedȱsinceȱitsȱinceptionȱinȱ
closeȱconsultationȱwithȱjurisdictionalȱandȱdevelopmentȱstakeholders,ȱtoȱ
respondȱtoȱaȱneedȱtoȱfundȱplanningȱthatȱidentifiesȱandȱcoordinatesȱactionȱ
toȱremoveȱdevelopmentȱbarriers.1ȱThisȱevaluationȱweighsȱevidenceȱthatȱ
theȱgrantsȱachievedȱthatȱprogramȱgoal,ȱdocumentingȱfindingsȱregardingȱ
programȱoutcomesȱinȱfundedȱprojects.ȱMetroȱhasȱawardedȱthreeȱcyclesȱofȱ
grants,ȱwithȱdifferingȱgoalsȱforȱeachȱ(seeȱsidebar).ȱThisȱreportȱdoesȱnotȱ
evaluateȱtheȱmostȱrecentȱroundȱofȱgrantsȱ(Cycleȱ3)ȱbecauseȱtheȱgrantsȱ
wereȱawardedȱtooȱrecentlyȱtoȱexpectȱresultsȱ(inȱ2013).ȱ

Theȱmethodologyȱhasȱtwoȱcomponents.ȱTheȱfirstȱisȱaȱquantitativeȱ
evaluationȱofȱchangesȱinȱbuildingȱpermitsȱandȱmarketȱvaluesȱinȱareasȱthatȱreceivedȱtheȱgrants,ȱ
comparedȱtoȱsimilarȱareasȱthatȱdidȱnot.ȱForȱbothȱCyclesȱ1ȱandȱ2,ȱtheȱdataȱwereȱinconclusive,ȱforȱ
theȱfollowingȱreasons:ȱ

x Theȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱrecessionȱdampenedȱdevelopmentȱactivityȱinȱallȱpartsȱofȱtheȱregionȱ
duringȱtheȱgrantȱimplementationȱperiod.ȱ

x ManyȱgrantȬfundedȱplanningȱprocessesȱwereȱslowȱtoȱgetȱstarted,ȱandȱexperiencedȱ
delaysȱduringȱimplementation.ȱAsȱofȱMarchȱ2014,ȱ18ȱofȱ24ȱCycleȱ1ȱgrantsȱhadȱleadȱtoȱ
adoptedȱconceptȱplans,ȱandȱ3ȱofȱ17ȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantsȱwereȱfullyȱcompleted.2ȱBecauseȱmanyȱofȱ
theȱprojectsȱstillȱhaveȱnotȱachievedȱtheirȱfinalȱmilestones,ȱitȱisȱnotȱpossibleȱtoȱattributeȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

1ȱAdoptingȱordinancesȱforȱtheȱprogramȱclearlyȱdescribeȱtheȱroleȱofȱstakeholdersȱinȱshapingȱandȱsupportingȱtheȱ
program.ȱ

2ȱMoreȱwereȱeffectivelyȱcomplete,ȱbutȱhadȱnotȱyetȱachievedȱaȱfinalȱmilestone,ȱwhich,ȱinȱmostȱcases,ȱisȱtheȱadoptionȱ
processȱthatȱcommitsȱtheȱjurisdictionȱtoȱimplementation.ȱ

Overview of CPDG 
Distribution Cycles: 
 
Cycle 1 (2007). Non-
competitive grants paid for 
concept planning in areas 
that were brought into the 
Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) between 2002 and 
2005. 
 
Cycle 2 (2010). 
Competitively-awarded 
grants that funded planning 
and development projects in 
town and regional centers, 
transportation corridors, 
and employment areas. 
 
Cycle 3 (2013). 
Competitively-awarded 
grants that funded 
community enhancement 
projects in new urban 
growth areas, urban 
reserves, and existing urban 
areas. This report does not 
evaluate Cycle 3 grants.  
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developmentȱresultsȱtoȱgrantȱimplementation.ȱFigureȱ1ȱshowsȱaȱtimelineȱofȱCPDGȱgrantȱ
cycles.ȱȱ

Figure 1. Timeline of CPDG grant cycles 

 
Source: ECONorthwest, data from Metro 
Notes: (1) Cycle 1 grants included reimbursements for completed plans as well as grants for new planning. Reimbursed and new grants 
totaled 24, and all 24 required signed IGAs for disbursement of funds. This table tracks adoption of a new concept plan for only those 
grants distributed for new planning (17 of the total 24). (2) IGA = Intergovernmental agreement; CPA = Concept Plan for development in 
expansion areas. 

ȱ
Evenȱforȱtheȱgrantsȱthatȱareȱcomplete,ȱinsufficientȱtimeȱhasȱpassedȱtoȱmeasureȱthemȱagainstȱtheȱ
timeȬspecificȱcriteriaȱintroducedȱinȱCycleȱ2.ȱCriteriaȱstateȱthatȱdevelopmentȱpermitsȱshouldȱbeȱ
evidentȱinȱtwoȱyearsȱorȱfiveȱyears.ȱTheȱfirstȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantsȱwereȱcompletedȱinȱ2012;ȱdataȱareȱnotȱ
availableȱforȱtheȱentireȱtwoȬyearȱperiodȱpostȱprojectȱcompletion.ȱIfȱtheȱanalysisȱofȱbuildingȱ
permitȱandȱmarketȱvalueȱdataȱwereȱtoȱbeȱreplicatedȱinȱfourȱorȱfiveȱyears,ȱitȱmightȱbeȱpossibleȱtoȱ
measureȱtheȱcompletedȱprojectsȱagainstȱtheȱtimeȬspecificȱcriteriaȱinȱCycleȱ2.ȱ

Theȱsecondȱmethodologicalȱcomponentȱsupplementedȱtheȱquantitativeȱanalysisȱwithȱaȱseriesȱofȱ
caseȱstudiesȱandȱinterviewsȱthatȱweighedȱprogramȱoutcomesȱagainstȱtheȱcriteriaȱthatȱguidedȱ
projectȱselectionȱandȱimplementation.ȱ

Cycleȱ1ȱhadȱaȱveryȱspecificȱgoalȱofȱcompletingȱconceptȱplansȱandȱadoptingȱzoningȱtoȱsupportȱ
developmentȱinȱtheȱexpansionȱareasȱthatȱreceivedȱgrants.ȱOverall,ȱ75ȱpercentȱofȱCycleȱ1ȱgranteesȱ
haveȱadoptedȱconceptȱplans,ȱbutȱjustȱfiveȱhaveȱzoningȱinȱplaceȱforȱnewȱdevelopmentȱtoȱoccur.ȱ
Issuesȱofȱgovernanceȱandȱinfrastructureȱfinanceȱwereȱtheȱlargestȱbarriersȱtoȱsuccess.ȱ

Cycleȱ2ȱusedȱaȱdifferentȱsetȱofȱcriteria.ȱTableȱ1ȱbelowȱprovidesȱaȱhighȬlevelȱoverviewȱofȱtheȱ
criteriaȱandȱoutcomesȱfoundȱinȱthisȱanalysis.ȱȱ

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

 Cycle 1 Grants Grants 
awarded Ongoing project work

12/24 17/24 19/24 21/24 22/24 22/24 24/24

1/17 3/17 7/17 9/17 11/17 12/17 12/17 12/17

 Cycle 2 Grants Grants 
awarded Ongoing project work

0/17 9/17 13/17 16/17 16/17

0/17 0/17 2/17 3/17 3/17

 Cycle 3 Grants Grants 
awarded

7/20 12/20

Cycle 1 grant areas brought into UGB
  CET lawsuit 

  Great Recession 

# IGAs signed: 
# grantee CPAs 
adopted: 

# IGAs signed: 
# completed 
projects: 

# IGAs signed: 
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Table 1. Overview of outcomes relative to Cycle 2 criteria3 

Grant criteria / Goals Outcomes in brief 
Expected Development Outcomes: community 
readiness and ability to achieve development 
permits 2 and 5 years after project completion 

Criteria achieved? Maybe; more time needed. 
Evidence of increased development activity is limited at this 
time, but several examples of increased “readiness” were 
identified: development of agreed-upon visions for 
development, discussion of funding for needed infrastructure 
investments, evaluations of code or other regulatory barriers, 
etc.  

Regionally Significant: ability to benefit the region 
through the achievement of the desired outcomes 
of the 2040 Growth Concept: 

a) People live and work in vibrant communities 
where they can choose to walk for pleasure and 
to meet their everyday needs.  
b) Current and future residents benefit from the 
region’s sustained economic competitiveness 
and prosperity. 
c) People have safe and reliable transportation 
choices that enhance their quality of life. 
d) The region is a leader in minimizing 
contributions to global warming. 
e) Current and future generations enjoy clean 
air, clean water, and healthy ecosystems. 
f) The benefits and burdens of growth and 
change are distributed equitably 

Criteria achieved? Yes, debatably. 
These criteria are particularly difficult to operationalize and 
measure, but in practice, all well-conceived planning 
exercises will consider these fundamental principles. Every 
project evaluated here focused on some aspect of these 
desired outcomes. At the same time, some stakeholders 
disagreed that the projects that were selected were 
“regionally significant”, even though they addressed at least 
some of these desired outcomes. 
 
The definition of “regionally significant” and how it is 
evaluated and weighted at the grant application stage is an 
important consideration for Metro if it continues with the 
CPDG program.  

Location: facilitation of development or 
redevelopment in centers, corridors/main streets, 
station areas, and/or employment and industrial 
areas 

Criteria achieved? Yes. 
All of the selected projects were in these priority areas.  

Best Practices Model: provision of innovative 
tools that can be easily replicated in other 
locations in the region 

Criteria achieved? Yes, but outcomes were not well-tracked 
to identify and share best practices externally. 
Several “best practices” were described in interviews, 
especially in outreach to underrepresented groups and 
collaboration across stakeholders (see details in case studies 
and below). 

Equity: equitable distribution of CET funds based 
on revenue collection, past funding, and planning 
resource needs 

Criteria achieved? Significant controversy among 
stakeholders regarding this criterion. 
In Cycle 2, many stakeholders felt that there was a lack of 
equity in distribution of funds, because they were dedicated 
entirely to areas internal to the region (rather than expansion 
areas) and because there was no explicit attempt to fund 
grants located in the areas that generated higher CET tax 
amounts. In Cycle 3, Metro attempted to rectify these 
concerns, but more work is needed to resolve these issues.   

ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

3 One final criterion was “Project description and background: importance to jurisdiction and region, expected outcomes, 
and timeliness.” We understand this criterion to be about how well the jurisdictions told the story of their own need for the 
project in their grant application. Metro selected grants accordingly. Revisiting those decisions would not be helpful to this 
analysis of outcomes. The criterion is useful for selecting projects in the initial application process, but can’t be used to 
measure program outcomes. 
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Caseȱstudyȱresearchȱandȱinterviewsȱstronglyȱindicateȱthatȱplanningȱoutcomesȱwereȱimprovedȱinȱ
bothȱcyclesȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱtheȱgrantsȱandȱtheȱintergovernmentalȱagreementsȱ(IGAs)ȱthatȱguidedȱ
theirȱimplementation.ȱInterviewees,ȱincludingȱdevelopersȱthatȱinteractedȱwithȱtheȱgrantȱ
recipients,ȱdescribedȱtheȱfollowingȱbenefitsȱofȱtheȱgrantȱprogram:ȱ

x Planningȱoccurredȱatȱall.ȱNearlyȱallȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantȱrecipientsȱsaidȱtheyȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱ
completedȱtheȱplanningȱwithoutȱtheȱgrant.ȱ

x Planningȱhappenedȱsooner.ȱForȱtheȱexpansionȱareasȱthatȱreceivedȱCycleȱ1ȱgrantsȱthisȱisȱ
particularlyȱtrue.ȱPlanningȱinȱexpansionȱareasȱisȱaȱrequirement,ȱbutȱtheȱgrantsȱallowedȱ
jurisdictionsȱtoȱprioritizeȱitȱsooner.ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱsomeȱareasȱareȱbeginningȱtoȱpermitȱnewȱ
developmentȱinȱtheȱcurrentȱmarketȱupswing,ȱwhichȱmayȱotherwiseȱhaveȱbeenȱmissed.ȱȱ

x Planningȱintegratedȱdiverseȱstakeholdersȱandȱledȱtoȱbetterȱandȱmoreȱinformedȱ
decisionȬmaking.ȱTheȱprogramȱcriteria,ȱguidingȱIGAs,ȱandȱexternalȱfundingȱsourceȱallȱ
broughtȱincreasedȱattentionȱtoȱgrantȱfundedȱprojectsȱandȱhelpedȱtoȱfocusȱtheȱattentionȱofȱ
keyȱpartnersȱinȱimplementation.ȱSeveralȱgranteesȱdescribedȱspecificȱexamplesȱofȱ
improvementsȱtoȱplansȱasȱaȱresult,ȱsuchȱasȱaȱcoordinatedȱstormwaterȱandȱopenȱspaceȱ
facilities,ȱandȱmoreȱdataȬdrivenȱdecisionȬmakingȱregardingȱfundingȱandȱimplementation.ȱ

x Planningȱleveragedȱexternalȱresources.ȱSeveralȱofȱtheȱcaseȱstudyȱintervieweesȱmentionedȱ
thatȱtheȱgrantsȱhelpedȱthemȱtoȱpursueȱandȱ/ȱorȱcoordinateȱadditionalȱfundingȱsourcesȱforȱ
implementationȱofȱcommunityȱplans,ȱincludingȱsuccessfulȱapplicationȱforȱfederalȱgrantsȱ
andȱvoterȬapprovedȱbondsȱforȱmajorȱpublicȱfacilities.ȱȱ

x Replicabilityȱandȱinnovationȱinȱoutreachȱ(“BestȱPractices”).ȱAȱfewȱintervieweesȱnotedȱ
thatȱtheȱgrantȱallowedȱthemȱtoȱtakeȱmoreȱtimeȱtoȱtestȱoutȱinnovativeȱapproachesȱtoȱ
reachingȱandȱengagingȱtheȱpublic.ȱTheȱlessonsȱlearnedȱthroughȱthisȱprocessȱwillȱbeȱ
applicableȱtoȱfutureȱprojectsȱasȱwell.ȱ

x Learningȱandȱincreasedȱsophistication.ȱTheȱgrantsȱallowedȱjurisdictionalȱstaffȱtoȱfocusȱ
moreȱattentionȱonȱgrantȱimplementationȱandȱplanning.ȱBothȱjurisdictionalȱstaffȱandȱtheȱ
developersȱthatȱwereȱinterviewedȱforȱthisȱevaluationȱstatedȱthatȱlearningȱoccurredȱamongȱ
staffȱthatȱtransferredȱtoȱimprovedȱprocessesȱandȱincreasedȱplanningȱsophisticationȱoutsideȱ
ofȱgrantȱareas.ȱAȱfewȱalsoȱmentionedȱthatȱstakeholdersȱandȱtheȱpublicȱwereȱeducatedȱ
aboutȱplanningȱissuesȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱtheȱgrants.ȱ

ȱ

Recommendationsȱfocusȱonȱimprovingȱtheȱalignmentȱbetweenȱprogramȱcriteriaȱandȱstatedȱgoalsȱ
ofȱtheȱprogram.ȱTheȱresearchȱandȱinterviewsȱfoundȱthatȱtimeȬspecificȱcriteriaȱ(newȱdevelopmentȱ
permitsȱissuedȱwithinȱtwoȱandȱfiveȱyearsȱofȱtheȱcompletionȱofȱtheȱplanningȱproject)ȱshouldȱbeȱ
extended.ȱGivenȱtheȱmarketȱandȱotherȱchallengesȱfacedȱinȱareasȱreceivingȱgrants,ȱitȱisȱnotȱ
reasonableȱtoȱexpectȱsignificantȱchangesȱinȱdevelopmentȱpatternsȱonȱthatȱdevelopmentȱtimeline.ȱȱ

Itȱalsoȱfoundȱthatȱotherȱclarificationsȱtoȱcriteriaȱareȱnecessaryȱtoȱimproveȱtheȱtransparencyȱofȱ
programȱimplementation.ȱWhileȱtheȱcriteriaȱhaveȱevolvedȱbetweenȱeachȱcycleȱinȱdirectȱresponseȱ
toȱstakeholderȱcommentsȱandȱinput,ȱtheseȱchangesȱhaveȱnonethelessȱcreatedȱopportunitiesȱforȱ
confusionȱandȱuncertaintyȱ(andȱlawsuits)ȱinȱtheȱcommunitiesȱthatȱreceiveȱtheȱgrants.ȱTheȱmostȱ
significantȱconcernsȱwithȱtheȱprogramȱwereȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱapplicationȱofȱcriteriaȱinȱprojectȱ
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selection.ȱContinuedȱuncertaintyȱisȱlikelyȱtoȱleadȱtoȱcontinuedȱcontroversyȱinȱfutureȱgrantȱ
cycles.ȱSpecifically,ȱtheȱareasȱofȱtensionȱthatȱremainȱunresolvedȱdespiteȱongoingȱstakeholderȱ
involvement,ȱbasedȱonȱinterviewsȱconductedȱforȱthisȱresearch,ȱinclude:ȱ

1. Definitionȱandȱroleȱofȱ“equitable”ȱcriterionȱinȱdistributionȱofȱgrant.ȱCyclesȱ2ȱandȱ3ȱ
eachȱhadȱ“equity”ȱasȱaȱcriterionȱforȱgrantȱdistribution,ȱdefinedȱasȱ“equitableȱdistributionȱ
ofȱCETȱfundsȱbasedȱonȱrevenueȱcollection,ȱpastȱfunding,ȱandȱplanningȱresourceȱneeds.”ȱ
Thisȱdefinitionȱleavesȱroomȱforȱinterpretation,ȱandȱdifferentȱstakeholdersȱcontinueȱtoȱ
haveȱdifferentȱideasȱaboutȱwhatȱdistributionȱpatternȱisȱfair.ȱȱ

2. Geography.ȱInȱeachȱCycle,ȱstakeholderȱengagementȱhasȱledȱtoȱchangesȱinȱtheȱtargetedȱ
geography.ȱCycleȱ1ȱtargetedȱexpansionȱareas,ȱandȱCycleȱ2ȱtargetedȱareasȱinternalȱtoȱtheȱ
UGB,ȱinȱMetro’sȱidentifiedȱtownȱcentersȱandȱcorridors,ȱandȱinȱindustrialȱareas.ȱCycleȱ3ȱ
attemptedȱtoȱsplitȱtheȱdistributionȱofȱfundsȱ(50ȱpercentȱtoȱexpansionȱareas,ȱandȱ50ȱpercentȱ
toȱinteriorȱareas).ȱIfȱthereȱisȱaȱCycleȱ4,ȱthisȱcriterionȱ
shouldȱbeȱreconsidered.ȱȱ

3. Definitionȱofȱ“regionallyȱsignificant”.ȱTheȱ
applicationȱcriteriaȱdefineȱ“regionallyȱsignificant”ȱ
byȱreferencingȱMetro’sȱsixȱdesiredȱoutcomesȱ
(includedȱasȱaȱsidebarȱhereȱforȱreference).ȱTheseȱ
outcomesȱareȱdifficultȱtoȱoperationalizeȱinȱtheȱ
contextȱofȱprojectȱselection.ȱTheȱpotentialȱambiguityȱ
canȱleadȱtoȱanȱimpressionȱthatȱdecisionsȱareȱmadeȱ
subjectivelyȱandȱbasedȱonȱtheȱpreferencesȱofȱtheȱ
reviewȱcommittee.ȱStakeholdersȱsuggestedȱthatȱ
weightingȱofȱtheȱcriteriaȱmayȱhelp,ȱandȱsomeȱfeltȱ
thatȱthisȱcriterion,ȱmoreȱfullyȱdefined,ȱcouldȱbeȱtheȱ
mostȱimportantȱofȱallȱcriteriaȱusedȱforȱgrantȱ
selection.ȱȱ

Toȱaddressȱtheseȱissuesȱandȱimproveȱtheȱprogramȱgoingȱ
forward,ȱtheȱreportȱrecommendsȱcontinuedȱstakeholderȱ
engagementȱandȱgreaterȱfocusȱonȱclarifyingȱprogramȱcriteriaȱ(especiallyȱthoseȱhighlightedȱ
above)ȱforȱfutureȱprojectȱselection.ȱFurther,ȱitȱrecommendsȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱaȱsetȱofȱagreedȱ
uponȱmetricsȱandȱtimelinesȱthatȱalignȱwithȱprogramȱgoalsȱtoȱsupportȱimprovedȱprogramȱ
evaluationȱandȱprogramȱimprovementȱefforts.ȱȱȱ

ȱ

ȱ

Metro’s Six Desired Outcomes 
a) People live and work in vibrant 
communities where they can choose to 
walk for pleasure and to meet their 
everyday needs.  
b) Current and future residents benefit 
from the region’s sustained economic 
competitiveness and prosperity. 
c) People have safe and reliable 
transportation choices that enhance their 
quality of life. 
d) The region is a leader in minimizing 
contributions to global warming. 
e) Current and future generations enjoy 
clean air, clean water, and healthy 
ecosystems. 
f) The benefits and burdens of growth and 
change are distributed equitably.  
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1 Introduction 

TheȱMetroȱCouncilȱisȱpreparingȱtoȱconsiderȱwhetherȱtoȱextendȱtheȱconstructionȱexciseȱtaxȱ(CET),ȱ
whichȱisȱleviedȱonȱregionalȱconstructionȱpermitsȱandȱisȱscheduledȱtoȱsunsetȱinȱSeptemberȱofȱ
2014.ȱTheȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱCETȱisȱ“toȱprovideȱfundingȱforȱregionalȱandȱ
localȱplanningȱthatȱisȱrequiredȱtoȱmakeȱlandȱreadyȱforȱdevelopmentȱ
afterȱitsȱinclusionȱinȱtheȱUrbanȱGrowthȱBoundary.”4ȱToȱinformȱ
discussionsȱaboutȱextendingȱtheȱCET,ȱMetroȱaskedȱECONorthwestȱ
(ECO)ȱtoȱprovideȱanȱexternalȱevaluationȱofȱtheȱprogramȱthatȱtheȱCETȱ
funds:ȱtheȱCommunityȱPlanningȱandȱDevelopmentȱGrantȱ(CPDG)ȱ
program.ȱThisȱreportȱprovidesȱthatȱevaluation,ȱseekingȱandȱ
documentingȱevidenceȱthatȱgrantȬfundedȱactivitiesȱresultedȱinȱbetterȱ
outcomesȱthanȱwouldȱlikelyȱhaveȱoccurredȱinȱtheȱabsenceȱofȱtheȱ
grants,ȱidentifyingȱshortcomingsȱofȱtheȱprogramȱrelativeȱtoȱitsȱstatedȱ
objectives,ȱandȱprovidingȱrecommendationsȱforȱimprovementsȱtoȱtheȱ
programȱshouldȱitȱcontinue.ȱ

1.1 Details: CET purpose and CPDG grants 
evaluated 

Inȱ2006,ȱMetroȱconvenedȱanȱadvisoryȱgroupȱcalledȱtheȱExpansionȱ
AreaȱPlanningȱFundȱCommitteeȱtoȱevaluateȱtheȱneedȱforȱadditionalȱ
planningȱfundsȱinȱexpansionȱareas.ȱTheȱCommittee’sȱfinalȱreportȱ
recommendedȱactionsȱtoȱtheȱMetroȱCouncil,ȱstatingȱthatȱ“aȱregionalȱ
needȱexistsȱforȱfundingȱconceptȱandȱcomprehensiveȱplanningȱ
associatedȱwithȱtheȱ2002ȱandȱ2004ȱUrbanȱGrowthȱBoundaryȱ
expansions,ȱandȱthatȱaȱconstructionȱexciseȱtaxȱisȱtheȱbestȱavailableȱmeansȱforȱcreatingȱsuchȱaȱ
fund.”5ȱAsȱaȱresultȱofȱthisȱrecommendation,ȱMetroȱinitiatedȱtheȱconstructionȱexciseȱtax,ȱandȱ
directedȱtheȱfundsȱtowardȱtheȱrecommendedȱplanningȱactivities.ȱTheȱCETȱisȱassessedȱatȱ0.12ȱ
percentȱofȱtheȱtotalȱassessedȱvalueȱofȱbuildingȱpermitsȱissuedȱwithinȱMetro’sȱserviceȱdistrictȱ
boundary.6ȱTheȱCETȱwasȱfirstȱleviedȱinȱ2006,ȱwasȱextendedȱinȱ2009ȱuponȱtheȱrecommendationȱofȱ
aȱstakeholderȱadvisoryȱgroup,ȱandȱwillȱendȱinȱ2014ȱunlessȱMetroȱtakesȱactionȱtoȱextendȱit.ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

4ȱMetroȱCouncilȱOrdinanceȱNo.ȱ09Ȭ1220,ȱAnȱOrdinanceȱExtendingȱtheȱMetroȱConstructionȱExciseȱTaxȱandȱAmendingȱ
MetroȱCodeȱChapterȱ7.04ȱ

5ȱMetroȱCouncilȱOrdinanceȱNo.ȱ06Ȭ1115,ȱAnȱOrdinanceȱCreatingȱaȱNewȱMetroȱCodeȱChapterȱ7.04ȱEstablishingȱaȱ
ConstructionȱExciseȱTaxȱ

6ȱForȱaȱbuildingȱpermitȱwithȱanȱassessedȱvalueȱofȱ$250,000,ȱtheȱCETȱwillȱbeȱ$300.ȱPermitsȱunderȱ$100,000ȱareȱexemptȱ
fromȱtheȱCET,ȱasȱareȱpermitsȱforȱaffordableȱhousingȱandȱpermitsȱissuedȱtoȱ501(c)(3)ȱnonȬprofits.ȱForȱpermitsȱ
assessedȱatȱmoreȱthanȱ$10ȱmillion,ȱtheȱCETȱisȱaȱflatȱfeeȱofȱ$12,000.ȱSource:ȱMetro.ȱ2009.ȱConstructionȱExciseȱTaxȱ(CET)ȱ
PerformanceȱReview.ȱ

Key terms and acronyms 
 
Construction Excise Tax (CET): 
tax levied on building permits 
within the Metro service 
district boundary. The CET 
funds the CPDG program.  
 
Community Planning and 
Development Grant (CPDG) 
program: a program funded by 
CET and administered by 
Metro that provides funding 
for planning that is required to 
make land ready for 
development after its 
inclusion in the UGB 
 
Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB): state-required 
boundary that limits where 
development can occur. The 
Portland Metro UGB contains 
more than 250,000 acres. 
More than 23,000 acres have 
been added to the UGB since 
1998.  
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Sinceȱitȱwasȱadoptedȱinȱ2006,ȱtheȱCETȱhasȱraisedȱmoreȱthanȱ$10ȱmillion.ȱMetroȱusesȱCETȱfundsȱ
toȱpayȱforȱCommunityȱPlanningȱandȱDevelopmentȱ(CPDG)ȱGrants,ȱwhichȱfundȱlandȱuseȱ
planningȱthatȱhelpsȱmakeȱlandȱreadyȱforȱdevelopmentȱandȱsupportsȱtheȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱ
2040ȱGrowthȱConcept.ȱMetroȱhasȱawardedȱthreeȱcyclesȱofȱgrants,ȱwithȱdifferingȱgoalsȱforȱeach:ȱ

x Cycleȱ1ȱ(2007).ȱTheseȱgrantsȱwereȱnonȬcompetitiveȱandȱpaidȱforȱconceptȱplanningȱinȱareasȱ
thatȱwereȱbroughtȱintoȱtheȱUrbanȱGrowthȱBoundaryȱ(UGB)ȱbetweenȱ2002ȱandȱ2005.ȱ

x Cycleȱ2ȱ(2010).ȱTheseȱgrantsȱwereȱawardedȱthroughȱaȱcompetitiveȱprocessȱandȱfundedȱ
planningȱandȱdevelopmentȱprojectsȱinȱtownȱandȱregionalȱcenters,ȱtransportationȱ
corridors,ȱandȱemploymentȱareas.ȱTheȱtransitionȱtoȱaȱfocusȱonȱtheseȱgeographiesȱresultedȱ
fromȱtheȱrecommendationsȱofȱanȱAdvisoryȱGroupȱconvenedȱbyȱMetroȱinȱ2009ȱtoȱevaluateȱ
theȱcontinuedȱregionalȱneedsȱforȱCETȬfundedȱregionalȱandȱlocalȱplanning.ȱTheȱAdvisoryȱ
GroupȱconsistedȱofȱaȱbroadȬbasedȱgroupȱofȱstakeholders,ȱincludingȱrepresentativesȱofȱ
localȱjurisdictionsȱaffectedȱbyȱtheȱCET.7ȱ

x Cycleȱ3ȱ(2013).ȱTheseȱgrantsȱwereȱawardedȱthroughȱcompetitiveȱprocessȱandȱfundedȱ
communityȱenhancementȱprojectsȱinȱnewȱurbanȱgrowthȱareas,ȱurbanȱreserves,ȱandȱ
existingȱurbanȱareas.ȱThisȱreportȱdoesȱnotȱevaluateȱCycleȱ3ȱgrants.ȱȱ

ThisȱsectionȱprovidesȱbackgroundȱinformationȱonȱeachȱcycleȱofȱCPDGȱgrants.ȱFigureȱ2ȱprovidesȱ
anȱoverviewȱofȱtheȱtimelinesȱofȱtheȱthreeȱCPDGȱgrantȱcycles.ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

7ȱDetailsȱofȱtheȱadvisoryȱgroup’sȱrecommendationsȱwereȱdirectlyȱreferencedȱinȱtheȱordinanceȱauthorizingȱtheȱuseȱofȱ
CETȱfundsȱforȱCycleȱ2:ȱOrdinanceȱ09Ȭ1220ȱinȱ2010.ȱ
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Figure 2. Timeline of CPDG grant cycles 

 
Source: ECONorthwest, data from Metro 
Notes: (1) Cycle 1 grants included reimbursements for completed plans as well as grants for new planning. Reimbursed and new grants 
totaled 24, and all 24 required signed IGAs for disbursement of funds. This table tracks adoption of a new concept plan for only those 
grants distributed for new planning (17 of the total 24). (2) IGA = Intergovernmental agreement; CPA = Concept Plan for development in 
expansion areas. 

ȱ

1.1.1 Cycle 1 Grants 
Cycleȱ1ȱofȱCPDG,ȱawardedȱinȱ2007,ȱ“paidȱforȱconceptȱplanningȱonlyȱinȱ
areasȱbroughtȱintoȱtheȱregion’sȱUGBȱbetweenȱ2002ȱandȱ2005.”8ȱTheȱ
jurisdictionsȱthatȱcontainȱtheȱUGBȱexpansionȱareasȱwereȱrequiredȱtoȱ
completeȱconceptȱplanningȱtoȱremainȱinȱcomplianceȱwithȱMetroȱTitleȱ
11,ȱandȱsomeȱjurisdictionsȱmovedȱforwardȱwithȱplanningȱprocesses.ȱ
However,ȱsomeȱareasȱwereȱslowȱtoȱinitiateȱconceptȱplanning.ȱ
Conversationsȱregardingȱreasonsȱforȱtheȱdelay,ȱinitiatedȱbyȱMetroȱ
staff,ȱfoundȱthatȱtheȱmainȱreasonȱwasȱaȱlackȱofȱfundingȱtoȱsupportȱtheȱ
planningȱprocess.ȱInȱ2006,ȱMetroȱconvenedȱanȱadvisoryȱgroupȱcalledȱ
theȱExpansionȱAreaȱPlanningȱFundȱCommitteeȱtoȱevaluateȱtheȱneedȱ
forȱadditionalȱplanningȱfundsȱinȱexpansionȱareas.ȱTheȱCommittee’sȱ
finalȱreportȱrecommendedȱthatȱMetroȱadoptȱaȱconstructionȱexciseȱtaxȱ
inȱorderȱtoȱfundȱtheseȱplanningȱefforts,ȱandȱtheȱCETȱwasȱadoptedȱinȱ
2006.ȱInȱ2007,ȱMetroȱnoncompetitivelyȱawardedȱ24ȱCycleȱ1ȱgrants.ȱCycleȱ1ȱgrantsȱfellȱintoȱtwoȱ
categories:ȱ(1)ȱgrantsȱtoȱsupportȱnewȱplanningȱthatȱhadȱnotȱyetȱoccurred;ȱ(2)ȱreimbursementȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

8ȱMetro.ȱ“PlanningȱandȱDevelopmentȱGrantsȱbrochure,”ȱSeptemberȱ2012.ȱ
http://library.oregonmetro.gov/files//planning_grants_brochure_september_2012.pdfȱȱ

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

 Cycle 1 Grants Grants 
awarded Ongoing project work

12/24 17/24 19/24 21/24 22/24 22/24 24/24

1/17 3/17 7/17 9/17 11/17 12/17 12/17 12/17

 Cycle 2 Grants Grants 
awarded Ongoing project work

0/17 9/17 13/17 16/17 16/17

0/17 0/17 2/17 3/17 3/17

 Cycle 3 Grants Grants 
awarded

7/20 12/20

Cycle 1 grant areas brought into UGB

  CET lawsuit 

  Great Recession 

# IGAs signed: 
# grantee CPAs 
adopted: 

# IGAs signed: 
# completed 
projects: 

# IGAs signed: 

Cycle 1 Grant Criteria:  
The only criteria for Cycle 1 
grants was whether a 
location was brought into 
the UGB between 2002 and 
2005. 
• 17 areas received grants 

to pay for concept 
planning 

• 7 areas received grants to 
partially reimburse 
jurisdictions for concept 
planning that was 
completed or in progress. 
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grantsȱtoȱpartiallyȱcompensateȱjurisdictionsȱforȱplanningȱthatȱhadȱalreadyȱoccurred.ȱ9ȱOfȱtheȱ24ȱ
grants,ȱsevenȱwereȱreimbursements.ȱ

AsȱofȱMarchȱ2014,ȱComprehensiveȱPlanȱAmendmentsȱforȱconceptȱplansȱhaveȱbeenȱadoptedȱforȱ
18ȱofȱtheȱ24ȱgrantȱprojects.ȱOfȱtheȱ17ȱgrantȱprojectsȱthatȱwereȱnotȱreimbursed,ȱ12ȱhaveȱadoptedȱ
conceptȱplans.ȱZoning,ȱtheȱnextȱstepȱfollowingȱadoptionȱofȱaȱconceptȱplan,ȱhasȱbeenȱadoptedȱinȱ
5ȱofȱtheȱ24ȱgrantȱareas.ȱ

AppendixȱAȱprovidesȱtheȱfullȱlistȱofȱCycleȱ1ȱgrantsȱandȱtheȱstatusȱofȱeach.ȱȱ

ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

9ȱTheseȱreimbursementsȱwereȱdoneȱsoȱasȱtoȱnotȱpenalizeȱjurisdictionsȱforȱaccomplishingȱplanningȱactivity.ȱ
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1.1.2 Cycle 2 Grants 
TheȱCETȱOrdinanceȱenactedȱbyȱMetroȱinȱ2006ȱcontainedȱaȱsunsetȱprovisionȱthatȱtheȱtaxȱwouldȱ
expireȱafterȱ$6.3ȱmillionȱhadȱbeenȱraisedȱ(expectedȱtoȱoccurȱinȱtheȱfallȱofȱ2009).10ȱInȱtheȱspringȱofȱ
2009,ȱMetroȱconductedȱaȱperformanceȱreviewȱandȱconvenedȱanȱAdvisoryȱGroupȱofȱstakeholdersȱ
toȱadviseȱMetroȱaboutȱwhetherȱorȱnotȱtoȱextendȱtheȱ
CET.ȱBasedȱonȱtheȱrecommendationsȱofȱtheȱ
AdvisoryȱGroup,ȱinȱJuneȱ2009ȱMetroȱCouncilȱvotedȱ
toȱextendȱtheȱCETȱforȱfiveȱmoreȱyearsȱtoȱfundȱ
planningȱthatȱenhancedȱdevelopmentȱreadinessȱandȱ
advancedȱ2040ȱGrowthȱConceptȱgoalsȱinȱrecentȱUGBȱ
expansionȱareas,ȱurbanȱreserveȱareas,ȱandȱspecificȱ
areasȱinsideȱtheȱUGBȱ(centers,ȱcorridorsȱandȱmainȱ
streets,ȱstationȱareas,ȱandȱemploymentȱandȱ
industrialȱareas).ȱTheȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱCET,ȱ“toȱ
provideȱfundingȱforȱregionalȱandȱlocalȱplanningȱthatȱ
isȱrequiredȱtoȱmakeȱlandȱreadyȱforȱdevelopmentȱ
afterȱitsȱinclusionȱinȱtheȱUrbanȱGrowthȱBoundary,“ȱ
remainedȱunchanged.ȱ

TheȱsecondȱroundȱofȱCPDGȱgrantsȱwasȱawardedȱinȱ
2010ȱfollowingȱaȱcompetitiveȱgrantȱprocess.ȱUnlikeȱ
Cycleȱ1ȱgrants,ȱwhichȱwentȱexclusivelyȱtoȱrecentȱ
UGBȱexpansionȱareas,ȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantsȱwereȱawardedȱ
toȱprojectsȱinȱtownȱandȱregionalȱcenters,ȱ
transportationȱcorridors,ȱandȱemploymentȱareas.ȱ
(SeeȱtheȱsidebarȱforȱmoreȱinformationȱaboutȱCycleȱ2ȱ
grantȱcriteria).ȱTheȱchangesȱtoȱgrantȱcriteriaȱandȱ
projectȱgeographyȱbetweenȱCycleȱ1ȱandȱCycleȱ2ȱ
resultedȱfromȱtheȱrecommendationsȱofȱtheȱ2009ȱ
stakeholderȱAdvisoryȱCommittee.ȱMetroȱawardedȱ
17ȱCycleȱ2ȱgrants,ȱoutȱofȱaȱtotalȱofȱ23ȱgrantȱ
applications.ȱAsȱofȱMarchȱ2014,ȱIGAsȱhaveȱbeenȱ
executedȱforȱ16ȱoutȱofȱtheȱ17ȱgrants,ȱandȱthreeȱgrantȱ
projectsȱhaveȱcompletedȱtheirȱfinalȱmilestones.ȱȱ

AppendixȱAȱprovidesȱtheȱfullȱlistȱofȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantsȱ
andȱtheȱstatusȱofȱeach.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

10ȱMetroȱCouncilȱOrdinanceȱNo.ȱ09Ȭ1220,ȱAnȱOrdinanceȱExtendingȱtheȱMetroȱConstructionȱExciseȱTaxȱandȱ
AmendingȱMetroȱCodeȱChapterȱ7.04ȱ

Cycle 2 Grant Criteria:  
Cycle 2 grants were awarded through a competitive 
process. The criteria were:  
• Expected Development Outcomes: community 

readiness and ability to achieve development 
permits 2 and 5 years after project completion 

• Regionally Significant: ability to benefit the region 
through the achievement of the desired outcomes 
of the 2040 Growth Concept: 

 a) People live and work in vibrant communities 
where they can choose to walk for pleasure and 
to meet their everyday needs.  

 b) Current and future residents benefit from the 
region’s sustained economic competitiveness 
and prosperity. 

 c) People have safe and reliable transportation 
choices that enhance their quality of life. 

 d) The region is a leader in minimizing 
contributions to global warming. 

 e) Current and future generations enjoy clean 
air, clean water, and healthy ecosystems. 

 f) The benefits and burdens of growth and 
change are distributed equitably.  

• Location: facilitation of development or 
redevelopment in centers, corridors/main streets, 
station areas, and/or employment and industrial 
areas 

• Best Practices Model: provision of innovative tools 
that can be easily replicated in other locations in 
the region 

• Leveraging/Matching Potential: ability to leverage 
outcomes across jurisdictions or service providers, 
or create opportunities for additional public/private 
investments  

• Equity: equitable distribution of CET funds based 
on revenue collection, past funding, and planning 
resource needs 

• Project description and background: importance to 
jurisdiction and region, expected outcomes, and 
timeliness 
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ȱ

1.1.3 Cycle 3 Grants 
Theȱthirdȱcycleȱofȱgrantsȱwasȱalsoȱaȱcompetitiveȱ
grantȱprocess,ȱandȱgrantsȱwereȱawardedȱinȱAugustȱ
2013.11ȱTheseȱgrantsȱfundedȱaȱmixȱofȱconceptȱ
planningȱprojectsȱforȱurbanȱreserveȱareasȱandȱareasȱ
recentlyȱaddedȱtoȱtheȱUGBȱasȱwellȱasȱcontinuingȱtoȱ
fundȱprojectsȱtoȱsupportȱdevelopmentȱinȱtargetedȱ
areasȱwithinȱtheȱUGB,ȱwithȱaȱrevisedȱsetȱofȱcriteriaȱ
thatȱwereȱspecificȱtoȱeachȱgeographyȱ(seeȱsidebar).ȱ
Followingȱtheȱrecommendationsȱofȱtheȱ2009ȱ
AdvisoryȱCommittee,ȱMetro’sȱAdministrativeȱRulesȱ
calledȱforȱ50ȱpercentȱofȱtheȱfundsȱforȱtheȱthirdȱcycleȱ
toȱbeȱusedȱtoȱplanȱforȱareasȱaddedȱtoȱtheȱUGBȱsinceȱ
2009ȱandȱUrbanȱReserves.12ȱȱ

AsȱofȱMarchȱ2014,ȱIGAsȱhaveȱbeenȱsignedȱforȱ12ȱofȱ
theȱ20ȱgrants,ȱandȱworkȱhasȱbegunȱonȱsomeȱ
projects.ȱBecauseȱtheseȱgrantsȱwereȱsoȱrecentlyȱ
awardedȱandȱnoȱprojectsȱhaveȱbeenȱcompleted,ȱtheȱ
thirdȱcycleȱisȱnotȱevaluatedȱinȱthisȱreport.ȱȱ

1.2 Approach and methods 
Thisȱevaluationȱisȱnotȱanȱauditȱofȱprogramȱ
administration.ȱRather,ȱECONorthwest’sȱanalysisȱ
seeksȱtoȱdetermineȱwhetherȱactivitiesȱfundedȱthroughȱtheȱfirstȱtwoȱCPDGȱgrantȱcyclesȱresultedȱ
inȱbetterȱoutcomesȱthanȱwouldȱlikelyȱhaveȱoccurredȱinȱtheȱabsenceȱofȱtheȱgrants.ȱSpecifically,ȱforȱ
Cycleȱ1ȱandȱCycleȱ2,ȱweȱconsiderȱtheȱfollowingȱresearchȱquestions:ȱ

A) Howȱsuccessfulȱwereȱtheȱgrantsȱinȱachievingȱexplicitȱprogramȱgoals?ȱ
B) Whatȱmightȱhaveȱhappenedȱwithoutȱtheȱgrant?ȱ
C) Whatȱfactorsȱexplainȱdevelopmentȱwithinȱtheȱprojectȱareas?ȱ
D) Howȱwellȱdidȱpatternsȱofȱgrantȱfundingȱbyȱgeographyȱandȱpurposeȱalignȱwithȱprogramȱ

goals?ȱ
E) Toȱwhatȱextentȱhaveȱgrantsȱledȱtoȱimprovedȱdevelopmentȱonȱtheȱground,ȱandȱwhichȱ

programȱcharacteristicsȱsignificantlyȱhelpedȱorȱhinderedȱprogressȱinȱgrantȱawardȱareas?ȱ
F) Whatȱtypeȱandȱlevelȱofȱdevelopmentȱdoȱincentivesȱprovidedȱbyȱgrantsȱfoster?ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

11ȱNoteȱthatȱinȱMetro’sȱAdministrativeȱrules,ȱthisȱcycleȱwasȱreferredȱtoȱasȱ“secondȱnewȱgrantȱallocationȱcycle.”ȱ
12ȱAdministrativeȱRules:ȱMetroȱCodeȱChapterȱ7.04.ȱRevisedȱDecemberȱ2012.ȱȱ

Cycle 3 Grant Criteria:  
Cycle 3 grants were awarded through a competitive 
process. There were different criteria depending on 
where the project was located.  
For projects within the UGB prior to 2009*: 
• Expected Development Outcomes (issuance of 

development permits in two or five years) 
• Regionally Significant 
• Location  
• Best Practices Model 
• Leveraging  
• Equity 
• Public Involvement 
 
For projects within areas added to the UGB after to 
2009 or designated as Urban Reserves: 
• Addresses Title 11 requirements for concept plan 
or comprehensive plan 
• Address local needs and solutions to regional need 
• Jurisdictional and service provider commitment 
• Development readiness 
• Best Practices Model* 
• Leveraging * 
• Equity* 
• Public Involvement* 
 
*See Cycle 2 description for details; changes were minor  
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G) Areȱthereȱotherȱprogramȱimprovementsȱtoȱconsiderȱinȱprogramȱgoals,ȱpriorities,ȱcriteria,ȱ
andȱprocessesȱinȱorderȱtoȱbestȱmeetȱanticipatedȱlocalȱandȱregionalȱchallengesȱinȱtheȱ
future?ȱAreȱtheseȱissuesȱdifferentȱinȱnewȱurbanȱareasȱvs.ȱexistingȱurbanȱareas?ȱ

Aȱprogramȱevaluationȱtypicallyȱevaluatesȱprogramȱimpactsȱbyȱmeasuringȱchangesȱinȱagreedȱ
uponȱcriteriaȱassociatedȱwithȱdesiredȱprogramȱoutcomesȱandȱcomparesȱthoseȱchangesȱtoȱ
changesȱinȱtheȱsameȱoutcomeȱmeasuresȱforȱaȱcontrolȱgroupȱthatȱdidȱnotȱreceiveȱprogramȱ
servicesȱ(e.g.,ȱfunding,ȱtechnicalȱassistance,ȱetc.).ȱInȱmostȱcases,ȱpostȱhocȱevaluationȱofȱprogramsȱ
implementedȱwithoutȱaȱspecificȱevaluationȱframeworkȱthatȱarticulatesȱprogramȱgoals,ȱaȱ
reasonableȱcontrolȱgroup,ȱandȱspecificȱoutcomeȱmeasuresȱpresentsȱnumerousȱchallenges.ȱOurȱ
evaluationȱofȱCPDGȱCyclesȱ1ȱandȱ2ȱhadȱtoȱaddressȱmanyȱofȱtheseȱdirectly:ȱȱ

x Timeȱperiod.ȱManyȱCycleȱ1ȱandȱCycleȱ2ȱCPDGȱprojectsȱareȱstillȱunderway,ȱandȱtheȱ
programȱinterventionȱisȱnotȱyetȱcomplete.ȱItȱisȱnotȱreasonableȱtoȱexpectȱresultsȱwithȱanȱ
incompleteȱintervention.ȱȱ

x NoȱagreedȬuponȱdataȱsetsȱorȱmetricsȱtoȱmeasureȱoutcomes,ȱbeyondȱpermitȱdata.ȱManyȱ
projectȱselectionȱcriteriaȱareȱsubjectiveȱandȱhaveȱchangedȱconsiderablyȱacrossȱgrantȱcycles,ȱ
andȱquantitativeȱdataȱtoȱevaluateȱprojectȱselectionȱandȱoutcomesȱareȱlimited.ȱ(Asȱnotedȱ
above,ȱtheȱchangesȱinȱgrantȱcriteriaȱwereȱdueȱtoȱrecommendationsȱfromȱstakeholders.)ȱȱ

x Eachȱinterventionȱisȱunique.ȱTheȱ41ȱprojectsȱeachȱoccurȱinȱdifferentȱjurisdictionsȱandȱhaveȱ
differentȱpurposes,ȱdesignȱtype,ȱscales,ȱandȱexpectedȱoutcomes.ȱThisȱsituationȱmakesȱ
comprehensivelyȱaddressingȱMetro’sȱevaluativeȱquestions—i.e.,ȱaddressingȱtheȱquestionsȱ
forȱeachȱproject—impractical.ȱEachȱprojectȱisȱsoȱuniqueȱandȱdevelopmentȱsoȱcomplicatedȱ
thatȱdevelopingȱaȱreasonableȱMetroȬareaȱcontrolȱgroupȱisȱextremelyȱchallenging,ȱifȱnotȱ
impossible.ȱ

x Inabilityȱtoȱcontrolȱforȱconfoundingȱvariables.ȱAȱnumberȱofȱfactorsȱmayȱbeȱconfoundingȱ
theȱanalysis.ȱThisȱmakesȱdrawingȱdefinitiveȱconclusionsȱdifficult.ȱTheseȱvariablesȱincludeȱ
theȱGreatȱRecessionȱwhichȱaffectedȱallȱdevelopmentȱpatternsȱacrossȱtheȱentireȱnation,ȱtheȱ
lawsuitȱbroughtȱagainstȱMetroȱforȱitsȱuseȱofȱCETȱfundsȱduringȱtheȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱ
grants,ȱandȱotherȱgrantȬareaȱspecificȱvariablesȱsuchȱasȱpoliticalȱshiftsȱandȱfiscalȱ
constraints.ȱȱ

Givenȱtheseȱmethodologicalȱchallenges,ȱweȱsupplementȱtheȱlimitedȱfeasibleȱquantitativeȱ
analysisȱofȱdevelopmentȱoutcomesȱwithȱaȱseriesȱofȱcaseȱstudyȱinterviewsȱconductedȱwithȱaȱ
rangeȱofȱgrantȱrecipients,ȱdevelopers,ȱandȱotherȱstakeholdersȱinvolvedȱinȱtheȱgrantȱprocess.ȱȱ

ECONorthwestȱselectedȱcaseȱstudiesȱtoȱallow,ȱasȱmuchȱasȱpossible,ȱgeneralizationsȱaboutȱ
programȱoutcomes.ȱToȱinformȱthisȱselection,ȱECONorthwestȱresearchedȱeachȱCPDGȱprojectȱandȱ
communicatedȱwithȱMetroȱstaffȱtoȱlearnȱmoreȱaboutȱtheȱprojectsȱandȱprogram.ȱECONorthwestȱ
usedȱtheȱfollowingȱguidelinesȱtoȱinformȱitsȱselectionȱcaseȱstudyȱinterviewees:ȱ

x ExcludedȱCycleȱ1ȱprojectsȱthatȱreceivedȱreimbursements.ȱTheseȱprojectsȱhappenedȱ
withoutȱtheȱCPDG,ȱandȱthereforeȱofferȱlessȱinsightȱintoȱtheȱroleȱofȱtheȱgrantsȱinȱplanningȱ
andȱdevelopment.ȱȱ
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x Selectedȱprojectsȱtoȱdemonstrateȱaȱbreadthȱofȱacreagesȱandȱfundingȱamounts.ȱAcreagesȱ
andȱfundingȱamountsȱvaryȱacrossȱprojects,ȱandȱtheȱanalysisȱshouldȱaddressȱtheȱrolesȱtheseȱ
variablesȱplayȱinȱimplementationȱsuccess.ȱȱ

x Selectedȱprojectsȱtoȱmaximizeȱjurisdictionalȱandȱgeographicȱbreadth.ȱNeglectingȱorȱ
focusingȱonȱparticularȱjurisdictionsȱorȱdistrictsȱwouldȱlimitȱgeneralizabilityȱtoȱasȱaȱwhole.13ȱȱ

x Selectedȱprojectsȱtoȱdemonstrateȱaȱbreadthȱofȱ2040ȱdesignȱtypesȱ(e.g.,ȱTownȱCenter,ȱ
Corridor,ȱIndustrial,ȱetc.)ȱandȱscale.ȱExaminingȱaȱvarietyȱofȱtypesȱandȱscalesȱwillȱhelpȱ
informȱMetroȱandȱECONorthwestȱonȱhowȱCPDGȱperformedȱinȱdifferentȱareas.ȱ

x Selectedȱprojectsȱtoȱdemonstrateȱaȱbreadthȱofȱvaluationȱscores.ȱMetro’sȱCPDGȱScreeningȱ
Committee14ȱevaluatedȱCycleȱ2ȱapplicationsȱaccordingȱtoȱseveralȱcriteria,15ȱrankedȱ
applicationsȱaccordingȱtoȱtheirȱcumulativeȱscores,ȱandȱawardedȱfundingȱaccordingȱtoȱthisȱ
ranking.ȱECONorthwestȱselectedȱprojectsȱreceivingȱaȱrangeȱofȱscoresȱinȱtotalȱandȱwithinȱ
specificȱtoȱillustrateȱtheȱperformanceȱofȱbothȱhighȬȱandȱlowerȬscoringȱapplications.ȱ

ECONorthwestȱselectedȱtheȱfinalȱcaseȱstudiesȱindependently,ȱinformedȱbyȱinputȱfromȱMetroȱ
staff.ȱ

Forȱeachȱcaseȱstudy,ȱECONorthwestȱreviewedȱallȱCPDGȱapplicationȱandȱscreeningȱcommitteeȱ
reviewȱmaterialsȱandȱconductedȱresearchȱtoȱclarifyȱtheȱcurrentȱstatusȱofȱtheȱproject’sȱ
implementation.ȱECONorthwestȱinterviewedȱprojectȱstaffȱmembers,ȱaskingȱquestionsȱaboutȱtheȱ
CPDGȱprogramȱcharacteristicsȱthatȱwereȱmostȱandȱleastȱhelpful,ȱprojectȱimplementationȱ
timeline,ȱcurrentȱprojectȱstatusȱandȱdevelopmentȱactivityȱinȱtheȱarea,ȱlikelyȱoutcomesȱinȱtheȱareaȱ
absentȱtheȱplanningȱactivityȱfundedȱbyȱtheȱgrant,ȱandȱlessonsȱlearnedȱandȱobstaclesȱovercomeȱinȱ
theȱprocess.ȱȱ

Toȱsupplementȱtheseȱinterviewsȱwithȱadditionalȱstakeholderȱperspective,ȱECONorthwestȱ
conductedȱinterviewsȱwithȱrepresentativesȱofȱtheȱHomeȱBuildersȱAssociation,ȱrepresentativesȱofȱ
theȱdevelopmentȱcommunityȱthatȱareȱactiveȱinȱtownȱcentersȱandȱexpansionȱareasȱaroundȱtheȱ
region,ȱMetroȱstaffȱresponsibleȱforȱinteractingȱwithȱjurisdictionalȱprojectȱmanagers,ȱandȱotherȱ
relevantȱpublicȱofficials.ȱWhileȱallȱconversationsȱwereȱkeptȱconfidential,ȱweȱprovideȱaȱlistȱofȱ
intervieweesȱinȱAppendixȱB.ȱȱ ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

13ȱECONorthwest’sȱabilityȱtoȱheedȱthisȱisȱsomewhatȱlimited,ȱbecauseȱsomeȱjurisdictionsȱchoseȱnotȱtoȱsubmitȱ
applicationsȱorȱfailedȱtoȱreceiveȱfunding.ȱ

14ȱAȱcommitteeȱmadeȱupȱofȱmadeȱupȱofȱmembersȱwithȱexpertiseȱrangingȱfromȱeconomicȱdevelopmentȱtoȱrealȱestateȱ
andȱinfrastructureȱfinance.ȱ

15ȱProjectȱdescriptionȱandȱbackground,ȱachievingȱdevelopmentȱpermitsȱtwoȱyearsȱafterȱprojectȱcompletion,ȱachievingȱ
developmentȱpermitsȱfiveȱyearsȱafterȱprojectȱcompletion,ȱbenefitsȱtheȱregionȱinȱachievingȱtheȱdesiredȱsixȱoutcomesȱ
ofȱtheȱ2040ȱGrowthȱConcept,ȱfacilitatingȱdevelopmentȱandȱredevelopmentȱinȱ2040ȱGrowthȱConceptȱdesignȱareas,ȱ
providingȱreplicableȱandȱinnovatingȱtools,ȱandȱleveragingȱoutcomesȱforȱadditionalȱprivateȱorȱpublicȱinvestment.ȱ
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1.3 Planning as a market intervention 
TheȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱCPDGȱgrants,ȱinȱallȱthreeȱgrantȱdistributionȱcycles,ȱisȱtoȱsupportȱplanningȱ
effortsȱthatȱ“increaseȱtheȱabilityȱtoȱachieveȱonȬtheȬgroundȱdevelopmentȱ/ȱredevelopmentȱ
outcomes.”16ȱȱInȱotherȱwords,ȱthisȱevaluationȱseeksȱevidenceȱthatȱplanningȱhasȱservedȱasȱanȱ
effectiveȱmarketȱinterventionȱtoȱencourageȱprivateȱinvestmentsȱinȱpriorityȱareas.ȱEvaluatingȱtheȱ
relationshipȱbetweenȱplanningȱactivitiesȱandȱdevelopmentȱoutcomesȱrequiresȱanȱunderstandingȱ
ofȱtheȱroleȱplanningȱandȱotherȱpublicȱactionsȱplayȱinȱencouragingȱprivateȱinvestment.ȱThisȱ
sectionȱdescribesȱaȱframeworkȱforȱpublicȱactionȱthatȱisȱfoundationalȱtoȱthisȱevaluation.ȱ

Likeȱotherȱmarkets,ȱlandȱdevelopmentȱisȱdrivenȱbyȱsupplyȱandȱdemand.ȱBroadly,ȱlandȱ
availability,ȱdevelopmentȱcosts,ȱandȱtheȱpriceȱofȱcompetingȱdevelopmentȱtypesȱdriveȱtheȱsupplyȱ
ofȱdevelopment.ȱDevelopersȱfurtherȱconsiderȱexpectedȱdemandȱ(aȱprojectionȱofȱlikelyȱuserȱ
preferencesȱandȱwillingnessȱtoȱpayȱforȱtheȱproposedȱuses)ȱinȱassessingȱtheȱfeasibilityȱofȱaȱ
specificȱdevelopment.ȱDevelopersȱtakeȱonȱtheȱriskȱofȱaȱnewȱdevelopmentȱwhenȱexpectedȱ
demandȱequalsȱorȱexceedsȱsupplyȱatȱaȱpriceȱpointȱthatȱprovidesȱanȱacceptableȱrateȱofȱreturn.ȱInȱ
general,ȱdevelopmentȱwillȱnotȱoccurȱwhereȱwillingnessȱofȱpotentialȱusersȱtoȱpayȱfallsȱbelowȱthisȱ
level.ȱWhenȱconsideringȱdevelopmentȱoptions,ȱdevelopersȱevaluateȱaȱrangeȱofȱmarketȱ
conditions,ȱincludingȱrentȱlevelsȱatȱcomparableȱdevelopments,ȱlandȱvalues,ȱvacancyȱrates,ȱ
availabilityȱofȱfinancing,ȱcompetingȱsupply,ȱdevelopmentȱandȱpermittingȱcosts,ȱandȱotherȱ
variablesȱthatȱdetermineȱpriceȱpoint.ȱSiteȬspecificȱvariables,ȱsuchȱasȱtheȱavailabilityȱofȱ
infrastructure,ȱneighboringȱuses,ȱcertaintyȱaroundȱtheȱcommunity’sȱrequiredȱorȱdesiredȱ
developmentȱform,ȱaccess,ȱandȱvisibilityȱalsoȱaffectȱtheȱfeasibilityȱequationȱbecauseȱtheyȱinformȱ
theȱallowedȱdevelopmentȱformȱandȱaffectȱconstructionȱcosts.ȱWhenȱmarketȱconditionsȱandȱsiteȱ
variablesȱdoȱnotȱalignȱwithȱtheȱcommunity’sȱvisionȱforȱdevelopment,ȱtheȱresultȱisȱaȱfeasibilityȱ
gap.ȱȱ

Whenȱaȱfeasibilityȱgapȱexists,ȱdevelopersȱareȱnotȱlikelyȱtoȱinvestȱwithoutȱsomeȱmarketȱ
intervention.ȱCitiesȱandȱredevelopmentȱagenciesȱcanȱandȱdoȱinfluenceȱrealȱestateȱmarketsȱandȱ
redevelopmentȱpotentialȱbyȱmanagingȱandȱphasingȱpublicȱsectorȱactions,ȱprovidingȱ
developmentȱincentives,ȱandȱcoordinatingȱtheȱmanyȱstakeholdersȱinvolvedȱinȱdevelopment.ȱAȱ
partialȱlistȱofȱtheseȱactionsȱincludes:ȱstrategicȱprovisionȱofȱinfrastructureȱandȱopenȱspaceȱ
amenities,ȱdirectȱpartnershipsȱwithȱprivateȱentities,ȱsubsidyȱofȱdevelopment,ȱclarificationsȱorȱ
efficiencyȱimprovementsȱtoȱdevelopmentȱregulations,ȱzoning,ȱcoordinationȱandȱoutreachȱwithȱ
stakeholdersȱ(neighbors,ȱutilitiesȱandȱotherȱlocalȱgovernmentsȱthatȱprovideȱservices,ȱparkingȱ
districts,ȱetc.),ȱandȱprovisionȱofȱparking.ȱȱ

Figureȱ3ȱshowsȱtheȱroleȱofȱtheȱpublicȱsectorȱinȱtryingȱtoȱencourageȱdevelopmentȱinȱareasȱatȱ
differentȱstagesȱofȱmarketȱreadiness.ȱItȱshowsȱaȱconceptualȱ“feasibilityȱhurdle,”ȱwhichȱmightȱbeȱ
quantifiedȱmostȱsimplyȱasȱtheȱpointȱatȱwhichȱaȱdevelopmentȱproject’sȱdevelopmentȱcostsȱareȱatȱ
leastȱequalȱtoȱtheȱrevenueȱthatȱprojectȱmightȱgenerate.ȱAboveȱthisȱline,ȱaȱprojectȱinȱthisȱareaȱisȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

16ȱMetroȱAdministrativeȱrules,ȱMetroȱCodeȱChapterȱ7.04ȱ
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likelyȱtoȱattractȱprivateȱinterestȱwithoutȱmarketȱintervention;ȱbelowȱit,ȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱlikelyȱ
requireȱpublicȱinterventionȱtoȱsucceed.ȱProceduralȱbarriersȱcanȱalsoȱcreateȱaȱfeasibilityȱhurdle.ȱ
Forȱexample,ȱzoningȱrestrictionsȱcanȱrestrictȱotherwiseȱviableȱdevelopment,ȱalthoughȱtheȱcostȱofȱ
overcomingȱtheseȱhurdlesȱmayȱnotȱappearȱdirectlyȱinȱaȱdeveloper’sȱfeasibilityȱassessment.ȱ

Figure 3. Planning as a Market Intervention 

ȱ

Setting the Stage 

Atȱtheȱbottomȱofȱtheȱspectrum,ȱfeasibilityȱforȱmostȱdevelopmentȱtypesȱisȱlowȱbecauseȱachievableȱ
rentsȱareȱinsufficientȱtoȱsupportȱconstructionȱcosts.ȱHere,ȱtheȱpublicȱsectorȱcanȱplayȱaȱ
foundationalȱroleȱinȱencouragingȱdevelopment:ȱitȱsetsȱtheȱstageȱsoȱthatȱasȱmarketȱconditionsȱ
improve,ȱdevelopmentȱfacesȱfewerȱimpedimentsȱtoȱfeasibility.ȱActivitiesȱincludeȱworkingȱwithȱ
stakeholdersȱtoȱdetermineȱaȱvisionȱforȱdevelopmentȱorȱredevelopment,ȱprioritizingȱandȱ
planningȱtoȱfundȱinfrastructureȱimprovementsȱandȱappropriateȱpublicȱinstitutions,ȱensuringȱ
thatȱappropriateȱdevelopmentȱregulationsȱandȱincentivesȱareȱinȱplace,ȱandȱprovidingȱprogramsȱ
toȱsupportȱtheȱsuccessȱandȱgrowthȱofȱexistingȱbusinesses.ȱȱ

Becauseȱfeasibilityȱgapsȱareȱsoȱlarge,ȱdirectȱsubsidyȱofȱvisionaryȱdevelopmentȱprojectsȱisȱusuallyȱ
notȱadvisableȱinȱthisȱphase.ȱLargeȱamountsȱofȱcapitalȱareȱrequiredȱtoȱovercomeȱtheȱgap,ȱandȱ
pioneeringȱprojectsȱriskȱsittingȱvacantȱforȱlongȱperiodsȱofȱtimeȱorȱmayȱrequireȱongoingȱsubsidyȱ
toȱunderwriteȱrents.ȱItȱmayȱtakeȱmultipleȱdevelopmentȱcycles,ȱevenȱafterȱallȱofȱtheȱ
“developmentȱreadiness”ȱactionsȱareȱcomplete,ȱbeforeȱmarketȱfundamentalsȱalignȱwithȱtheȱ
community’sȱvision.ȱInȱtheseȱcases,ȱtheȱbetterȱinterventionȱmayȱbeȱaȱrealignmentȱofȱvisionȱtoȱ
reflectȱmarketȱrealitiesȱorȱanȱevaluationȱofȱphasingȱoptionsȱforȱimplementation.ȱȱ
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Catalyze 

TheȱpublicȱsectorȱhasȱtheȱgreatestȱabilityȱtoȱaffectȱshortȬtermȱdevelopmentȱoutcomesȱinȱtheȱ
middleȱportionȱofȱtheȱspectrumȱ(“Catalyze”ȱinȱFigureȱ3).ȱWhenȱdevelopmentȱprojectsȱareȱcloseȱ
toȱtheȱfeasibilityȱhurdle,ȱprojectsȱneedȱsmallerȱdollarȱamountsȱtoȱfillȱgaps,ȱandȱincentivesȱ
thereforeȱhaveȱgreaterȱvalue.ȱHere,ȱthereȱareȱtwoȱsituationsȱthatȱcouldȱcallȱforȱpublicȱaction:ȱ(1)ȱ
Theȱareaȱcanȱsupportȱnewȱprivateȱdevelopment,ȱbutȱitȱdoesȱnotȱalignȱwithȱtheȱpublicȱvisionȱforȱ
developmentȱinȱtheȱarea.ȱForȱexample,ȱtheȱdevelopmentȱisȱatȱaȱlowerȱdensityȱorȱofȱaȱlowerȱ
qualityȱthanȱdesired;ȱorȱ(2)ȱNewȱdevelopmentȱisȱnotȱoccurring.ȱȱ

PublicȱsectorȱactionsȱincludeȱpublicȬprivateȱpartnershipȱapproachesȱtoȱincentȱdevelopment,ȱ
suchȱasȱtaxȱcredits,ȱlowȬinterestȱloans,ȱstudiesȱtoȱunderstandȱandȱremoveȱregulatoryȱbarriers,ȱ
alignmentȱofȱcapitalȱimprovementȱprogramsȱtoȱprovideȱneededȱinfrastructure,ȱrecruitmentȱofȱ
developers,ȱandȱotherȱactions.ȱȱ

Support 

Publicȱactionȱmayȱstillȱbeȱrequiredȱtoȱencourageȱfinanciallyȱfeasibleȱprojects,ȱbutȱitsȱpurposeȱisȱ
primarilyȱtoȱdealȱwithȱtheȱchallengesȱofȱsuccess.ȱItȱmayȱincludeȱparkingȱdemandȱmanagementȱ
strategies,ȱimprovedȱpublicȱtransitȱtoȱsupportȱdensity,ȱorȱsupportȱforȱaffordableȱhousingȱorȱantiȬ
gentrificationȱactions.ȱCPDGȱgrantsȱhaveȱnotȱtargetedȱgeographiesȱthatȱareȱaboveȱtheȱfeasibilityȱ
hurdle.ȱ

Inȱshort:ȱplanningȱactivitiesȱlikeȱthoseȱfundedȱthroughȱtheȱCPDGȱareȱimportantȱinȱallȱphasesȱofȱ
theȱfeasibilityȱspectrum,ȱbutȱultimately,ȱtheȱrelationshipȱbetweenȱtheȱvisionȱforȱredevelopmentȱ
andȱmarketȱfundamentalsȱwillȱinfluenceȱtheȱdevelopmentȱoutcomesȱthatȱcitiesȱcanȱreasonablyȱ
expect.ȱMetricsȱforȱsuccessȱshouldȱbeȱbasedȱonȱaȱrealisticȱunderstandingȱofȱtheȱdevelopmentȱ
marketȱandȱwithȱwellȬdefinedȱdesiredȱoutcomesȱinȱmind.ȱȱ

TheȱcriteriaȱforȱtheȱCPDGȱgrantȱ(inȱparticular,ȱcriteriaȱregardingȱtheȱprobabilityȱthatȱ
developmentȱpermitsȱwillȱbeȱissuedȱwithinȱtwoȱorȱfiveȱyears)ȱsuggestȱthatȱtheȱCPDGȱgrantsȱareȱ
targetingȱcommunitiesȱthatȱareȱinȱtheȱmiddleȱphaseȱ(“catalyze”ȱinȱFigureȱ3)ȱofȱtheȱspectrum.ȱ
However,ȱitȱisȱunclearȱthatȱdevelopmentȱmarketsȱinȱmanyȱofȱtheȱcommunitiesȱthatȱreceivedȱ
grantsȱwereȱcloseȱenoughȱtoȱtheȱfeasibilityȱmarketȱtoȱproduceȱsuchȱaȱquickȱreturn.ȱ

1.4 Economic Context: the Great Recession 
LeadingȱupȱtoȱtheȱmidȬ2000s,ȱtheȱPortlandȱmetropolitan’sȱrealȱestateȱsectorȱhadȱaȱlongȱperiodȱofȱ
growth.ȱFromȱyearȱtoȱyear,ȱrealȱmarketȱvaluesȱincreased,ȱandȱpermitsȱstayedȱconstantȱorȱ
increasedȱ(seeȱFigureȱ4).ȱInȱtheȱlateȱ2000s,ȱhowever,ȱtheȱ“GreatȱRecession”ȱbegan.ȱRealȱestateȱ
wasȱamongȱtheȱmostȱhardȱhitȱsectorsȱofȱtheȱeconomy.ȱRealȱmarketȱvaluesȱandȱpermitsȱdropped.ȱ
Fromȱitsȱpeakȱinȱ2009ȱtoȱ2013,ȱrealȱmarketȱvaluesȱdroppedȱbyȱnearlyȱ20ȱpercent.ȱWhileȱpermitsȱ
haveȱincreasedȱslightlyȱoverȱtheȱsameȱtimeȱperiod,ȱpermitsȱareȱstillȱ60ȱpercentȱlowerȱthanȱinȱ
2005,ȱtheȱpeakȱyear,ȱandȱ48ȱpercentȱlowerȱthanȱtheyȱwereȱinȱ1998.ȱMapȱ1ȱshowsȱtheȱlocationsȱofȱ
CPDGȱgrantsȱandȱnewȱresidentialȱunitsȱbuiltȱ2007Ȭ2012.ȱȱ
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Theȱimplicationsȱforȱthisȱstudyȱareȱimportant:ȱtheȱgrantsȱwereȱimplementedȱinȱaȱtimeȱwhenȱveryȱ
littleȱdevelopmentȱofȱanyȱsortȱwasȱoccurring,ȱwhetherȱinȱanȱareaȱthatȱreceivedȱCPDGȱfundingȱorȱ
not.ȱThisȱfactorȱaloneȱsignificantlyȱlimitsȱtheȱutilityȱofȱquantitativeȱevaluationsȱofȱdevelopmentȱ
outcomes.ȱȱ

Figure 4. 2013 UGB Real Market Value per Acre and Permits per Acre, 1998-2013 

  
Source: ECONorthwest, based on RLIS parcel RMV assessment data and Construction Monitor permits 
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2 Analysis: Cycle 1 

ThisȱsectionȱpresentsȱfindingsȱfromȱtheȱevaluationȱofȱCycleȱ1.ȱBecauseȱtheȱmethodsȱofȱgrantȱ
administration,ȱexpectedȱoutcomes,ȱandȱtimelinesȱforȱgrantȱimplementationȱdifferȱfromȱCycleȱ1ȱ
toȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantȱadministration,ȱtheȱcyclesȱareȱevaluatedȱseparately.ȱȱ

Forȱthisȱcycle,ȱweȱpresentȱthreeȱsetsȱofȱinformation:ȱ

1. Anȱoverviewȱofȱtheȱgrantsȱadministeredȱinȱeachȱcycle,ȱincludingȱidentificationȱofȱmajorȱ
trendsȱandȱpatternsȱinȱgrantȱdistributionȱandȱprojectȱexecution.ȱȱ

2. Quantitativeȱfindingsȱthatȱexploreȱchangesȱinȱpermitȱactivityȱandȱrealȱmarketȱvaluesȱinȱ
grantȱareasȱcomparedȱtoȱotherȱrelevantȱareas.ȱTheseȱareȱtheȱmostȱreliableȱtimeȬseriesȱdataȱ
setsȱavailableȱtoȱoperationalizeȱtheȱfundamentalȱoutcomeȱdescribedȱforȱtheȱCPDGȱgrants:ȱ
toȱencourageȱdevelopment.ȱCycleȱ1’sȱcomparatorȱisȱtheȱareaȱofȱallȱUGBȱexpansionsȱthatȱ
occurredȱbetweenȱ1998Ȭ2011.17ȱȱ

3. Qualitativeȱfindingsȱfromȱcaseȱstudyȱinterviewsȱconductedȱwithȱtheȱprojectȱmanagersȱ
fromȱjurisdictionsȱthatȱreceivedȱgrants,ȱwithȱMetroȱstaffȱthatȱadministeredȱtheȱgrants,ȱandȱ
fromȱdevelopersȱthatȱhaveȱinteractedȱwithȱtheȱprogram.18ȱ

2.1 Overview 
Cycleȱ1ȱgrantsȱwereȱadministeredȱnonȬcompetitivelyȱandȱwereȱusedȱtoȱfundȱconceptȱplanningȱinȱ
areasȱbroughtȱintoȱtheȱregion’sȱurbanȱgrowthȱboundaryȱbetweenȱ2002ȱandȱ2005.ȱAsȱdiscussedȱinȱ
Sectionȱ1.1,ȱCycleȱ1ȱgrantsȱfellȱintoȱtwoȱcategories:ȱ(1)ȱgrantsȱtoȱsupportȱnewȱplanningȱthatȱhadȱ
notȱyetȱoccurred;ȱ(2)ȱreimbursementȱgrantsȱtoȱretroȬactivelyȱfundȱplanningȱthatȱhadȱalreadyȱ
occurred.ȱTheȱkeyȱoutcomeȱexpectedȱfromȱtheȱgrantsȱwasȱanȱadoptedȱconceptȱplanȱthatȱdefinesȱ
theȱzoningȱforȱnewȱdevelopment.ȱNoteȱthatȱsomeȱareasȱrequiredȱannexationȱorȱotherȱ
governanceȱdecisionsȱbeforeȱdevelopmentȱcanȱoccur;ȱinȱthoseȱareasȱadoptionȱofȱtheȱconceptȱplanȱ
isȱeffectivelyȱanȱintermediaryȱstepȱtoȱachievingȱdevelopment.ȱȱ

Figureȱ5ȱshowsȱtheȱlocationsȱofȱtheȱCycleȱ1ȱprojects,ȱdistinguishingȱbetweenȱreimbursementsȱ
andȱgrantees.ȱItȱalsoȱshowsȱtheȱcomparisonȱareasȱ(allȱUGBȱexpansionȱareasȱbetweenȱ1998ȱtoȱ
2011).ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

17ȱQualityȱdataȱonȱpermitsȱandȱassessmentȱvaluesȱareȱnotȱavailableȱpriorȱtoȱ1998.ȱȱ
18ȱWhileȱweȱdidȱattemptȱtoȱidentifyȱquantitativeȱfindingsȱatȱtheȱprojectȱlevelȱ(forȱeachȱstudyȱarea),ȱweȱdoȱnotȱpresentȱ
thoseȱfindingsȱbecauseȱresultsȱwereȱinconclusive.ȱȱ
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Figure 5. Map of Cycle 1 Grant Areas, Reimbursements and Grantees 

 
Source: ECONorthwest. Data from Metro.  

Theȱmajority—75ȱpercent—ofȱCycleȱ1ȱprojects’ȱplansȱhaveȱbeenȱadopted,ȱbutȱlessȱthanȱaȱ
quarter—21ȱpercent—haveȱbeenȱzonedȱandȱareȱreadyȱforȱdevelopment.ȱ(HalfȱofȱCycleȱ1ȱprojectsȱ
areȱawaitingȱzoningȱbasedȱuponȱannexations).ȱAsȱwouldȱbeȱexpected,ȱreimbursedȱprojectsȱ
outperformȱotherȱgrantees19;ȱ86ȱpercentȱofȱreimbursedȱprojectsȱhaveȱbeenȱadoptedȱandȱ57ȱ
percentȱhaveȱbeenȱzoned.ȱOfȱtheȱotherȱgrantees,ȱ71ȱpercentȱhaveȱbeenȱadoptedȱandȱ6ȱpercentȱ
(NorthȱBethany)ȱhasȱbeenȱzoned.ȱAppendixȱAȱprovidesȱtheȱstatusȱofȱeachȱCycleȱ1ȱgrant.ȱȱ

Table 2. CPDG Cycle 1 Adoption, Zoning, and Expenditure Summary 

 
Source: ECONorthwest. Data from Metro. 

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

19ȱTheȱoneȱreimbursementȱprojectȱthatȱdoesȱnotȱyetȱhaveȱanȱadoptedȱconceptȱplanȱisȱinȱtheȱCityȱofȱDamascus,ȱwhereȱ
significantȱissuesȱaroundȱgovernanceȱ(includingȱbattlesȱaroundȱincorporation)ȱhaveȱheldȱupȱplanningȱefforts.ȱȱ

CPDG Cycle 1 grants
Not a reimbursement

Reimbursement

UGB expansion areas, 1998-2011

Number 
of projects

CPA 
adopted Share Zoned Share

Grant 
amount

Amount 
expended Share

Total 24 18 75% 5 21% $6,295,377 $5,370,496 85%
Reimbursed 7 6 86% 4 57% $1,281,674 $1,281,674 100%
Grantees 17 12 71% 1 6% $5,013,703 $4,088,822 82%
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Someȱinterpretationȱofȱtheseȱfindings,ȱbasedȱonȱinterviewsȱandȱotherȱresearch:ȱȱ

1. Severalȱofȱtheȱreimbursementȱprojectsȱ(HillsboroȱShuteȱRoad,ȱGreshamȱSpringwater)ȱ
wereȱinȱindustrialȱareas.ȱTheseȱjurisdictionsȱmayȱhaveȱbeenȱmoreȱmotivatedȱtoȱmoveȱ
forwardȱwithȱconceptȱplanningȱinȱtheseȱareasȱtoȱpositionȱforȱjobȱgrowthȱandȱeconomicȱ
development.ȱȱ

2. Amongȱthoseȱprojectsȱthatȱhaveȱnotȱyetȱcompletedȱconceptȱplanningȱorȱadoptedȱzoningȱ
(CooperȱMountain,ȱWestȱBullȱMountain,ȱBonnyȱSlope,ȱBasaltȱCreek,ȱDamascusȱandȱ
OregonȱCityȱSouthȱEndȱRoad),ȱaȱkeyȱissueȱisȱgovernance.ȱMostȱofȱtheȱexpansionȱareasȱareȱ
inȱunincorporatedȱareas,ȱandȱquestionsȱaboutȱwhichȱjurisdictionȱfundsȱandȱprovidesȱ
servicesȱareȱfundamentalȱtoȱimplementation.ȱWhenȱtheseȱquestionsȱareȱunresolved,ȱ
adoptionȱofȱconceptȱplanningȱandȱassociatedȱzoningȱisȱsignificantlyȱcomplicated.ȱ

2.2 Observed development trends 
Cycleȱ1ȱgrantsȱwereȱprimarilyȱfocusedȱonȱplanȱadoptionȱtoȱallowȱdevelopmentȱinȱexpansionȱ
areas,ȱbutȱdevelopmentȱitselfȱisȱclearlyȱtheȱultimateȱgoal.ȱȱ

Cycleȱ1ȱareasȱhaveȱhistoricallyȱperformedȱsimilarȱtoȱotherȱrecentȱexpansionȱareasȱinȱtermsȱofȱrealȱ
marketȱvalueȱandȱbuildingȱpermits.ȱFigureȱ6ȱshowsȱrealȱmarketȱvalueȱandȱpermitȱcountȱperȱacreȱ
forȱCycleȱ1ȱgrantȱareasȱandȱcomparators.20ȱRealȱmarketȱvalueȱperȱacreȱinȱCycleȱ1ȱandȱinȱanȱ
aggregateȱofȱallȱotherȱ1998Ȭ2011ȱExpansionȱAreasȱhaveȱtrendedȱtogether,ȱbutȱCycleȱ1ȱsitesȱhaveȱ
historicallyȱdemonstratedȱmuchȱlowerȱperȱacreȱvalues.ȱAsȱwouldȱbeȱexpected,ȱCycleȱ1ȱhasȱlowerȱ
permitsȱperȱacreȱthanȱtheȱ1998Ȭ2011ȱexpansionȱareasȱandȱtheȱ2013ȱUGB.ȱ

Figure 6. Real Market Value Per Acre and Permit Count Per Acre, Cycle 1 & Comparators, 1998-
2012 

 

Source: ECONorthwest. RMV data from Metro RLIS. Permit data from Construction Monitor.  

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

20ȱItȱisȱimportantȱtoȱuseȱperȱacreȱmeasuresȱtoȱnormalizeȱforȱtheȱareas’ȱdifferingȱsizes.ȱȱ
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Figureȱ7ȱshowsȱperȱacreȱgrowthȱinȱrealȱmarketȱvalueȱandȱpermitȱcountsȱforȱ1999Ȭ2013,ȱmakingȱ
clearȱthatȱrealȱmarketȱvalueȱinȱexpansionȱareasȱfollowedȱaȱveryȱsimilarȱgrowthȱtrendȱtoȱtheȱUGBȱ
asȱaȱwhole.ȱEvenȱinȱexpansionȱareas,ȱtheȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱrecessionȱwereȱveryȱstrong,ȱandȱdifficultȱ
forȱevenȱsuccessfulȱplanningȱinterventionsȱunlikelyȱtoȱovercome.ȱThoughȱCycleȱ1ȱhasȱfewerȱ
permitsȱperȱacre,ȱtheȱgrowthȱratesȱofȱitsȱpermitsȱtrendsȱwithȱthoseȱofȱtheȱ1998Ȭ2011ȱexpansionȱ
areas,ȱasȱseenȱinȱFigureȱ7ȱbelow.ȱȱ

Figure 7. Real Market Value Growth and Permit Count Growth, Cycle 1 & Comparators, 1999-2013 

 
ECONorthwest. RMV data from Metro RLIS. Permit data from Construction Monitor. 

Figureȱ8ȱappliesȱtheseȱfindingsȱtoȱaȱhypotheticalȱgrowthȱscenario;ȱitȱcomparesȱhowȱCycleȱ1ȱ
actuallyȱperformedȱ(theȱredȱline)ȱrelativeȱtoȱhowȱitȱwouldȱhaveȱperformedȱifȱitȱfollowedȱtheȱ
growthȱrateȱtrendȱforȱallȱotherȱexpansionȱareasȱ(theȱyellowȱline)ȱandȱhowȱitȱwouldȱhaveȱ
performedȱifȱitȱfollowedȱtheȱtrendȱforȱtheȱentireȱUGBȱ(theȱgreyȱline).ȱ21ȱThisȱfigureȱaddressesȱtheȱ
questionȱofȱhowȱrealȱmarketȱvalueȱandȱpermitȱactivityȱofȱCycleȱ1ȱsitesȱwouldȱhaveȱchangedȱoverȱ
timeȱifȱgrowthȱratesȱhadȱmatchedȱthoseȱforȱtheȱ1998Ȭ2011ȱexpansionȱareasȱorȱtheȱ2013ȱUGB.ȱȱ

Forȱrealȱmarketȱvalueȱperȱacre,ȱtheȱCycleȱ1ȱareasȱunderperformedȱotherȱexpansionȱareas,ȱandȱ
trendedȱroughlyȱinȱlineȱwithȱtheȱUGBȱasȱaȱwhole.ȱCycleȱ1ȱultimatelyȱ“underperforms”ȱrelativeȱ
toȱtheseȱscenarios,ȱbutȱnotȱbyȱaȱsubstantialȱmargin.ȱCycleȱ1ȱareasȱwereȱalsoȱmoreȱrecentlyȱ
broughtȱintoȱtheȱUGB,ȱsoȱoneȱshouldȱalsoȱexpectȱthemȱtoȱtakeȱsomeȱtimeȱtoȱreachȱtheȱgrowthȱ
levelsȱofȱmoreȱestablishedȱareas.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

21ȱToȱexamineȱsuchȱaȱgrowthȱscenarioȱrequiresȱmakingȱanȱassumptionȱofȱaȱuniformȱstartȱdate.ȱForȱCycleȱ1ȱthisȱwasȱ
difficult.ȱIGAsȱwereȱsignedȱoverȱseveralȱyears,ȱandȱmanyȱprojectsȱtookȱadditionalȱtimeȱtoȱbeȱcompleted.ȱToȱtakeȱ
2007ȱasȱtheȱscenarioȱstateȱdateȱisȱaȱstrongȱassumption.ȱItȱessentiallyȱassumesȱthatȱtheȱmereȱfactȱofȱsigningȱtheȱIGAȱ
couldȱmeaningfullyȱimpactȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes.ȱThisȱstrongȱassumptionȱisȱdeliberate.ȱExaminingȱtheȱcycleȱinȱ
theȱharshestȱlightȱmakesȱeventualȱlackȱofȱanyȱstrongȱfindingsȱquiteȱtelling.ȱ
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Figure 8. Cycle 1 Real Market Value and Permit count, Hypothetical Scenarios 

 
Source: ECONorthwest. RMV data from Metro RLIS.  

Ultimately,ȱdataȱlimitationsȱandȱshortȱpostȬimplementationȱfollowȬupȱperiodȱpreventȱusȱfromȱ
drawingȱstrongȱconclusionsȱaboutȱtheȱbenefitsȱorȱcostsȱcausedȱofȱtheȱCPDGȱprogram.ȱTheȱ
expansionȱareasȱasȱaȱwholeȱappearȱtoȱperformȱconsistentlyȱwithȱtheȱUGB,ȱsuggestingȱthatȱtheȱ
performanceȱofȱeconomyȱasȱaȱwholeȱhasȱtheȱmostȱsubstantialȱeffectȱonȱdevelopmentȱoutcomesȱ
forȱexpansionȱareas.ȱWithoutȱconceptȱplansȱandȱzoningȱinȱplace,ȱclearly,ȱexpansionȱareasȱcannotȱ
achieveȱanyȱdevelopment,ȱregardlessȱofȱhowȱtheȱlargerȱeconomyȱisȱperforming.ȱAtȱtheȱsameȱ
time,ȱtheȱdataȱandȱanalysisȱhereȱprovideȱreasonableȱbaselineȱinformationȱforȱfutureȱevaluations,ȱ
andȱsimilarȱanalysesȱconductedȱinȱtheȱfutureȱmightȱshedȱmoreȱlightȱonȱhowȱCPDGȱinfluencesȱ
developmentȱforȱsitesȱreceivingȱaȱgrants.ȱȱ

ȱ

2.3 Cycle 1 case study interview details 

City of Happy Valley – East Happy Valley Comp Plan area 

Theȱ2002ȱUGBȱexpansionȱbroughtȱ2,400ȱacresȱintoȱtheȱCityȱofȱ
HappyȱValley.ȱTheȱCityȱofȱHappyȱValley’sȱCycleȱ1ȱgrant,ȱinȱ
conjunctionȱwithȱaȱTGMȱgrantȱandȱmatchingȱfunds,ȱsupportedȱ
theȱdevelopmentȱofȱanȱintegratedȱlandȱuseȱandȱtransportationȱ
planȱforȱtheseȱacres.ȱTheȱplanningȱprojectȱwasȱaȱmultiȬyearȱ
processȱthatȱinvolvedȱtheȱadoptionȱofȱfourȱlandȱuseȱordinances.ȱ
TheȱIGAȱwithȱMetroȱforȱtheȱgrantȱwasȱsignedȱinȱ2007.ȱInȱMayȱ
2009,ȱtheȱCityȱofȱHappyȱValleyȱadoptedȱaȱconceptȱplanȱmapȱthatȱ
calledȱforȱaȱmixȱofȱemployment,ȱcampusȱindustrial,ȱcommercial,ȱ
singleȱfamilyȱandȱhigherȬdensityȱresidential,ȱandȱmixedȬuseȱdevelopment.ȱTheȱproject’sȱ
managerȱstatedȱthatȱwithoutȱtheȱgrant,ȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱhaveȱtakenȱoneȱorȱtwoȱyearsȱlongerȱtoȱ
complete,ȱbutȱtheȱplanningȱitselfȱwouldȱhaveȱbeenȱtheȱsame.ȱ
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AȱminorȱobstacleȱforȱthisȱprojectȱinvolvedȱhandlingȱnegativeȱpublicȱsentimentȱtowardȱTitleȱ11.ȱ
Inȱresponse,ȱtheȱplanningȱteamȱheldȱmeetingsȱtoȱhearȱtheȱpublic’sȱconcernsȱandȱexplainȱtheȱ
regulations.ȱOverall,ȱtheȱprojectȱwasȱsuccessfulȱinȱachievingȱtheȱintendedȱoutcomesȱofȱtheȱCycleȱ
1ȱgrants.ȱ

Washington County – North Bethany 

NorthȱBethanyȱwasȱtheȱoneȱCycleȱ1ȱgranteeȱthatȱsuccessfullyȱ
completedȱconceptȱplanningȱandȱadoptedȱzoningȱandȱrelatedȱ
fundingȱmechanisms,ȱleadingȱtoȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes.ȱTheȱ
NorthȱBethanyȱprojectȱwasȱaȱmultiȬyearȱprocessȱthatȱinvolvedȱtheȱ
adoptionȱofȱmultipleȱordinances.ȱȱTwoȱordinancesȱadoptedȱtheȱ
NorthȱBethanyȱConceptȱPlanȱandȱimplementingȱregulations;ȱfourȱ
subsequentȱordinancesȱadoptedȱrefinementsȱtoȱtheȱconceptȱplanȱ
andȱimplementingȱregulations.ȱTheȱIGAȱwithȱMetroȱwasȱsignedȱ
inȱ2007,ȱandȱtheȱmostȱrecentȱordinanceȱwasȱadoptedȱinȱ2013.22ȱ
Throughȱtheȱplanningȱprocessȱfundedȱbyȱtheȱgrant,ȱtheȱCountyȱ
determinedȱdevelopmentȱdensitiesȱandȱlocations,ȱassessedȱ
neededȱinfrastructure—includingȱitsȱlocationȱandȱcapacity—andȱ
developedȱanȱinitialȱfundingȱstrategy.ȱImplementingȱtheȱfundingȱstrategyȱinvolvedȱtheȱcreationȱ
ofȱaȱCountyȱServiceȱDistrictȱtoȱfundȱtheȱdevelopmentȱofȱroads,ȱinȱadditionȱtoȱaȱsupplementalȱ
SystemȱDevelopmentȱChargeȱ(SDC)ȱtoȱfundȱroads.ȱȱ

TheȱprojectȱmanagerȱatȱtheȱCountyȱstatedȱthatȱtheȱgrantȱallowedȱWashingtonȱCountyȱtoȱ
prioritizeȱtheȱprojectȱandȱinvestȱtimeȱandȱeffortȱitȱotherwiseȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱbeenȱableȱtoȱdo.ȱTheȱ
projectȱmanagerȱstatedȱthat,ȱwithoutȱtheȱgrant,ȱtheȱplanningȱwouldȱhaveȱoccurred,ȱbutȱwouldȱ
haveȱbeenȱcompletedȱlaterȱandȱwithoutȱasȱmuchȱdetailȱandȱintegration.ȱTheȱgrantȱhelpedȱ
facilitateȱinterȬagencyȱcollaboration.ȱAnȱexampleȱprovidedȱwasȱaȱcollaborationȱbetweenȱ
TualatinȱHillsȱParksȱandȱRecreationȱDistrictȱandȱCleanȱWaterȱServices,ȱwhereȱtheȱtwoȱagenciesȱ
coȬlocatedȱparksȱandȱstormwaterȱfacilitiesȱandȱleveragedȱtheȱresourcesȱofȱbothȱorganizations.ȱ
OtherȱprojectȱdetailsȱofȱnoteȱareȱTHPRD’sȱ“innovative”ȱparkȱdesign,ȱCleanȱWaterȱServices’ȱ
novelȱregionalȱstormwaterȱapproach,ȱandȱWashingtonȱCounty’sȱknowledgeȱandȱexperienceȱ
gainedȱaboutȱurbanȱredevelopment—whichȱitȱwillȱapplyȱtoȱtheȱplanningȱofȱAreaȱ93.ȱWithoutȱ
theȱgrant,ȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱhaveȱbeenȱdelayedȱbyȱseveralȱyears,ȱandȱmayȱhaveȱmissedȱaȱ
developmentȱcycle.ȱ

Planningȱtookȱmoreȱtimeȱthanȱanticipated,ȱforȱseveralȱreasons.ȱGovernanceȱwasȱaȱkeyȱissueȱtoȱ
resolve,ȱasȱtheȱCityȱofȱBeavertonȱwasȱassumedȱtoȱbeȱtheȱjurisdictionȱthatȱwouldȱconductȱtheȱ
NorthȱBethanyȱconceptȱplanningȱwhenȱtheȱareaȱwasȱbroughtȱintoȱtheȱUrbanȱGrowthȱBoundaryȱ
inȱ2002.ȱȱFurthermore,ȱWashingtonȱCountyȱhadȱnotȱpreviouslyȱconductedȱdetailedȱurbanȬlevelȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

22ȱDetailsȱdescribedȱhereȱ(accessedȱinȱMarch,ȱ2014):ȱ
http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUT/PlanningProjects/Bethany/#AnchorNorthBethanyOrdsȱȱȱ

Value of grant:  
Caused an integrated approach 
and more strategic planning to 
occur sooner, allowing North 
Bethany to catch the current 
market upswing.  
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Governance; infrastructure 
funding 
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Development is beginning, in 
alignment with the adopted 
concept plan 
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designȱandȱplanningȱofȱurbanȱunincorporatedȱareas,ȱoutsideȱofȱStationȱAreasȱandȱoneȱTownȱ
Center.ȱȱInȱaddition,ȱWashingtonȱCountyȱhadȱnotȱpreviouslyȱcreatedȱaȱspecificȱfundingȱstrategyȱ
forȱconstructionȱofȱproposedȱroadsȱinȱaȱsmallȱgeographicȱarea.ȱȱTheȱCountyȱhasȱhistoricallyȱ
reliedȱuponȱincrementalȱdevelopmentȱandȱaȱpropertyȱtaxȱlevyȱtoȱfundȱroadȱconstruction.ȱȱAsȱaȱ
result,ȱtheȱcountyȱdidȱnotȱhaveȱfundingȱmechanismsȱorȱdecisionȬmakingȱframeworksȱinȱplaceȱtoȱ
supportȱfullȱconstructionȱofȱtheȱproposedȱroadȱinfrastructure.ȱTheȱCountyȱevaluatedȱandȱ
rejectedȱtheȱpossibilityȱofȱusingȱurbanȱrenewalȱtoȱfundȱdevelopmentȱinȱNorthȱBethany,ȱandȱ
insteadȱformedȱaȱnewȱtaxingȱdistrict,ȱaȱCountyȱServiceȱDistrict,ȱtoȱfundȱtheȱconstructionȱofȱ
severalȱroadȱsegmentsȱservingȱNorthȱBethany.ȱȱTheȱCountyȱalsoȱdevelopedȱaȱsupplementalȱ
SDC.ȱȱ

Thereȱwasȱsubstantialȱnegotiationȱwithȱdevelopersȱregardingȱtheȱuseȱofȱsystemsȱdevelopmentȱ
chargesȱtoȱfundȱinfrastructure,ȱwhichȱrequiredȱresolutionȱthroughȱtheȱuseȱofȱaȱmediator.ȱLandȱ
planningȱitselfȱalsoȱledȱtoȱsomeȱconflict.ȱRequirementsȱregardingȱtheȱprovisionȱofȱbuffersȱforȱ
adjacentȱagriculturalȱactivitiesȱoutsideȱofȱNorthȱBethanyȱresultedȱinȱaȱreductionȱinȱtheȱtotalȱ
amountȱofȱdevelopableȱacres,ȱwhichȱcausedȱconcernȱfromȱdevelopersȱbecauseȱofȱtheȱpotentialȱtoȱ
affectȱbottomȱlineȱoutcomes.ȱThoughȱtheȱprocessȱwasȱslowerȱthanȱanticipated,ȱaȱconceptȱplanȱ
andȱassociatedȱimplementingȱordinancesȱwereȱsuccessfullyȱadopted.ȱDevelopmentȱactivityȱ
beganȱaȱyearȱtoȱaȱyearȱandȱaȱhalfȱago,ȱandȱisȱanticipatedȱtoȱaccelerateȱasȱjobȱgrowthȱandȱtheȱ
developmentȱmarketȱinȱgeneralȱcontinueȱtoȱimproveȱinȱWashingtonȱCounty.ȱȱ ȱ
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3 Analysis: Cycle 2 

ThisȱsectionȱpresentsȱfindingsȱfromȱtheȱevaluationȱofȱCycleȱ2.ȱBecauseȱtheȱmethodsȱofȱgrantȱ
administration,ȱexpectedȱoutcomes,ȱandȱtimelinesȱforȱgrantȱimplementationȱdifferȱfromȱCycleȱ1ȱ
toȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantȱadministration,ȱtheȱcyclesȱareȱevaluatedȱseparately.ȱȱ

Forȱthisȱcycle,ȱweȱpresentȱthreeȱsetsȱofȱinformation:ȱ

1. Anȱoverviewȱofȱtheȱgrantsȱadministeredȱinȱeachȱcycle,ȱincludingȱidentificationȱofȱmajorȱ
trendsȱandȱpatternsȱandȱgrantȱdistributionȱandȱprojectȱexecution.ȱȱ

2. Quantitativeȱfindingsȱthatȱexploreȱchangesȱinȱpermitȱactivityȱandȱmarketȱvaluesȱinȱgrantȱ
areasȱcomparedȱtoȱotherȱrelevantȱareas.ȱTheseȱareȱtheȱmostȱreliableȱtimeȬseriesȱdataȱsetsȱ
availableȱtoȱoperationalizeȱtheȱfundamentalȱoutcomeȱdescribedȱforȱtheȱCPDGȱgrants:ȱtoȱ
encourageȱdevelopment.ȱCycleȱ2’sȱcomparatorȱisȱareaȱofȱcentersȱandȱcorridors,ȱasȱ
designatedȱbyȱMetro,ȱandȱexcludingȱPortlandȱCentralȱCityȱ(whichȱhasȱveryȱdifferentȱ
developmentȱtypesȱfromȱmostȱotherȱareasȱreceivingȱgrantsȱandȱdoesȱnotȱpresentȱaȱ
reasonableȱcomparator).23ȱ

3. Qualitativeȱfindingsȱfromȱcaseȱstudyȱinterviewsȱconductedȱwithȱtheȱprojectȱmanagersȱ
fromȱjurisdictionsȱthatȱreceivedȱgrants,ȱwithȱMetroȱstaffȱthatȱadministeredȱtheȱgrants,ȱandȱ
fromȱdevelopersȱthatȱhaveȱinteractedȱwithȱtheȱprogram.24ȱ

ȱ

3.1 Overview 
Cycleȱ2ȱofȱCPDGȱhadȱdifferentȱcriteriaȱthanȱCycleȱ1,ȱinvolvingȱabilityȱ
toȱachieveȱdevelopmentȱpermitsȱtwoȱandȱfiveȱyearsȱafterȱprojectȱ
completion,ȱtheȱprojectȱdescriptionȱandȱbackground,ȱachievementȱofȱ
theȱ2040ȱGrowthȱConcept’sȱdesiredȱsixȱoutcomes,ȱfacilitationȱofȱ
developmentȱandȱredevelopmentȱinȱ2040ȱGrowthȱConceptȱdesignȱ
areas,ȱdemonstrationȱofȱreplicableȱbestȱpractices,ȱandȱleverageȱofȱ
additionalȱprivateȱorȱpublicȱinvestment.ȱIGAsȱwereȱexecutedȱforȱ16ȱ
projects.ȱAppendixȱAȱprovidesȱinformationȱaboutȱtheȱstatusȱofȱeachȱ
Cycleȱ2ȱproject.ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

23ȱInȱaȱrandomizedȱcontrolledȱevaluation,ȱoneȱcouldȱattributeȱtheȱdifferenceȱbetweenȱsubjectȱandȱcomparatorȱtoȱtheȱ
treatment,ȱinȱthisȱcaseȱtheȱCPDGȱprogram.ȱBecauseȱCPDGȱwasȱneitherȱrandomizedȱnorȱcontrolled,ȱhowever,ȱoneȱ
cannotȱmakeȱsuchȱconclusions.ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱcomparisonsȱtoȱotherȱgeographiesȱareȱbestȱusedȱtoȱidentifyȱtrendsȱthatȱ
appearȱconsistentȱwithȱtheȱprogram’sȱgoalsȱorȱinconsistentȱwithȱtheȱprogramsȱgoals.ȱȱ

24ȱWhileȱweȱdidȱanalyzeȱdataȱatȱtheȱprojectȱlevelȱforȱeachȱofȱtheȱindividualȱgrantȱareas,ȱweȱdoȱnotȱpresentȱquantitativeȱ
findingsȱatȱtheȱprojectȱlevelȱbecauseȱresultsȱwereȱinconclusive.ȱȱ

Cycle 2 Summary 
 
17 grants 
   16 IGAs executed to date 
   3 projects completed 

$3.7 million awarded 
   $2.2 million paid to date  
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Cycleȱ2ȱfundsȱwereȱusedȱtoȱplanȱforȱaȱwideȱrangeȱofȱdevelopmentȱtypes.ȱForȱexample,ȱsomeȱ
projectsȱtargetedȱindustrialȱareasȱrelativelyȱfarȱfromȱtheȱUGB’sȱcenter,ȱwhereasȱothersȱtargetedȱ
townȱcentersȱinȱareasȱwellȱestablishedȱinȱtheȱUGB.ȱFigureȱ9ȱshowsȱtheȱlocationsȱofȱtheȱCycleȱ2ȱ
projects.ȱItȱalsoȱshowsȱtheȱcomparisonȱareasȱ(Metroȱcentersȱandȱcorridors,ȱexpectȱforȱPortlandȱ
CentralȱCity).ȱȱ

Figure 9. Location of Cycle 2 grants and comparison areas 

 
Source: ECONorthwest. Data from Metro.  

3.2 Observed development trends 
Theȱfiguresȱbelowȱpresentȱfindingsȱaboutȱtheȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes—realȱmarketȱvaluesȱandȱ
permitȱactivity—ofȱCycleȱ2ȱandȱitsȱcomparators.ȱPermitȱactivityȱwithinȱtwoȱtoȱfiveȱyearsȱofȱ
projectȱcompletionȱservesȱasȱtheȱmostȱreadilyȱmeasurableȱofȱCycleȱ2ȱcriteria,ȱalthoughȱevenȱthisȱ
measureȱservesȱasȱaȱpoorȱmeasureȱofȱCPDGȱperformanceȱatȱthisȱpointȱbecauseȱsoȱfewȱCycleȱ2ȱ
projectsȱareȱcomplete.ȱInȱadditionȱtoȱpermitȱactivity,ȱthisȱsectionȱalsoȱprovidesȱrealȱmarketȱvalueȱ
dataȱasȱinȱourȱquantitativeȱanalysisȱofȱCycleȱ2ȱprojects.ȱMetroȱfocusedȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantsȱonȱareasȱ
designatedȱasȱcentersȱorȱcorridors,ȱandȱweȱuseȱcentersȱandȱcorridorsȱasȱtheȱcomparatorȱgroup.25ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

25ȱNote,ȱhowever,ȱthatȱweȱexcludeȱPortland’sȱCentralȱBusinessȱDistrictȱasȱitȱwouldȱdistortȱtheȱanalysis.ȱ

CPDG Cycle 2 grants

Centers and Corridors
minus Portland Central City
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Figureȱ10ȱpresentsȱrealȱmarketȱvalueȱandȱpermitȱcountȱperȱacreȱforȱCycleȱ2ȱandȱtheȱcomparatorȱ
group.ȱCycleȱ2ȱhasȱhistoricallyȱfaredȱsimilarȱtoȱcentersȱandȱcorridorsȱandȱtoȱtheȱ2013ȱUGBȱinȱrealȱ
marketȱvalue,ȱalthoughȱfundedȱsitesȱhaveȱaverageȱvalueȱperȱacreȱthatȱfallsȱbelowȱthatȱforȱotherȱ
centersȱandȱcorridors.ȱOnȱtheȱotherȱhand,ȱCycleȱ2ȱsitesȱtendedȱtoȱgreaterȱpermitȱactivityȱuntilȱ
justȱbeforeȱtheȱGreatȱRecession.ȱ

Figure 10. Real Market Value and Permit Count Per Acre, Cycle 2 & Comparators, 1998-2013 

ȱ

Source: ECONorthwest. RMV data from Metro RLIS. Permit data from Construction Monitor.  

Furthermore,ȱasȱseenȱinȱFigureȱ11,ȱallȱthreeȱgroupsȱfollowȱsimilarȱgrowthȱpatternsȱinȱrealȱmarketȱ
valueȱandȱpermitȱactivity,ȱthoughȱcentersȱandȱcorridorsȱappearȱtoȱbeȱmoreȱvolatileȱ(i.e.,ȱoftenȱ
growingȱfaster,ȱandȱoftenȱcontractingȱfaster).ȱAllȱareasȱfollowȱsimilarȱpatternsȱofȱpermittingȱasȱ
well,ȱwithȱapparentȱconvergenceȱleadingȱupȱto,ȱthrough,ȱandȱfollowingȱtheȱrecentȱrecession.ȱ

Figure 11. Real Market Value Growth and Permit Count Growth, Cycle 2 & Comparators, 1999-
2013 

 
Source: ECONorthwest. RMV data from Metro RLIS. Permit data from Construction Monitor.  

StartingȱwithȱtheȱyearȱtheȱfirstȱCycleȱ2ȱIGAsȱwereȱsigned,ȱ2011,26ȱweȱappliedȱtheȱgrowthȱratesȱofȱ
centersȱandȱcorridorsȱandȱtheȱ2013ȱUGBȱtoȱCycleȱ2’sȱrealȱmarketȱvalueȱandȱpermitȱcounts.ȱ
ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

26ȱAsȱdiscussedȱpreviously,ȱthisȱisȱinȱmanyȱwaysȱaȱharsh—evenȱunfair—assumption.ȱTheȱharshnessȱofȱitȱmakesȱtheȱ
lackȱofȱdefinitiveȱfindingsȱmoreȱtelling,ȱhowever.ȱ
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Essentially,ȱtheseȱhypotheticalȱgrowthȱscenariosȱshowȱhowȱCycleȱ2ȱareasȱwouldȱhaveȱperformedȱ
hadȱtheyȱgrownȱasȱcentersȱandȱcorridorsȱofȱtheȱ2013ȱUGB.ȱOurȱhypotheticalȱgrowthȱscenariosȱ
showedȱthatȱCycleȱ2ȱwouldȱlookȱveryȱmuchȱlikeȱitȱdoesȱcurrently.ȱItȱisȱthereforeȱdifficultȱtoȱdrawȱ
anyȱdefinitiveȱconclusionsȱaboutȱtheȱoutcomesȱofȱCycleȱ2.ȱ

Inȱgeneral,ȱweȱfindȱlittleȱevidenceȱregardingȱtheȱimpactȱofȱCycleȱ2ȱgrants,ȱeitherȱasȱaȱgroupȱorȱ
individually.ȱThisȱdoesȱnotȱmeanȱthatȱtheȱgrantsȱhaveȱhadȱorȱwillȱhaveȱnoȱimpact.ȱRather,ȱweȱ
simplyȱcannotȱdrawȱfirmȱconclusionsȱforȱtheȱfollowingȱreasonsȱoutlinedȱelsewhereȱinȱthisȱ
report:ȱ

x Veryȱlittleȱdevelopmentȱoccurredȱinȱanyȱarea,ȱmeaningȱthatȱtheȱtotalȱnumberȱofȱpermitsȱ
andȱchangeȱinȱpermitȱcountsȱwereȱtooȱsmallȱtoȱsupportȱmeaningfulȱconclusionsȱregardingȱ
CPDGȱimpactȱonȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes.ȱ

x Theȱtimingȱofȱcompletionȱofȱtheȱgrantȱdifferedȱinȱeachȱarea,ȱandȱinȱmanyȱareas,ȱisȱnotȱyetȱ
complete,ȱlimitingȱourȱabilityȱtoȱestablishȱaȱlinkȱbetweenȱgrantȱfundingȱandȱsubsequentȱ
developmentȱoutcomes.ȱȱ

x Evenȱinȱthoseȱareasȱthatȱhaveȱcompletedȱtheȱplanningȱprocess,ȱtheȱdataȱdoȱnotȱyetȱallowȱ
comprehensiveȱevaluationȱofȱdevelopmentȱactivityȱatȱtheȱtwoȱorȱfiveȱyearȱpointsȱ
identifiedȱasȱdesiredȱoutcomeȱmeasures.ȱ

ȱ
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3.3 Cycle 2 case study interview details 
ThisȱCycleȱ2ȱprojectȱprovidedȱplanningȱtoȱsupportȱtheȱ
creationȱofȱanȱurbanȱrenewalȱareaȱinȱForestȱGrove’sȱtownȱ
centerȱandȱcommercialȱcorridor.ȱTheȱurbanȱrenewalȱareaȱ
wouldȱallowȱtheȱCityȱtoȱaccessȱtaxȱincrementȱfinancingȱtoȱ
fundȱtheȱfollowingȱcategoriesȱofȱprojectsȱinȱitsȱdowntownȱ
andȱalongȱtheȱcorridor:ȱpropertyȱacquisitionȱfromȱwillingȱ
sellersȱforȱredevelopment,ȱredevelopmentȱprojectȱ
assistance,ȱexteriorȱbuildingȱimprovements,ȱandȱfundsȱtoȱ
matchȱgrantȱopportunities,ȱsuchȱasȱstreetȱandȱsidewalkȱ
improvementsȱandȱtransitȱimprovements.ȱTheȱvisionȱforȱ
redevelopmentȱinȱForestȱGrove’sȱtownȱcenterȱisȱforȱhigherȱ
densityȱmixedȬuseȱdevelopmentȱtypesȱconsistentȱwithȱ
mainȱstreetȱcharacterȱandȱimprovedȱintegrationȱwithȱ
PacificȱUniversity.ȱȱȱ

Theȱinitialȱfeasibilityȱanalysisȱshowedȱthatȱanȱurbanȱ
renewalȱdistrictȱwasȱviable,ȱandȱaȱplanȱandȱreportȱwereȱ
developed.ȱThoughȱtheȱprojectȱtookȱlongerȱthanȱ
expected,27ȱit’sȱmovingȱforwardȱtoȱadoptionȱwithȱrecentȱ
(lateȱFebruaryȱ2014)ȱCouncilȱconversationsȱgenerallyȱ
supportingȱurbanȱrenewalȱareaȱformation.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱ
finalȱmilestoneȱinȱtheȱIGAȱthatȱguidedȱgrantȱimplementation,ȱCouncilȱacceptanceȱofȱtheȱfinalȱ
urbanȱrenewalȱreportȱandȱadoptionȱofȱtheȱurbanȱrenewalȱplanȱ(scheduledȱforȱMarchȱofȱ2012ȱ
accordingȱtoȱthisȱIGA),ȱisȱnotȱyetȱcomplete.ȱȱ

Theȱbiggestȱstatedȱobstacleȱinȱtheȱprojectȱwasȱhelpingȱcouncilȱmembersȱunderstandȱurbanȱ
renewal,ȱitsȱroleȱinȱredevelopment,ȱandȱitsȱimpactsȱtoȱtheȱCityȱandȱotherȱstakeholders.ȱCouncilȱ
membersȱwereȱworriedȱthatȱadoptionȱcouldȱnegativelyȱimpactȱForestȱGrove’sȱgeneralȱfundȱandȱ
theȱamountȱofȱpropertyȱtaxȱpaidȱbyȱpropertyȱowners,ȱsoȱprojectȱteamȱmembersȱtookȱtheȱtimeȱtoȱ
understandȱandȱaddressȱtheirȱconcerns.ȱProjectȱmembersȱalsoȱhelpedȱcommunityȱmembersȱ
understandȱtheȱprojectȱbyȱholdingȱanȱopenȱhouseȱforȱpropertyȱownersȱandȱcommunicatingȱwithȱ
aȱcommitteeȱofȱcitizensȱformedȱtoȱsupportȱtheȱprocess.ȱȱ

Cityȱstaffȱinterviewedȱforȱthisȱevaluationȱstatedȱthatȱdevelopmentȱoutlookȱcouldȱbeȱstrong,ȱbutȱ
developmentȱwillȱtakeȱpatience.ȱTheȱCityȱhadȱpurchasedȱaȱstrategicȱredevelopmentȱsiteȱknownȱ
asȱTimesȬLitho.ȱTheȱCityȱhopesȱtoȱleverageȱthisȱprojectȱandȱotherȱsignsȱofȱdevelopmentȱinȱitsȱ
downtown,ȱandȱencourageȱredevelopmentȱofȱtheȱTimesȬLithoȱsite.ȱWithoutȱtheȱgrant,ȱtheȱ
projectȱteamȱstatedȱthatȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱoccurred,ȱwhichȱwouldȱhaveȱdecreasedȱtheȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

27ȱInȱpart,ȱbecauseȱofȱaȱlocalȱoptionȱlevyȱthatȱwasȱtakingȱupȱpoliticalȱandȱpublicȱattentionȱatȱtheȱsameȱtime.ȱProjectȱ
membersȱdidn’tȱwantȱtoȱoverwhelmȱstakeholders.ȱ

Forest Grove: Overview 
 
Purpose: Create an Urban Renewal Area 
 
Funded amount: $85,000  
 
Applicant match: $20,000 
 
Scale: 1,115 acres 
 
Design Type / project location: Town 
Center and Corridor 
 
Proposed project timeline: 12 months 
 
Actual project timeline: Final grant 
milestone not yet complete 
 
Outcome: An Urban Renewal Plan was 
completed, but is not yet adopted. 
 
Major obstacles: public and elected 
leadership understanding of urban 
renewal, its role in redevelopment, and its 
impacts to the City and other 
stakeholders.  
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synergisticȱopportunitiesȱofȱForestȱGrove’sȱotherȱdevelopmentȱopportunities,ȱandȱleftȱtheȱCityȱ
withoutȱtheȱoptionȱofȱurbanȱrenewalȱforȱfundingȱitsȱdowntownȱdevelopment.ȱTheȱgrantȱalsoȱ
providedȱanȱopportunityȱforȱCityȱCouncil,ȱPlanningȱCommission,ȱotherȱcityȱdepartments,ȱandȱ
theȱgeneralȱpublicȱtoȱengageȱinȱaȱdiscussionȱthatȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱotherwiseȱoccurredȱaboutȱtheȱ
benefitsȱandȱcostsȱofȱurbanȱrenewal.ȱ

InȱresponseȱtoȱForestȱGrove’sȱapplication,ȱtheȱsteeringȱcommitteeȱchargedȱwithȱreviewingȱ
applicationsȱsupportedȱtheȱprojectȱbecauseȱtheȱprojectȱ“encouragesȱgoodȱplanningȱinȱperipheralȱ
communities,ȱcouldȱbeȱanȱopportunityȱtoȱseeȱhowȱhighȬdensityȱmixedȬuseȱdevelopmentȱworksȱ
inȱaȱsuburbanȱ/ȱruralȱsetting,ȱandȱoffersȱopportunitiesȱtoȱpartnerȱwithȱPacificȱUniversity.”ȱ
Concernsȱfromȱtheȱcommitteeȱincluded:ȱ“questionsȱofȱwhetherȱoutcomesȱareȱlikelyȱtoȱhappenȱinȱ
theȱnearȱfuture,ȱprojectȱisn’tȱveryȱinnovative,ȱandȱtheȱprojectȱgoalȱofȱcreatingȱanȱurbanȱrenewalȱ
districtȱmayȱnotȱbeȱtheȱbestȱwayȱtoȱleverageȱdollarsȱandȱspendȱfunds.”ȱTheȱgrantȱwasȱawardedȱ
withȱnoȱconditionsȱforȱfundingȱrecommendedȱfromȱtheȱreviewȱcommittee.ȱ28ȱ

Regardingȱtheȱproject’sȱrelationshipȱtoȱcriteria:ȱȱ

x Expectedȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes:ȱTheȱprojectȱisȱnotȱyetȱcompleteȱandȱasȱsuch,ȱ
developmentȱoutcomesȱassociatedȱwithȱitsȱactivitiesȱcannotȱbeȱevaluated.ȱBasedȱonȱtheȱ
interviewȱfindingsȱregardingȱdevelopmentȱactivityȱinȱtheȱdowntownȱandȱmarketȱanalysisȱ
inȱtheȱurbanȱrenewalȱfeasibilityȱstudy,ȱForestȱGrove’sȱtownȱcenterȱisȱprobablyȱinȱtheȱ
lowestȱphaseȱofȱredevelopmentȱfeasibility,ȱwithȱfeasibilityȱforȱtheȱpreferredȱdevelopmentȱ
typeȱ(mixedȬuse,ȱhigherȱdensityȱforms)ȱstillȱseveralȱdevelopmentȱcyclesȱout.ȱProgramsȱ
suchȱasȱurbanȱrenewalȱcouldȱhelpȱtoȱcatalyzeȱthisȱtypeȱofȱdevelopmentȱandȱattractȱprivateȱ
investmentȱsooner.ȱForȱtheseȱreasons,ȱthereȱisȱaȱdirectȱnexusȱbetweenȱtheȱprojectȱandȱ
improvedȱredevelopmentȱopportunitiesȱ(onceȱtheȱplanȱisȱadopted),ȱbutȱevenȱwithȱsupportȱ
fromȱaȱnewȱfinancingȱsource,ȱpatienceȱisȱlikelyȱtoȱbeȱneeded.ȱ

x Regionallyȱsignificant:ȱTheȱprojectȱfocusedȱonȱseveralȱofȱtheȱdesiredȱoutcomesȱincludedȱ
inȱtheȱdefinitionȱofȱtheȱcriteria,ȱincludingȱcreationȱofȱvibrantȱmixedȬuseȱandȱwalkableȱ
communitiesȱandȱsustainedȱeconomicȱcompetitiveness.ȱ

x Location:ȱItȱmeetsȱtheȱcriteriaȱforȱfacilitatingȱredevelopmentȱinȱaȱcenterȱandȱcorridor.ȱ
x BestȱPracticesȱmodel:ȱTheȱprojectȱincludedȱanȱemphasisȱonȱengagementȱwithȱpropertyȱ

owners,ȱelectedȱandȱappointedȱofficials,ȱandȱothersȱregardingȱpossibleȱboundaries,ȱfundedȱ
projects,ȱandȱotherȱvariables.ȱThisȱapproachȱisȱconsistentȱwithȱbestȱpracticesȱforȱurbanȱ
renewalȱplanningȱinȱOregon.ȱȱ

x Leveragingȱ/ȱmatchingȱpotential:ȱAnȱurbanȱrenewalȱareaȱwould,ȱtechnically,ȱleverageȱ
fundingȱfromȱotherȱtaxingȱdistrictsȱtoȱfundȱrevitalizationȱinȱtheȱdistrict.ȱUrbanȱrenewalȱ
fundsȱwouldȱalsoȱleverageȱprivateȱdollarsȱthroughȱdirectȱinvestmentȱandȱhigherȱpropertyȱ
taxȱrevenue.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

28ȱSteeringȱCommitteeȱRecommendationȱSummary,ȱFYȱ2009Ȭ2010ȱCycle,ȱCPDGȱProgram.ȱ
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Keyȱlessonsȱtoȱbeȱdrawnȱfromȱthisȱcaseȱstudyȱinclude:ȱ(1)ȱTheȱneedȱforȱcarefulȱcoordinationȱwithȱ
publicȱelectedȱofficialsȱandȱstakeholdersȱwhenȱdiscussingȱimplementationȱfundingȱsourcesȱ
(especiallyȱcontroversialȱorȱnewȱones);ȱandȱ(2)ȱTheȱneedȱforȱpatienceȱinȱencouragingȱ
developmentȱoutcomes,ȱespeciallyȱwhenȱmarketȱvariablesȱcreateȱchallengesȱforȱmarketȱ
feasibility.ȱ

City of Lake Oswego – Funding Strategy to Implement the 
Lake Grove Village Center Plan 

TheȱCPDGȱgrantȱforȱaȱfundingȱstrategyȱtoȱimplementȱtheȱ
projectsȱinȱtheȱLakeȱGroveȱVillageȱCenterȱbuiltȱonȱtheȱ
significantȱpublicȱandȱCouncilȱsupportȱforȱtheȱLakeȱGroveȱ
VillageȱCenterȱPlan,ȱadoptedȱinȱ2008.ȱTheȱPlanȱcalledȱforȱ
improvementsȱtoȱBoonesȱFerryȱRoad,ȱaȱmajorȱarterialȱthatȱ
createsȱtheȱspineȱofȱtheȱVillageȱCenter,ȱtoȱimproveȱsafetyȱforȱ
pedestriansȱandȱbetterȱsupportȱmultiȬmodalȱtransportationȱ
options.ȱItȱalsoȱcalledȱforȱurbanȱplazas,ȱstreetscapeȱ
enhancementsȱalongȱBoonesȱFerryȱRoad,ȱandȱ
redevelopmentȱofȱkeyȱpropertiesȱinȱaȱmoreȱurban,ȱmixedȬ
useȱformat.ȱȱ

Theȱfundingȱstrategyȱidentifiedȱandȱprioritizedȱspecificȱ
implementationȱactivities,ȱprovidedȱfinancialȱoptions,ȱandȱ
madeȱrecommendationsȱforȱfundingȱtheȱplan.29ȱTheȱprojectȱ
analyzedȱfundingȱalternativesȱavailableȱtoȱtheȱCity.ȱItȱfoundȱ
thatȱformationȱofȱaȱnewȱurbanȱrenewalȱareaȱwasȱaȱfeasibleȱ
alternative,ȱbutȱthatȱupȬfrontȱfundingȱsourcesȱwouldȱbeȱ
neededȱtoȱsupportȱtheȱfinancialȱplan.ȱTheȱfundingȱstrategyȱ
recommendedȱaȱgeneralȱobligationȱ(GO)ȱbondȱofȱ$5ȱmillionȱ
andȱtheȱformationȱofȱaȱnewȱurbanȱrenewalȱareaȱtoȱpayȱforȱ
significantȱimprovementsȱtoȱBoonesȱFerryȱRoadȱandȱotherȱkeyȱplanȱelements.ȱTheȱfundingȱ
strategyȱalsoȱintegratedȱotherȱlocalȱfundingȱsourcesȱtoȱsupportȱplanȱimplementation,ȱincludingȱ
transportationȱsystemsȱdevelopmentȱcharges.ȱȱ

Followingȱtheȱfundingȱstrategy,ȱtheȱCouncilȱadoptedȱanȱurbanȱrenewalȱplan,ȱandȱaȱcityȬwideȱ
voteȱonȱaȱ$5ȱmillionȱGOȱbondȱwasȱpassed.ȱDesignȱworkȱonȱimprovementsȱtoȱBoonesȱFerryȱRoadȱ
isȱunderway,ȱandȱtheȱCityȱhasȱappliedȱtoȱtheȱOregonȱDepartmentȱofȱTransportationȱforȱaȱ$4ȱ
millionȱStatewideȱTransportationȱImprovementȱPlanȱ(STIP)ȱgrantȱtoȱsupplementȱGOȱBond,ȱ
urbanȱrenewalȱandȱotherȱlocalȱsources.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

29ȱTheȱLakeȱGroveȱUrbanȱRenewalȱPlanȱhasȱsinceȱbeenȱapprovedȱhttp://www.ci.oswego.or.us/lora/lakeȬgroveȬurbanȬ
renewalȬplan.ȱȱ

Lake Oswego Lake Grove Village Center: 
Overview 
 
Purpose: Create a funding strategy to 
implement the Village Center Plan 
 
Funded amount: $50,000  
 
Applicant match: $20,000 
 
Scale: 105 acres 
 
Design Type / project location: Town 
Center 
 
Proposed project timeline: 10 months 
 
Actual project timeline: 14 months  
 
Outcomes: An adopted funding strategy, 
an adopted urban renewal plan, and a 
G.O. bond passed with city-wide public 
vote to fund major capital projects. An 
application for funds from the Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Plan is 
pending.  
 
Major obstacles: public opposition to 
urban renewal  
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InȱresponseȱtoȱLakeȱOswego’sȱapplication,ȱtheȱsteeringȱcommitteeȱchargedȱwithȱreviewingȱ
applicationsȱsupportedȱtheȱprojectȱbecauseȱtheȱprojectȱ“seemedȱtoȱhelpȱpushȱprojectsȱintoȱ
implementationȱandȱkickȬstartȱdevelopment,ȱbuiltȱonȱaȱlotȱofȱplanningȱworkȱdoneȱtoȱsetȱupȱtheȱ
implementation,ȱhadȱsupportȱfromȱcommunityȱandȱpropertyȱowners,ȱandȱthatȱtheȱrequestȱwasȱ
smallȱandȱwouldȱhaveȱaȱgoodȱreturnȱonȱinvestment.”ȱConcernsȱfromȱtheȱcommitteeȱincludedȱ
commentsȱthatȱtheȱCityȱcouldȱpayȱforȱtheȱprojectȱonȱitsȱown,ȱandȱuncertaintyȱregardingȱtheȱ
developmentȱpotentialȱalongȱBoonesȱFerryȱRoad.ȱ30ȱTheȱsteeringȱcommitteeȱprovidedȱoneȱ
conditionȱforȱfunding,ȱstatingȱthatȱtheȱsupportȱofȱpropertyȱownersȱwouldȱbeȱimportantȱtoȱtheȱ
process.ȱȱ

Withoutȱtheȱgrantȱandȱtheȱfinancialȱanalysisȱandȱpublicȱprocessȱthatȱitȱsupported,ȱtheȱprojectȱ
teamȱdoubtedȱtheȱCityȱwouldȱhaveȱfullyȱunderstoodȱitsȱoptions,ȱandȱmayȱthereforeȱnotȱhaveȱ
pursuedȱtheȱGOȱbondȱorȱtheȱurbanȱrenewalȱarea.ȱTheȱteamȱspeculatedȱthatȱpublicȱandȱ
governmentȱperceptionȱofȱtheȱplanningȱandȱdevelopmentȱprocessesȱwouldȱhaveȱsuffered.ȱ
Timingȱforȱformationȱofȱanȱurbanȱrenewalȱareaȱwasȱcritical,ȱbecauseȱimprovementsȱonȱaȱ
propertyȱinsideȱtheȱproposedȱboundaryȱwereȱunderway,ȱandȱcapturingȱtheȱassociatedȱ
incrementȱasȱinitialȱrevenueȱforȱanȱurbanȱrenewalȱareaȱwasȱnecessaryȱtoȱachieveȱtheȱfundingȱ
horizonsȱsuggestedȱinȱtheȱimplementationȱstrategy.ȱTheȱgrantȱallowedȱtheȱconversationȱtoȱmoveȱ
moreȱquicklyȱandȱefficiently.ȱ

Asȱwithȱotherȱprojects,ȱpublicȱperceptionȱwasȱanȱobstacle.ȱStaffȱaddressedȱthisȱgroupȱofȱcitizens’ȱ
concernsȱandȱhelpedȱeducateȱthemȱaboutȱtheȱprojectȱandȱprocess.ȱCityȱCouncilȱsupportȱforȱ
implementationȱofȱtheȱLakeȱGroveȱVillageȱCenter,ȱtogetherȱwithȱotherȱstakeholderȱandȱpublicȱ
support,ȱwasȱtheȱmajorȱvariableȱinȱovercomingȱthisȱobstacle,ȱandȱmayȱbeȱtheȱmainȱreasonȱthatȱ
thisȱimplementationȱstrategyȱwasȱmoreȱsuccessfulȱthanȱsomeȱothersȱthatȱareȱalsoȱevaluatedȱinȱ
thisȱreport.ȱȱ

Regardingȱtheȱproject’sȱrelationshipȱtoȱcriteria:ȱȱ

x Expectedȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes:ȱBasedȱonȱtheȱinterviewȱfindingsȱregardingȱ
developmentȱactivityȱinȱtheȱLakeȱGroveȱVillageȱCenterȱareaȱandȱotherȱrecentȱmarketȱ
analysisȱ(includingȱthatȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱurbanȱrenewalȱplanȱandȱreport),ȱtheȱLakeȱ
GroveȱVillageȱCenterȱisȱapproachingȱfeasibilityȱforȱtheȱpreferredȱdevelopmentȱtypeȱ
(mixedȬuse,ȱhigherȱdensityȱforms).ȱProgramsȱsuchȱasȱurbanȱrenewalȱcouldȱhelpȱtoȱcatalyzeȱ
thisȱtypeȱofȱdevelopmentȱandȱattractȱprivateȱinvestmentȱsooner,ȱandȱimprovementsȱtoȱ
BoonesȱFerryȱRoadȱhelpȱtoȱcreateȱcertaintyȱforȱinvestorsȱthatȱtheȱCityȱisȱcommittedȱtoȱtheȱ
visionȱoutlinedȱinȱtheȱLakeȱGroveȱVillageȱCenterȱPlan.ȱForȱtheseȱreasons,ȱthereȱisȱaȱdirectȱ
nexusȱbetweenȱtheȱprojectȱandȱimprovedȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes.ȱȱ

x Regionallyȱsignificant:ȱTheȱprojectȱfocusedȱonȱseveralȱofȱtheȱdesiredȱoutcomesȱincludedȱ
inȱtheȱdefinitionȱofȱtheȱcriteria,ȱincludingȱcreationȱofȱvibrantȱmixedȬuseȱandȱwalkableȱ
communities,ȱsustainedȱeconomicȱcompetitiveness,ȱandȱimprovedȱconnectivity.ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

30ȱSteeringȱCommitteeȱRecommendationȱSummary,ȱFYȱ2009Ȭ2010ȱCycle,ȱCPDGȱProgram.ȱ
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x Location:ȱItȱmeetsȱtheȱcriteriaȱforȱfacilitatingȱredevelopmentȱinȱaȱtownȱcenter.ȱ
x BestȱPracticesȱmodel:ȱTheȱprojectȱproducedȱseveralȱdeliverablesȱregardingȱfundingȱ

opportunitiesȱthatȱhaveȱbeenȱusefulȱtoȱprojectȱstaffȱinȱotherȱareas.ȱȱ
x Leveragingȱ/ȱmatchingȱpotential:ȱTheȱprojectȱresultedȱinȱaȱGOȱbondȱandȱotherȱresourcesȱ

toȱsupportȱimplementation.ȱAnȱurbanȱrenewalȱareaȱwill,ȱtechnically,ȱleverageȱfundingȱ
fromȱotherȱtaxingȱdistrictsȱtoȱfundȱrevitalizationȱinȱtheȱdistrict.ȱȱ

Keyȱlessonsȱtoȱbeȱlearnedȱfromȱthisȱcaseȱstudyȱinclude:ȱ(1)ȱTheȱsupportȱofȱelectedȱleadershipȱforȱ
implementationȱisȱcriticalȱtoȱitsȱsuccess;ȱ(2)ȱFocusedȱfinancialȱanalysisȱsupportedȱbyȱgoodȱpublicȱ
processȱcanȱsupportȱȱmoreȱefficientȱimplementation;ȱ(3)ȱDedicationȱandȱtimeȱfromȱstaffȱandȱ
stakeholdersȱisȱneededȱtoȱleverageȱlocalȱfundingȱsourcesȱwithȱexternalȱsources.ȱ

City of Portland – Barbur Corridor Concept Plan 

ThisȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantȱprovidedȱfundingȱforȱtheȱBarburȱ
CorridorȱConceptȱPlan.ȱTheȱBarburȱCorridorȱConceptȱPlanȱ
laidȱoutȱaȱlongȬtermȱvisionȱforȱtheȱ6.5ȬmileȱBarburȱ
BoulevardȱcorridorȱbetweenȱdowntownȱPortlandȱandȱ
Portlandȱcityȱlimits.ȱTheȱBarburȱCorridorȱConceptȱPlanȱ
occurredȱwithinȱtheȱcontextȱofȱotherȱtransportationȱ
planningȱeffortsȱinȱtheȱcorridor,ȱmostȱnotablyȱtheȱIȬ5/Barburȱ
CorridorȱRefinementȱPlanȱandȱtheȱSouthwestȱCorridorȱ
HighȱCapacityȱTransitȱAlternativesȱAnalysis.ȱTheȱCPDGȬ
fundedȱConceptȱPlanȱhelpedȱinformȱthoseȱplanningȱeffortsȱ
byȱprovidingȱaȱframeworkȱforȱlandȱuseȱandȱtransportationȱ
investmentsȱinȱtheȱcorridor.ȱProjectȱstaffȱviewȱtheȱConceptȱ
Planȱasȱaȱvaluableȱtoolȱthatȱsuccessfullyȱengagedȱtheȱ
community,ȱhelpedȱpeopleȱenvisionȱhowȱBarburȱcouldȱ
change,ȱandȱlaidȱaȱfoundationȱforȱotherȱplanningȱefforts.ȱȱ

TheȱBarburȱBoulevardȱConceptȱPlanȱincorporatedȱanȱ18Ȭ
monthȱpublicȱoutreachȱeffortȱtoȱexploreȱalternativeȱlandȱuseȱ
concepts.ȱAȱCommunityȱWorkingȱGroupȱhelpedȱguideȱtheȱ
process.ȱAccordingȱtoȱprojectȱstaff,ȱtheȱcommunityȱinvolvementȱeffortȱfundedȱbyȱtheȱgrantȱwasȱ
successfulȱandȱwasȱlessȱcontentiousȱthanȱsomeȱpreviousȱoutreachȱeffortsȱinȱsouthwestȱPortlandȱ
hadȱbeen.ȱȱ

TheȱBarburȱCorridorȱConceptȱPlanȱwasȱadoptedȱbyȱPortlandȱCityȱCouncilȱinȱAprilȱ2013.ȱ
Althoughȱallȱsubstantiveȱworkȱonȱtheȱprojectȱisȱcomplete,ȱtheȱCityȱofȱPortlandȱrequestedȱthatȱ
officialȱcompletionȱofȱtheȱprojectȱbeȱdelayedȱbecauseȱofȱongoingȱworkȱonȱtheȱSWȱCorridorȱPlan.ȱ
TheȱIGAȱwasȱamendedȱtoȱaddȱadditionalȱmilestones,ȱandȱtheȱrevisedȱendȱdateȱisȱMarchȱ31,ȱ
2014.ȱ

InȱresponseȱtoȱtheȱBarburȱCorridorȱConceptȱPlanȱapplication,ȱtheȱsteeringȱcommitteeȱchargedȱ
withȱreviewingȱapplicationsȱlikedȱthatȱtheȱprojectȱfocusedȱonȱtransitȱinȱtheȱsouthwestȱcorridor,ȱ

Portland – Barbur Boulevard Concept 
Plan: Overview 
 
Purpose: Develop a concept plan for the 
Barbur Boulevard Corridor  
 
Funded amount: $700,000 
 
Applicant match: $330,516 
 
Scale: 6.5 miles of corridor 
 
Design Type / project location: Corridor 
(Station Community) 
 
Proposed project timeline: 24 months 
 
Actual project timeline: Final milestone 
not yet complete 
 
Outcomes: An adopted concept plan. 
 
Major obstacles: Complex planning 
context (SW Corridor) with numerous 
stakeholders,  
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hadȱapparentȱsupportȱfromȱSWȱneighbors,ȱandȱcouldȱhelpȱtheȱregionȱattractȱfederalȱfunding.ȱ
SteeringȱCommitteeȱmembersȱthoughtȱthatȱtheȱprojectȱapproach—studyingȱdevelopmentȱ
opportunitiesȱtoȱinformȱtransitȱalignmentȱratherȱthanȱchoosingȱtheȱalignmentȱfirstȱ“couldȱbeȱ
usedȱasȱaȱmodelȱforȱlandȬuseȱplanningȱbeforeȱengineering.”ȱConcernsȱfromȱtheȱcommitteeȱ
included:ȱlowȱdevelopmentȱpotentialȱwithinȱ2Ȭ5ȱyears,ȱinconsistencyȱbetweenȱtheȱCity’sȱ
applicationȱandȱMetro’sȱalignmentȱstudies,ȱandȱwhetherȱorȱnotȱtheȱfullȱgrantȱamountȱwasȱ
necessary.ȱTheȱSteeringȱCommitteeȱrecommendedȱthatȱtheȱapplicationȱbeȱpartiallyȱfundedȱ
($475,000ȱofȱtheȱ$700,000ȱthatȱtheȱCityȱofȱPortlandȱrequested),ȱandȱproposedȱasȱconditionsȱforȱ
fundingȱthatȱtheȱCityȱrefineȱproposedȱproject,ȱscopeȱofȱwork,ȱdeliverables,ȱandȱmilestones.31ȱ
Ultimately,ȱtheȱCityȱofȱPortlandȱwasȱawardedȱ$700,000ȱforȱtheȱBarburȱBoulevardȱConceptȱPlan.ȱȱ

Withoutȱtheȱgrant,ȱtheȱprojectȱteamȱdoubtedȱtheȱCityȱwouldȱhaveȱundertakenȱconceptȱplanningȱ
forȱtheȱBarburȱBoulevardȱcorridorȱatȱthatȱtime.ȱBecauseȱtransportationȱplanningȱforȱtheȱSWȱ
corridorȱisȱstillȱunderwayȱandȱitȱremainsȱtoȱbeȱseenȱhowȱandȱtoȱwhatȱextentȱtheȱvisionȱoutlinedȱ
inȱtheȱConceptȱPlanȱwillȱbeȱimplemented,ȱprojectȱstaffȱwereȱhesitantȱtoȱspeculateȱaboutȱhowȱtheȱ
overallȱSWȱcorridorȱprojectȱwouldȱbeȱdifferentȱwithoutȱtheȱgrant.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱgrantȱallowedȱ
conceptȱplanningȱtoȱoccurȱearlyȱenoughȱinȱtheȱprocessȱforȱtheȱresultsȱtoȱbeȱavailableȱforȱtheȱ
SouthwestȱCorridorȱHighȱCapacityȱTransitȱAlternativesȱAnalysis,ȱwhichȱMetroȱisȱconducting.ȱȱ

Regardingȱtheȱproject’sȱrelationshipȱtoȱcriteria:ȱȱ

x Expectedȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes:ȱFromȱtheȱoutsetȱofȱtheȱproject,ȱprojectȱstaffȱneverȱ
anticipatedȱthatȱtheȱBarburȱCorridorȱConceptȱPlanȱwouldȱresultȱinȱshortȬtermȱ
developmentȱoutcomes.ȱTheȱCity’sȱCPDGȱgrantȱapplicationȱstatedȱthatȱdevelopmentȱ
withinȱtwoȱyearsȱwasȱ“unlikely”ȱdueȱtoȱtheȱ“economicȱclimateȱandȱtheȱtimeȱitȱtakesȱtoȱ
implementȱaȱmajorȱhighȱcapacityȱtransitȱproject.”ȱȱ
BasedȱonȱtheȱinterviewȱfindingsȱregardingȱdevelopmentȱactivityȱinȱtheȱBarburȱBoulevardȱ
areaȱandȱotherȱrecentȱmarketȱanalysisȱ(includingȱthatȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱproject),ȱtheȱareaȱ
isȱinȱtheȱ“catalyze”ȱphaseȱofȱredevelopment.ȱProjectȱstaffȱemphasizedȱthatȱshorterȬtermȱ
developmentȱpotentialȱvariesȱalongȱtheȱ6.5Ȭmileȱcorridor.ȱTheȱKellyȱArea,ȱtheȱnorthernȱ
terminusȱofȱtheȱcorridor,ȱhasȱmoreȱshortȬtermȱdevelopmentȱpotentialȱthanȱotherȱareasȱdueȱ
toȱitsȱproximityȱtoȱdowntown,ȱOHSU,ȱSouthȱWaterfront,ȱandȱPSU.ȱAccordingȱtoȱprojectȱ
staff,ȱdevelopmentȱalongȱtheȱcorridorȱisȱcontingentȱonȱmarketȱconditionsȱandȱhighȬ
capacityȱtransitȱmilestonesȱlikeȱbreakingȱgroundȱonȱconstruction.ȱSignificantȱdevelopmentȱ
couldȱbeȱ10ȱorȱmoreȱyearsȱaway.ȱThereȱisȱaȱdirectȱnexusȱbetweenȱtheȱprojectȱandȱimprovedȱ
developmentȱoutcomes,ȱalthoughȱitȱisȱdifficultȱtoȱseparateȱtheȱimpactȱofȱtheȱCPDGȬfundedȱ
ConceptȱPlanȱfromȱthatȱofȱotherȱhighȬcapacityȱtransitȱstudiesȱalongȱtheȱsameȱcorridor.ȱ

x Regionallyȱsignificant:ȱTheȱprojectȱfocusedȱonȱseveralȱofȱtheȱdesiredȱoutcomesȱincludedȱ
inȱtheȱdefinitionȱofȱtheȱcriteria,ȱincludingȱcreationȱofȱsafeȱandȱreliableȱtransportationȱ
choices,ȱvibrantȱmixedȬuseȱandȱwalkableȱcommunities,ȱandȱsustainedȱeconomicȱ
competitiveness.ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

31ȱSteeringȱCommitteeȱRecommendationȱSummary,ȱFYȱ2009Ȭ2010ȱCycle,ȱCPDGȱProgram.ȱ
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x Location:ȱItȱmeetsȱtheȱcriteriaȱforȱfacilitatingȱredevelopmentȱinȱtransportationȱcorridorȱ
andȱstationȱcommunities.ȱȱ

x BestȱPracticesȱmodel:ȱTheȱprojectȱhadȱseveralȱcomponentsȱthatȱmayȱbeȱusefulȱtoȱprojectȱ
staffȱinȱotherȱareas.ȱTheȱconceptȱplanȱprovidedȱcommunityȱoutreach,ȱvisioning,ȱandȱlandȬ
useȱplanningȱthatȱcouldȱinformȱtransitȱplanningȱandȱselectionȱofȱhighȬcapacityȱtransitȱ
alignment.ȱAccordingȱtoȱprojectȱstaff,ȱcommunityȱengagementȱwasȱlargelyȱsuccessfulȱandȱ
couldȱbeȱaȱmodelȱforȱotherȱcomplex,ȱmultifacetedȱprojects.ȱȱ

x Leveragingȱ/ȱmatchingȱpotential:ȱAccordingȱtoȱprojectȱstaff,ȱtheȱcompletionȱofȱtheȱ
ConceptȱPlanȱmayȱincreaseȱtheȱcorridor’sȱcompetitivenessȱforȱfederalȱfundingȱforȱtransitȱ
improvements.ȱProjectȱstaffȱsaidȱthatȱtheȱCPDGȱgrantȱ“helpedȱusȱgetȱourȱducksȱinȱaȱrowȱ
soȱthatȱwe’reȱfirstȱatȱtheȱdoorȱtoȱapplyȱforȱfederalȱfunding.”ȱ

Keyȱlessonsȱtoȱbeȱlearnedȱfromȱthisȱcaseȱstudyȱinclude:ȱ(1)ȱPatienceȱisȱneededȱinȱmeasuringȱ
developmentȱoutcomes,ȱespeciallyȱwhenȱprojectsȱareȱtiedȱtoȱslowerȬmovingȱregionalȱ
transportationȱprojects,ȱ(2)ȱItȱcanȱbeȱdifficultȱtoȱgaugeȱprojectȱsuccessȱwhenȱprojectȱoutcomesȱareȱ
tiedȱtoȱsubsequentȱeffortsȱmanagedȱbyȱotherȱ
stakeholders,ȱandȱ(3)ȱAȱsuccessfulȱcommunityȱ
engagementȱeffortȱhasȱbenefitsȱbeyondȱtheȱprojectȱlife;ȱitȱ
setsȱtheȱstageȱforȱsubsequentȱplanningȱeffortsȱinȱtheȱ
sameȱgeography.ȱȱȱ

City of Portland – Foster Lents Integration 
Partnership (FLIP) 

FosterȱLentsȱisȱanȱareaȱwithȱmultipleȱchallengesȱtoȱtheȱ
creationȱofȱaȱhighȬqualityȱurbanȱdevelopmentȱform.ȱ
Incomesȱinȱtheȱareaȱareȱlowȱrelativeȱtoȱtheȱregion,ȱ
transportationȱinvestmentsȱareȱneededȱtoȱimproveȱtheȱ
flowȱofȱtrafficȱandȱimproveȱstreetscapes,ȱfloodingȱ
createsȱchallengesȱinȱsomeȱpartsȱofȱtheȱstudyȱarea,ȱandȱ
feasibilityȱforȱhighȬqualityȱurbanȱformȱdevelopmentȱisȱ
low.ȱMultipleȱpreviousȱplanningȱefforts,ȱincludingȱtheȱ
planningȱandȱadoptionȱofȱanȱurbanȱrenewalȱareaȱinȱaȱ
portionȱofȱtheȱstudyȱarea,ȱtransportationȱsystemsȱplans,ȱ
floodȱreductionȱplans,ȱandȱothers,ȱwereȱdevelopedȱ
independentlyȱandȱdidȱnotȱresultȱinȱaȱcoordinatedȱandȱ
strategicȱapproachȱtoȱplanningȱtoȱovercomeȱtheseȱ
multipleȱbarriersȱtoȱredevelopment.ȱ32ȱ

TheȱFosterȬLentsȱprojectȱinitiatedȱanȱinnovativeȱ
approachȱtoȱintegratingȱmultipleȱstakeholdersȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

32ȱFosterȱLentsȱIntegrationȱPartnershipȱ(FLIP)ȱCPDGȱgrantȱapplication,ȱJanuaryȱ2010.ȱ

Portland – FLIP: Overview 
 
Purpose: Develop strategic framework for 
green infrastructure investments, economic 
development, redevelopment, and 
transportation / transit improvements in 
Foster Lents 
 
Funded amount: $250,000 
 
Applicant match: $135,792 (including staff 
time and a match from Portland’s Bureau of 
Environmental Services) 
 
Scale: 2846 acres 
 
Design Type / project location: Town Center, 
Corridor, Residential 
 
Proposed project timeline: 18 months 
 
Actual project timeline: Final milestone 
(adoption by PDC Board) not yet complete 
 
Outcomes: Strong public involvement across 
groups typically difficult to reach; replicable 
innovation in approach to outreach; new 
partners brought in: Portland Housing Bureau 
and Foster Green, potentially catalytic 
Portland Mercado project is moving forward  
 
Major obstacles: Some anti-government 
sentiment; Planning with many stakeholders, 
each with vested interests; Transitions in 
elected leadership  
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(includingȱpublicȱagencies,ȱcommunityȱgroups,ȱnonȬprofitȱpartners,ȱandȱothers)ȱandȱtheirȱ
desiredȱoutcomesȱintoȱaȱplanningȱprocessȱtoȱaddressȱtheseȱchallenges.ȱTheȱstrategyȱaimsȱtoȱ
createȱaȱcoordinated,ȱprioritized,ȱandȱimplementableȱsetȱofȱactionsȱforȱtheȱFosterȱCorridor.ȱAsȱ
describedȱinȱitsȱapplicationȱforȱCPDGȱfunding,ȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱplanningȱprocessȱandȱvisionȱ
forȱtheȱarea’sȱredevelopmentȱisȱambitious:ȱtoȱ“developȱaȱstrategicȱframeworkȱforȱgreenȱ
infrastructureȱinvestmentsȱinȱtheȱFosterȱCorridorȱtoȱrealizeȱaȱthriving,ȱtransitȬoriented,ȱ
sustainable,ȱ20ȱminuteȱneighborhood.ȱTheȱstrategyȱwillȱaddressȱgreenȱinfrastructure,ȱeconomicȱ
development,ȱenvironmentalȱstewardship,ȱtransitȱservices,ȱtransportationȱinfrastructure,ȱandȱ
strategicȱredevelopmentȱtoȱcatalyseȱprivateȱinvestmentsȱinȱtheȱtargetȱareas.ȱThisȱstrategyȱwillȱ
identifyȱconstrains,ȱopportunityȱsites,ȱandȱrealisticȱfinancialȱpartnersȱforȱredevelopment.”33ȱȱ

TheȱapplicationȱwasȱtheȱhighestȱrankedȱamongȱallȱCycleȱ2ȱapplicantsȱinȱMetroȱstaffȱreview34ȱandȱ
wasȱawardedȱ$250,000.ȱPDCȱmatchedȱtheȱprojectȱwithȱ$50,000,ȱandȱtheȱBureauȱofȱ
EnvironmentalȱServices,ȱaȱFLIPȱpartner,ȱprovidedȱanȱadditionalȱ$50,000.35ȱTheȱscreeningȱ
committeeȱrecommendationsȱnoted,ȱinȱitsȱreviewȱofȱtheȱapplication,ȱthatȱtheȱareaȱnowȱhasȱlightȬ
railȱandȱotherȱPDCȱinvestment,ȱandȱ“mayȱnowȱbeȱatȱaȱcriticalȱpointȱwhereȱanȱinfusionȱofȱfundsȱ
couldȱproduceȱvisibleȱresultsȱandȱstimulateȱdevelopment.”ȱItȱalsoȱnotedȱthatȱtheȱprojectȱhadȱ
someȱinnovativeȱelements.ȱAtȱtheȱsameȱtime,ȱtheȱcommitteeȱnotedȱ“concernȱthatȱLentsȱhasȱnotȱ
producedȱaȱlotȱofȱresultsȱforȱtheȱamountȱofȱmoneyȱputȱintoȱthisȱarea,”ȱleadingȱtoȱquestionsȱaboutȱ
howȱtheȱgrantȱfundingȱwillȱbeȱdifferentȱandȱgetȱvisibleȱresults.36ȱ

Asȱofȱthisȱevaluation,ȱhowever,ȱtheȱfinalȱmilestoneȱinȱtheȱIGAȱgoverningȱtheȱFLIPȱprocessȱ–ȱ
adoptionȱofȱaȱstrategicȱplanȱbyȱtheȱPDCȱboardȱandȱtheȱCityȱCouncilȱ–ȱhasȱnotȱyetȱbeenȱachieved.ȱ
Theȱreasonsȱforȱdelaysȱareȱnumerous,ȱbutȱmostȱfundamentallyȱrelateȱtoȱtwoȱchallenges:ȱȱ

1. Planningȱacrossȱmultipleȱstakeholders,ȱeachȱofȱwhomȱhaveȱvestedȱinterestsȱandȱdifferentȱ
desiredȱoutcome.ȱNewȱstakeholdersȱcameȱtoȱtheȱtableȱasȱplanningȱcontinued,ȱandȱgivenȱ
theȱstatedȱpurposeȱofȱcoordinatingȱactionsȱacrossȱstakeholders,ȱtheȱprojectȱteamȱ
incorporatedȱthemȱintoȱtheȱprocess.ȱSomeȱantiȬgovernmentȱsentimentȱalsoȱcreatedȱ
challenges.ȱ

2. Transitionsȱinȱelectedȱleadershipȱandȱassociatedȱgoals.ȱAsȱtheȱprojectȱcontinued,ȱitsȱfocusȱ
narrowedȱtoȱanȱactionȱplanȱcenteredȱonȱWestȱFosterȱbetweenȱ61stȱandȱ72nd.ȱAnalysisȱandȱ
outreachȱpointedȱtoȱthisȱasȱtheȱareaȱwithȱtheȱgreatestȱpotentialȱtoȱcatalyzeȱredevelopment.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

33ȱFosterȱLentsȱIntegrationȱPartnershipȱ(FLIP)ȱCPDGȱgrantȱapplication,ȱJanuaryȱ2010.ȱ
34ȱNoteȱthatȱjurisdictionsȱthatȱsubmittedȱmoreȱthanȱoneȱgrantȱapplicationȱwereȱaskedȱtoȱrankȱtheirȱprojectsȱatȱ
submission,ȱandȱtheȱCityȱofȱPortlandȱrankedȱFLIPȱ3rdȱamongȱitsȱsevenȱsubmissions.ȱ

35ȱPDCȱwebsite:ȱhttp://www.pdc.us/ourȬwork/urbanȬrenewalȬareas/lents/currentȬprojects/flip.aspx,ȱaccessedȱMarchȱ
2014.ȱNoteȱthatȱtheȱscreeningȱcommitteeȱsummaryȱstatementȱandȱtheȱgrantȱapplicationȱitselfȱnoteȱaȱtotalȱinȬkindȱ
matchȱofȱ$135,792.ȱThisȱincludesȱinȬkindȱsupportȱinȱtheȱformȱofȱstaffȱtime.ȱȱ

36ȱScreeningȱCommitteeȱRecommendationsȱSummary,ȱFYȱ2009Ȭ2010ȱCycle,ȱCommunityȱPlanningȱandȱDevelopmentȱ
Grantsȱprogram.ȱ
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NewȱleadershipȱatȱtheȱCityȱsuggestedȱthatȱaȱbroaderȱfocusȱwasȱmoreȱappropriateȱtoȱ
changingȱpolicyȱgoals,ȱandȱadditionalȱplanningȱworkȱwasȱrequired.ȱ

Despiteȱtheseȱchallenges,ȱtheȱprojectȱachievedȱseveralȱnotableȱsuccesses.ȱTheȱFLIPȱteamȱ
integratedȱnewȱpartnersȱintoȱtheȱprocess,ȱincludingȱtheȱPortlandȱHousingȱBureauȱandȱFosterȱ
Green.ȱInnovativeȱpublicȱinvolvementȱtechniquesȱwereȱtestedȱincludingȱparticipatoryȱbudgetingȱ
processesȱandȱapproachesȱtoȱoutreachȱthatȱsuccessfullyȱintegratedȱunderȬrepresentedȱgroups.ȱ
Andȱsomeȱprojects,ȱincludingȱtheȱPortlandȱMercado,ȱareȱmovingȱforward.ȱȱ

TheȱActionȱPlanȱisȱpending,ȱwithȱadoptionȱexpectedȱinȱAprilȱofȱ2014.ȱWithoutȱtheȱgrant,ȱtheȱ
projectȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱoccurredȱatȱall.ȱStaffȱbelievedȱthatȱthisȱwouldȱhaveȱmeantȱaȱmissedȱ
opportunityȱtoȱleverageȱpreviousȱplanningȱworkȱforȱtheȱarea.ȱ37ȱ

Regardingȱtheȱproject’sȱrelationshipȱtoȱcriteria:ȱȱ

x Expectedȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes:ȱBasedȱonȱtheȱinterviewȱfindingsȱregardingȱ
developmentȱactivityȱinȱtheȱFosterȬLentsȱareaȱandȱotherȱrecentȱmarketȱanalysisȱ(includingȱ
thatȱassociatedȱwithȱtheȱFLIPȱproject),ȱtheȱFosterȱLentsȱareaȱisȱinȱtheȱlowestȱphaseȱofȱ
redevelopmentȱfeasibility,ȱwithȱfeasibilityȱforȱtheȱpreferredȱdevelopmentȱtypeȱ(mixedȬuse,ȱ
higherȱdensityȱforms)ȱstillȱseveralȱdevelopmentȱcyclesȱout.ȱCoordinatedȱstrategicȱplanningȱ
processesȱsuchȱasȱthatȱundertakenȱinȱtheȱFLIPȱprojectȱareȱcompletelyȱappropriateȱandȱ
necessaryȱasȱaȱfirstȱstepȱtowardȱtheȱarea’sȱrevitalization.ȱForȱtheseȱreasons,ȱthereȱisȱaȱdirectȱ
nexusȱbetweenȱtheȱproject’sȱstatedȱpurposeȱandȱimprovementsȱtoȱdevelopmentȱreadiness.ȱ
However,ȱtheȱlikelihoodȱthatȱthisȱtypeȱofȱplanningȱwillȱdirectlyȱleadȱtoȱdevelopmentȱ
permitsȱinȱtheȱnearȬtermȱisȱlimited.ȱ

x Regionallyȱsignificant:ȱTheȱprojectȱfocusedȱonȱseveralȱofȱtheȱdesiredȱoutcomesȱincludedȱ
inȱtheȱdefinitionȱofȱtheȱcriteria,ȱincludingȱcreationȱofȱvibrantȱmixedȬuseȱandȱwalkableȱ
communities,ȱsustainedȱeconomicȱcompetitiveness,ȱimprovedȱconnectivity,ȱandȱ
reductionsȱinȱnegativeȱenvironmentalȱimpacts.ȱȱȱ

x Location:ȱItȱmeetsȱtheȱcriteriaȱforȱfacilitatingȱredevelopmentȱinȱaȱtownȱcenter.ȱ
x BestȱPracticesȱmodel:ȱTheȱprojectȱtestedȱandȱrefinedȱnewȱapproachesȱtoȱpublicȱ

involvementȱthatȱshouldȱserveȱasȱbestȱpracticesȱacrossȱtheȱregion.ȱȱ
x Leveragingȱ/ȱmatchingȱpotential:ȱTheȱpotentialȱremainsȱforȱleveragingȱfundingȱfromȱ

partnersȱtoȱimplementȱtheȱactionȱplan,ȱonceȱitȱisȱadopted.ȱ

Keyȱlessonsȱtoȱbeȱlearnedȱfromȱthisȱcaseȱstudyȱinclude:ȱ(1)ȱPlanningȱwithȱstakeholdersȱ(ratherȱ
thanȱforȱthem)ȱandȱcoordinatingȱactionȱacrossȱgovernmentȱagenciesȱisȱcriticalȱtoȱleveragingȱtheȱ
resourcesȱthatȱeachȱbringsȱtoȱtheȱtable.ȱHowever,ȱitȱisȱchallengingȱandȱrequiresȱpatience.ȱ(2)ȱTheȱ
sustainedȱsupportȱofȱelectedȱleadershipȱisȱcriticalȱtoȱsuccess,ȱbutȱmayȱbeȱincongruousȱwithȱtheȱ
patienceȱrequiredȱtoȱachieveȱcoordinationȱacrossȱmultipleȱstakeholders.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

37ȱBasedȱonȱinterviewȱwithȱPDCȱprojectȱmanager.ȱ
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City of Tualatin – Highway 99W Corridor Plan / Linking 
Tualatin 

Theȱproject’sȱprimaryȱdeliverableȱwasȱaȱlandȱuseȱplanȱthatȱ
examinedȱexistingȱlandȱuse,ȱidentifiedȱpropertiesȱwithȱ
redevelopmentȱpotential,ȱidentifiedȱareasȱthatȱcouldȱ
supportȱhighȱcapacityȱtransit,ȱandȱdevisedȱstrategiesȱtoȱ
makeȱTualatinȱmoreȱtransitȱreadyȱinȱtheȱfuture.ȱTheȱ
project,ȱinitiatedȱinȱSeptemberȱ2011,ȱinitiallyȱfocusedȱonȱtheȱ
Highwayȱ99WȱCorridor,ȱbutȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱuncertaintyȱ
aboutȱif,ȱwhen,ȱandȱwhereȱhighȱcapacityȱtransitȱwouldȱ
comeȱthroughȱTualatin,ȱitȱexpandedȱtoȱincludeȱtheȱ
Bridgeportȱarea,ȱTualatin’sȱdowntown,ȱandȱindustrialȱsites.ȱȱ
Withȱtheseȱchanges,ȱtheȱprojectȱbecameȱ“Linkingȱ
Tualatin,”ȱandȱconnectedȱintoȱtheȱlarger,ȱmultiȬ
jurisdictionalȱplanningȱprocessȱofȱtheȱSouthwestȱCorridorȱ
Plan.38ȱȱ

TheȱLinkingȱTualatinȱprojectȱproducedȱaȱplanȱwithȱseveralȱ
recommendations,ȱsuchȱasȱroadȱimprovementsȱinȱ
industrialȱareasȱtoȱimproveȱtheirȱconnectednessȱandȱcodeȱ
amendmentsȱtoȱallowȱforȱlimitedȱnonȬindustrialȱ
developmentȱinȱindustrialȱareas.ȱCityȱCouncilȱacceptedȱtheȱ
LinkingȱTualatinȱFinalȱPlanȱonȱJuneȱ24,ȱ2013;ȱatȱtheȱsameȱ
meeting,ȱCouncilȱdirectedȱstaffȱtoȱtakeȱseveralȱadditionalȱ
followȬupȱsteps,ȱindicatingȱthatȱtheȱprojectȱisȱmovingȱintoȱ
anȱimplementationȱphase:39ȱ

x ReviewȱtheȱLinkingȱTualatinȱFinalȱPlanȱandȱproposeȱcodeȱchangesȱthatȱwillȱallowȱforȱ
greaterȱflexibilityȱandȱsupportȱtransitȱuseȱ

x ReviewȱtheȱlistȱofȱrecommendedȱlocalȱstreetȱconnectionsȱinȱtheȱacceptedȱLinkingȱTualatinȱ
FinalȱPlanȱandȱrecommendȱthoseȱtoȱbeȱincludedȱinȱaȱfutureȱCapitalȱImprovementȱPlanȱasȱ
fundingȱbecomesȱavailableȱ

x ReviewȱpathsȱandȱtrailsȱuniqueȱtoȱtheȱacceptedȱLinkingȱTualatinȱFinalȱPlanȱandȱ
recommendȱthoseȱtoȱbeȱincludedȱinȱtheȱParksȱandȱRecreationȱMasterȱPlanȱUpdateȱprocess.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

38ȱTheȱSouthwestȱCorridorȱPlanȱisȱaȱMetroȬledȱsharedȬinvestmentȱstrategyȱthatȱincorporatesȱandȱcoordinatesȱexistingȱ
localȱlandȱuseȱvisions,ȱsuchȱasȱtheȱBarburȱConceptȱPlan,ȱtheȱTigardȱHighȱCapacityȱTransitȱLandȱUseȱPlan,ȱLinkingȱ
TualatinȱandȱtheȱSherwoodȱTownȱCenterȱPlanȱandȱseeksȱtoȱintegrateȱlandȱuseȱandȱtransportationȱinvestments.ȱThisȱ
processȱisȱstillȱunderway.ȱȱ

39ȱLinkingȱTualatinȱprojectȱupdate,ȱhttp://www.tualatinoregon.gov/planning/linkingȬtualatin,ȱaccessedȱMarchȱ2014.ȱ

Tualatin – Highway 99W Corridor Plan: 
(“Linking Tualatin”) Overview 
 
Purpose: Prepare a land use plan for the 
Corridor that facilitates redevelopment 
and improves multi-modal transportation 
choices 
 
Funded amount: $181,000 
 
Applicant match: $33,200 
 
Scale: 183 acres 
 
Design type / project location: Corridor  
 
Proposed project timeline:  10 months 
 
Actual project timeline: Effectively 
complete; plan accepted locally in June 
of 2013, but final milestone is contingent 
on adoption of an ordinance to 
implement the Final Plan’s land use 
recommendation. 
 
Outcomes: A plan that is moving into 
implementation; coordinated action 
across multiple regional stakeholders 
 
Major obstacles: Coordination with 
ongoing processes 
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Thoughȱtheȱprojectȱisȱsubstantiallyȱcomplete,ȱtheȱfinalȱmilestoneȱisȱadoptionȱofȱaȱplanȱtextȱ
amendmentȱtoȱimplementȱtheȱFinalȱPlan’sȱlandȱuseȱrecommendation.ȱOrdinanceȱadoptionȱisȱ
expectedȱtoȱoccurȱinȱlateȱMarchȱ2014.ȱ

Aȱchallengeȱinȱthisȱprojectȱwasȱthatȱitȱoccurredȱsimultaneousȱwithȱaȱnumberȱofȱotherȱ
transportationȱrelatedȱprojects.ȱWhileȱthisȱwasȱnotȱwithoutȱbenefitsȱ(e.g.,ȱtheȱprojectsȱwereȱableȱ
toȱuseȱtheȱsameȱtaskȱforceȱforȱdirectionȱandȱshareȱdata),ȱtheȱprojectȱteamȱfoundȱthatȱitȱdividedȱ
stakeholderȱattentionȱandȱleadȱtoȱconfusion.ȱToȱresolveȱthisȱchallenge,ȱtheȱteamȱbrieflyȱputȱtheȱ
projectȱonȱholdȱtoȱallowȱtheȱotherȱprojectsȱtoȱreachȱlaterȱstagesȱandȱimproveȱopportunitiesȱforȱ
coordinationȱofȱactions.ȱStaffȱindicatedȱthatȱtheȱprojectȱresonatedȱwithȱaȱcommunityȱdesireȱforȱ
transitȬrelatedȱdevelopmentȱandȱnewȱorȱimprovedȱtransitȱserviceȱinȱtheȱCity.ȱȱ

Withoutȱtheȱgrant,ȱprojectȱstaffȱbelieveȱtheȱprojectȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱhappenedȱandȱTualatinȱ
wouldȱhaveȱlostȱanȱopportunityȱforȱsynergyȱwithȱtheȱotherȱtransportationȱprojects.ȱStaffȱalsoȱ
statedȱthatȱprojectȬrelatedȱdevelopmentȱisȱpartlyȱcontingentȱonȱhighȱcapacityȱtransitȱcomingȱ
throughȱinȱtheȱplannedȬforȱareas.ȱTheȱTualatinȱChamberȱofȱCommerceȱleveragedȱtheȱprojectȱtoȱ
obtainȱaȱgrantȱtoȱconnectȱjobsȱandȱtransitȱbyȱprovidingȱfreeȱcommuterȱshuttleȱservice.ȱȱ

InȱresponseȱtoȱTualatin’sȱapplication,ȱtheȱsteeringȱcommitteeȱchargedȱwithȱreviewingȱ
applicationsȱnotedȱthatȱthisȱprojectȱaddressesȱtrafficȱproblemsȱthatȱareȱimpedingȱdevelopmentȱ
inȱtheȱarea,ȱthatȱtheȱareaȱisȱripeȱforȱredevelopmentȱwithȱavailableȱvacantȱland,ȱbutȱdoesȱnotȱhaveȱ
aȱwellȬdevelopedȱplan,ȱandȱthatȱaddressingȱitȱcouldȱdovetailȱnicelyȱwithȱtheȱBarbur/Hwyȱ99Wȱ
corridorȱplanning.ȱConcernsȱfromȱtheȱcommitteeȱincludedȱaȱlackȱofȱclarityȱregardingȱhowȱtheȱ
projectȱwouldȱtranslateȱintoȱactualȱdevelopment,ȱandȱnoȱmentionȱofȱsustainabilityȱoutcomesȱinȱ
theȱapplication.ȱTheȱSteeringȱCommitteeȱrecommendedȱthatȱtheȱapplicationȱbeȱfullyȱfunded,ȱ
andȱproposedȱnoȱconditionsȱforȱfunding.40ȱ41ȱ

Regardingȱtheȱproject’sȱrelationshipȱtoȱcriteria:ȱȱ

x Expectedȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes:ȱBasedȱonȱtheȱinterviewȱfindingsȱregardingȱ
developmentȱactivityȱinȱtheȱcorridorȱareaȱandȱotherȱrecentȱmarketȱanalysisȱ(includingȱthatȱ
associatedȱwithȱtheȱproject),ȱtheȱareaȱisȱapproachingȱfeasibilityȱforȱhigherȬdensityȱtransitȬ
orientedȱdevelopmentȱforms,ȱbutȱstaffȱstatedȱthatȱitȱisȱtooȱsoonȱtoȱseeȱanyȱsignsȱofȱ
developmentȱstemmingȱfromȱtheȱproject.ȱTheȱcoordinatedȱactionȱplansȱcreatedȱasȱaȱresultȱ
ofȱtheȱplanningȱprocessȱareȱimportantȱtoȱimprovingȱcertaintyȱaboutȱpublicȬsectorȱ
commitmentȱtoȱredevelopmentȱinȱtheȱarea,ȱsoȱaȱnexusȱbetweenȱtheȱprojectȱandȱ
developmentȱoutcomesȱexists.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱalignmentȱandȱtimingȱforȱtheȱhighȱcapacityȱ
transitȱoptionsȱwillȱbeȱanȱimportantȱvariableȱforȱdefiningȱredevelopmentȱpotential.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

40ȱSteeringȱCommitteeȱRecommendationȱSummary,ȱFYȱ2009Ȭ2010ȱCycle,ȱCPDGȱProgram.ȱ
41ȱAsȱaȱsideȬnote,ȱMetroȱawardedȱtheȱCityȱofȱTualatinȱwithȱtwoȱCycleȱ2ȱgrants,ȱbutȱtheȱCityȱchoseȱtoȱbeginȱworkȱonȱ
onlyȱone.ȱThisȱwasȱbecauseȱtheȱstudyȱareaȱforȱtheȱsecondȱgrantȱisȱstillȱanȱactiveȱquarry,ȱtheȱCityȱdidȱnotȱhaveȱ
sufficientȱstaffingȱtoȱpursueȱbothȱgrantsȱsimultaneously,ȱandȱtheȱCityȱwasȱnotȱwillingȱtoȱacceptȱtheȱrisksȱatȱtheȱtimeȱ
dueȱtoȱaȱlawsuitȱoverȱtheȱgrantȱprogram.ȱWorkȱonȱtheȱsecondȱgrantȱisȱexpectedȱtoȱbeginȱinȱ2014ȱorȱ2015.ȱȱ
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x Regionallyȱsignificant:ȱTheȱprojectȱfocusedȱonȱseveralȱofȱtheȱdesiredȱoutcomesȱincludedȱ
inȱtheȱdefinitionȱofȱtheȱcriteria,ȱincludingȱcreationȱofȱvibrantȱmixedȬuseȱandȱwalkableȱ
communitiesȱandȱimprovedȱconnectivity.ȱȱȱ

x Location:ȱItȱmeetsȱtheȱcriteriaȱforȱfacilitatingȱredevelopmentȱinȱaȱtownȱcenter.ȱ
x BestȱPracticesȱmodel:ȱTheȱintegratedȱapproachȱtoȱplanningȱinvestmentsȱacrossȱ

jurisdictionsȱisȱaȱbestȱpractice.ȱ
x Leveragingȱ/ȱmatchingȱpotential:ȱIntegratedȱplanningȱapproachesȱimproveȱtheȱchancesȱ

forȱleverageȱacrossȱpartners.ȱ
Keyȱlessonsȱtoȱbeȱlearnedȱfromȱthisȱcaseȱstudyȱinclude:ȱ(1)ȱaȱneedȱforȱflexibilityȱinȱanȱuncertainȱ
andȱchangingȱenvironment,ȱandȱ(2)ȱtheȱimportanceȱofȱworkingȱwithȱcommunityȱmembersȱandȱ
publicȱagenciesȱtoȱcommunicateȱgoalsȱandȱprojectȱevolution.ȱ

Washington County – Aloha-Reedville Study 

AlohaȬReedvilleȱisȱtheȱlargestȱunincorporatedȱcommunityȱinȱWashingtonȱCounty.ȱItȱisȱalmostȱatȱ
fullȱbuildȬout,ȱbutȱuntilȱtheȱCPDGȱgrantȱaward,ȱthereȱhadȱnotȱbeenȱanyȱunifiedȱplanningȱorȱ
monitoringȱsinceȱ1983.ȱTheȱAlohaȬReedvilleȱStudyȱexaminedȱopportunitiesȱforȱpublicȱandȱ
privateȱinvestmentȱthatȱwouldȱexpandȱtheȱarea’sȱdevelopmentȱpotentialȱandȱaddressȱaȱvarietyȱ
ofȱcommunityȱconcernsȱaboutȱtransportationȱandȱdevelopmentȱimpacts.ȱ

TheȱCountyȱrequestedȱ$2.3ȱmillionȱfromȱMetro’sȱCPDGȱprogram,ȱbutȱMetroȱonlyȱpartiallyȱ
fundedȱtheȱprojectȱatȱ$442,000.ȱThisȱinitiallyȱcausedȱWashingtonȱCountyȱtoȱscaleȱbackȱtheȱ
project’sȱscope,ȱbutȱthenȱdiscoveredȱanȱopportunityȱtoȱuseȱtheȱgrantȱtoȱapplyȱforȱaȱSustainableȱ
CommunitiesȱInitiativeȱgrant,ȱaȱfederalȱpartnershipȱbetweenȱtheȱEnvironmentalȱProtectionȱ
Agency,ȱtheȱDepartmentȱofȱTransportation,ȱandȱtheȱDepartmentȱofȱHousingȱandȱUrbanȱ
Development.ȱTheȱCountyȱwasȱsuccessfulȱandȱwasȱawardedȱaȱ$2ȱmillionȱgrant.ȱȱ

TheȱfederalȱgrantȱledȱtoȱtheȱcreationȱofȱtheȱAlohaȬReedvilleȱStudyȱandȱLivableȱCommunityȱPlan,ȱ
whichȱisȱcurrentlyȱunderȱpublicȱreview.42ȱItsȱrecommendationsȱwillȱleadȱtoȱimplementationȱ
duringȱtheȱ2014ȱordinanceȱupdateȱprocessȱforȱWashingtonȱCounty.ȱWithoutȱtheȱCPDGȱgrant,ȱ
staffȱstatedȱthatȱWashingtonȱCountyȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱpursuedȱtheȱSustainableȱCommunitiesȱ
Initiativeȱfunding,ȱandȱthereȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱbeenȱaȱproject.ȱȱ

BeyondȱtheȱPlanȱdocumentȱitself,ȱstaffȱthoughtȱtheȱprojectȱwasȱnotableȱforȱitsȱ31ȱissueȱpapers,ȱ
substantialȱeffortsȱatȱengagementȱofȱhistoricallyȱunderrepresentedȱgroups,ȱtrackȱrecordȱofȱ
completingȱtasksȱonȱtimeȱandȱunderȱbudget,ȱandȱsuccessfulȱleveragingȱtheȱprojectȱintoȱ
additionalȱfunding.ȱȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

42ȱWashingtonȱCountyȱAlohaȬReedvilleȱwebsiteȱhttp://www.co.washington.or.us/alohareedville,ȱAccessedȱMarchȱ
2014ȱ
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Staffȱfeltȱtheȱprojectȱhadȱnoȱmajorȱorȱunusualȱobstaclesȱinȱ
implementation,ȱbutȱdidȱdescribeȱchallengingȱdiscussionsȱ
regardingȱgovernanceȱandȱfundingȱofȱurbanȬlevelȱservicesȱ
andȱinfrastructureȱinȱthisȱunincorporatedȱarea.ȱInȱgeneral,ȱ
theȱcommunityȱandȱgovernmentsȱofȱadjacentȱcitiesȱwereȱnotȱ
readyȱtoȱmoveȱdiscussionsȱofȱpotentialȱannexationȱtoȱtheȱ
nextȱstage.ȱAtȱtheȱsameȱtime,ȱWashingtonȱCounty’sȱfinancialȱ
structureȱisȱnotȱwellȬorientedȱtoȱfundȱtheȱservicesȱandȱcapitalȱ
investmentsȱdesiredȱinȱanȱurbanizingȱarea.ȱSomeȱtoolsȱmoreȱ
typicallyȱusedȱinȱrevitalizingȱareas,ȱsuchȱtaxȱincrementȱ
finance,ȱwereȱnotȱpoliticallyȱfeasibleȱforȱtheȱCountyȱtoȱ
pursue.ȱȱ

Atȱtheȱsameȱtime,ȱtheȱplanningȱprocessȱbroughtȱmanyȱ
overlappingȱtaxingȱdistrictsȱtoȱtheȱtableȱtoȱdiscussȱtheȱuniqueȱ
issuesȱandȱneedsȱofȱAlohaȬReedvilleȱarea.ȱTheȱprocessȱraisedȱ
theȱvisibilityȱofȱtheȱcommunity’sȱneedsȱandȱhelpedȱtaxingȱ
districtsȱprioritizeȱanȱadditionalȱ$32ȱmillionȱofȱfundingȱoverȱ
fiveȱyearsȱviaȱtheirȱownȱcapitalȱimprovementȱplans,ȱpartners,ȱ
andȱgrants.ȱTheseȱfundsȱwillȱgoȱtoȱinfrastructure,ȱparks,ȱandȱ
otherȱcommunityȱneeds.ȱ

InȱresponseȱtoȱtheȱWashingtonȱCounty’sȱapplication,ȱtheȱ
steeringȱcommitteeȱchargedȱwithȱreviewingȱapplicationsȱ
notedȱthatȱthisȱprojectȱwasȱfocusedȱonȱanȱareaȱinȱneedȱofȱ
planningȱattention.ȱHowever,ȱtheyȱonlyȱpartiallyȱfundedȱtheȱ
project,ȱcitingȱconcernsȱthatȱtheȱapplicationȱlackedȱfocus,ȱthatȱ
theȱsequenceȱofȱphasesȱmayȱnotȱbeȱcorrect,ȱandȱthatȱtheȱ
studyȱwasȱmoreȱorientedȱtowardȱWashingtonȱCountyȱ
planningȱthanȱtowardȱimplementingȱ2040ȱgoals.ȱTheȱ
SteeringȱCommitteeȱconditionedȱtheȱfundingȱawardȱonȱrefinementȱofȱtheȱproposedȱprojectȱandȱ
scopeȱofȱwork,ȱdeliverables,ȱandȱmilestonesȱsoȱthatȱactionableȱitemsȱemergeȱfromȱtheȱfirstȱphaseȱ
work.43ȱȱ

Regardingȱtheȱproject’sȱrelationshipȱtoȱcriteria:ȱȱ

x Expectedȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes:ȱBasedȱonȱtheȱinterviewȱfindingsȱregardingȱ
developmentȱactivityȱinȱtheȱareaȱandȱotherȱrecentȱmarketȱanalysisȱ(includingȱthoseȱ
associatedȱwithȱtheȱproject),ȱtheȱareaȱisȱinȱtheȱlowestȱphaseȱofȱdevelopmentȱfeasibilityȱforȱ
theȱdesiredȱdevelopmentȱtype.ȱAlohaȬReedvilleȱhasȱpositiveȱsignsȱofȱdevelopment,ȱbutȱ
staffȱagreedȱthatȱitȱisȱtooȱearlyȱinȱtheȱproject’sȱtimelineȱforȱtheȱprojectȱtoȱhaveȱencouragedȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

43ȱSteeringȱCommitteeȱRecommendationȱSummary,ȱFYȱ2009Ȭ2010ȱCycle,ȱCPDGȱProgram.ȱ

Washington County – Aloha-Reedville 
Study: Overview 
 
Purpose: CPDG grant funded existing 
conditions and other analysis necessary 
to support federal grant application for 
$2 M comprehensive community plan 
 
Funded amount: $442,000 
 
Applicant match: $2 million 
 
Scale: 5,900 acres (7.5 sq mi) 
 
Design Type / project location: Town 
Center, Corridor, Industrial, Commercial, 
Residential area 
 
Proposed project timeline:  36 months 
(proposed for full community plan)  
 
Actual project timeline: Final CPDG 
milestone achieved Sept 2012. 
Community Plan draft currently under 
review. 
 
Outcomes: Grant funding leveraged 
successful application for a $2 million 
federal Sustainable Communities grant, 
which was used to develop full 
Community Plan. About $32 million of 
additional funding from partners was 
committed to investments in 
infrastructure and other projects in the 
area as a result of the process.  
 
Major obstacles: Availability of funding 
sources for urban-level services and 
infrastructure in unincorporated County.  
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theȱdevelopment.ȱTheȱcommunityȱplanȱbroughtȱtogetherȱpartnersȱtoȱagreeȱtoȱ
developmentȬȱandȱcommunityȬsupportedȱinvestmentsȱinȱinfrastructureȱandȱopenȱspace,ȱ
andȱasȱsuch,ȱhasȱaȱdirectȱnexusȱtoȱdevelopmentȱoutcomes.ȱHowever,ȱpatienceȱwillȱbeȱ
requiredȱtoȱseeȱchangesȱinȱdevelopmentȱform.ȱȱ

x Regionallyȱsignificant:ȱTheȱprojectȱfocusedȱonȱseveralȱofȱtheȱdesiredȱoutcomesȱincludedȱ
inȱtheȱdefinitionȱofȱtheȱcriteria,ȱincludingȱcreationȱofȱvibrantȱmixedȬuseȱandȱwalkableȱ
communitiesȱandȱimprovedȱconnectivity.ȱȱȱ

x Location:ȱItȱmeetsȱtheȱcriteriaȱforȱfacilitatingȱredevelopmentȱinȱaȱtownȱcenter.ȱ
x BestȱPracticesȱmodel:ȱTheȱintegratedȱapproachȱtoȱplanningȱinvestmentsȱacrossȱ

jurisdictionsȱisȱaȱbestȱpractice.ȱ
x Leveragingȱ/ȱmatchingȱpotential:ȱTheȱprojectȱleveragedȱsignificantȱinvestmentsȱfromȱ

projectȱpartners.ȱ

Keyȱlessonsȱtoȱbeȱlearnedȱfromȱthisȱcaseȱstudyȱinclude:ȱ(1)ȱInfrastructureȱfundingȱandȱ
governanceȱissuesȱareȱconcernsȱinȱanyȱunincorporatedȱarea,ȱnotȱjustȱinȱexpansionȱareas;ȱ(2)ȱ
Communityȱplanningȱprocessȱcanȱbeȱusedȱtoȱleverageȱandȱcoordinateȱfundingȱforȱcapitalȱ
investmentsȱacrossȱjurisdictionalȱboundaries.ȱȱ

ȱ

ȱ ȱ
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4 Findings Summary and Conclusions 

Thisȱsectionȱpresentsȱcombinedȱfindingsȱfromȱtheȱcaseȱstudyȱinterviewsȱandȱquantitativeȱ
analysisȱforȱgrantȱCyclesȱ1ȱandȱ2.ȱȱ

4.1 Value of the program 
Mostȱofȱtheȱresearchȱquestionsȱthatȱanchorȱthisȱevaluationȱseekȱarticulationȱofȱtheȱvalueȱofȱtheȱ
program.ȱTheseȱinclude:ȱHowȱsuccessfulȱwereȱtheȱgrantsȱinȱachievingȱtheȱexplicitȱprogramȱ
goals?ȱWhatȱmightȱhaveȱhappenedȱwithoutȱtheȱgrant?ȱWhatȱtypeȱandȱlevelȱofȱdevelopmentȱdoȱ
incentivesȱprovidedȱbyȱgrantsȱfoster?ȱ

Atȱtheȱhighestȱlevel,ȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱtheȱgrantȱprogramȱisȱtoȱfundȱplanningȱprocessesȱthatȱleadȱtoȱ
newȱdevelopmentȱonȱtheȱground.ȱForȱCycleȱ2,ȱanȱexplicitȱtimelineȱwasȱintroduced:ȱtoȱseeȱ
developmentȱpermitsȱtwoȱtoȱfiveȱyearsȱpostȬgrant.ȱForȱbothȱCyclesȱ1ȱandȱ2,ȱquantitativeȱanalysisȱ
ofȱpermitȱandȱassessmentȱdataȱwereȱinconclusive,ȱforȱtheȱfollowingȱreasons:ȱ

x Theȱeffectsȱofȱtheȱrecessionȱdampenedȱdevelopmentȱactivityȱinȱallȱpartsȱofȱtheȱregionȱ
duringȱtheȱgrantȱimplementationȱperiod.ȱ

x ManyȱgrantȬfundedȱplanningȱprocessesȱwereȱslowȱtoȱgetȱstarted,ȱandȱexperiencedȱ
delaysȱduringȱimplementation.ȱAsȱofȱMarchȱ2014,ȱ18ȱofȱ24ȱCycleȱ1ȱgrantsȱhadȱleadȱtoȱ
adoptedȱconceptȱplans,ȱandȱ3ȱofȱ17ȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantsȱwereȱfullyȱcompleted.44ȱBecauseȱmanyȱ
ofȱtheȱprojectsȱstillȱhaveȱnotȱachievedȱtheirȱfinalȱmilestones,ȱitȱisȱnotȱpossibleȱtoȱattributeȱ
developmentȱresultsȱtoȱgrantȱimplementation.ȱ

x Evenȱforȱtheȱgrantsȱthatȱareȱcomplete,ȱinsufficientȱtimeȱhasȱpassedȱtoȱmeasureȱthemȱ
againstȱtheȱtimeȬspecificȱcriteriaȱintroducedȱinȱCycleȱ2.ȱCriteriaȱstateȱthatȱdevelopmentȱ
permitsȱshouldȱbeȱevidentȱinȱtwoȱyearsȱorȱfiveȱyears.ȱTheȱfirstȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantsȱwereȱ
completedȱinȱ2012;ȱdataȱareȱnotȱavailableȱforȱtheȱentireȱtwoȬyearȱperiodȱpostȱprojectȱ
completion.ȱȱ

Ifȱtheȱquantitativeȱanalysisȱwereȱtoȱbeȱreplicatedȱinȱfourȱorȱfiveȱyears,ȱitȱmightȱbeȱpossibleȱtoȱ
measureȱtheȱcompletedȱprojectsȱagainstȱtheȱtimeȬspecificȱcriteriaȱinȱCycleȱ2.45ȱ

Cycleȱ1ȱhadȱaȱveryȱspecificȱgoalȱofȱcompletingȱconceptȱplansȱandȱadoptingȱzoningȱtoȱsupportȱ
developmentȱinȱtheȱexpansionȱareasȱthatȱreceivedȱgrants.ȱOverall,ȱ75ȱpercentȱofȱCycleȱ1ȱgranteesȱ
haveȱadoptedȱconceptȱplans,ȱbutȱjustȱfiveȱhaveȱzoningȱinȱplaceȱforȱnewȱdevelopmentȱtoȱoccur.ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

44ȱMoreȱwereȱeffectivelyȱcomplete,ȱbutȱhadȱnotȱyetȱachievedȱaȱfinalȱmilestone,ȱwhich,ȱinȱmostȱcases,ȱisȱtheȱadoptionȱ
processȱthatȱcommitsȱtheȱjurisdictionȱtoȱimplementation.ȱ

45ȱSpecificȱtimingȱforȱaȱcompleteȱ5ȬyearȱevaluationȱisȱdependentȱuponȱwhenȱallȱCycleȱ2ȱprojectsȱareȱcompleteȱandȱ
thereforeȱcannotȱbeȱpredictedȱatȱthisȱtime.ȱȱ
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Issuesȱofȱgovernanceȱandȱinfrastructureȱfinanceȱwereȱtheȱlargestȱbarriersȱtoȱsuccessȱ(theseȱareȱ
discussedȱinȱmoreȱdetailȱinȱtheȱcomingȱsections).ȱ

Cycleȱ2ȱusedȱaȱdifferentȱsetȱofȱcriteria.ȱTableȱ3ȱbelowȱprovidesȱaȱhighȬlevelȱoverviewȱofȱtheȱ
criteriaȱandȱoutcomesȱfoundȱinȱthisȱanalysis;ȱtheȱtextȱthatȱfollowsȱprovidesȱadditionalȱdetailȱandȱ
otherȱrelevantȱfindingsȱthatȱareȱnotȱspecificȱtoȱtheseȱcriteria.ȱȱ
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Table 3. Overview of outcomes relative to Cycle 2 criteria46 

Grant criteria / Goals Outcomes in brief 
Expected Development Outcomes: community 
readiness and ability to achieve development 
permits 2 and 5 years after project completion 

Criteria achieved? Maybe; more time needed. 
Evidence of increased development activity is limited at this 
time, but several examples of increased “readiness” were 
identified: development of agreed-upon visions for 
development, discussion of funding for needed infrastructure 
investments, evaluations of code or other regulatory barriers, 
etc.  

Regionally Significant: ability to benefit the region 
through the achievement of the desired outcomes 
of the 2040 Growth Concept: 

a) People live and work in vibrant communities 
where they can choose to walk for pleasure and 
to meet their everyday needs.  
b) Current and future residents benefit from the 
region’s sustained economic competitiveness 
and prosperity. 
c) People have safe and reliable transportation 
choices that enhance their quality of life. 
d) The region is a leader in minimizing 
contributions to global warming. 
e) Current and future generations enjoy clean 
air, clean water, and healthy ecosystems. 
f) The benefits and burdens of growth and 
change are distributed equitably.  

Criteria achieved? Yes, debatably. 
These criteria are particularly difficult to operationalize and 
measure, but in practice, all well-conceived planning 
exercises will consider these fundamental principles. Every 
project evaluated here focused on some aspect of these 
desired outcomes. At the same time, some stakeholders 
disagreed that the projects that were selected were 
“regionally significant”, even though they addressed at least 
some of these desired outcomes. 
 
The definition of “regionally significant” and how it is 
evaluated and weighted at the grant application stage is an 
important consideration for Metro if it continues with the 
CPDG program.  

Location: facilitation of development or 
redevelopment in centers, corridors/main streets, 
station areas, and/or employment and industrial 
areas 

Criteria achieved? Yes. 
All of the selected projects were in these priority areas.  

Best Practices Model: provision of innovative 
tools that can be easily replicated in other 
locations in the region 

Criteria achieved? Yes, but outcomes were not well-tracked 
to identify and share best practices externally. 
Several “best practices” were described in interviews, 
especially in outreach to underrepresented groups and 
collaboration across stakeholders (see details in case studies 
and below). 

Equity: equitable distribution of CET funds based 
on revenue collection, past funding, and planning 
resource needs 

Criteria achieved? Significant controversy among 
stakeholders regarding this criterion. 
In Cycle 2, many stakeholders felt that there was a lack of 
equity in distribution of funds, because they were dedicated 
entirely to areas internal to the region (rather than expansion 
areas) and because there was no explicit attempt to fund 
grants located in the areas that generated higher CET tax 
amounts. In Cycle 3, Metro attempted to rectify these 
concerns, but more work is needed to resolve these issues.   

ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

46 One final criterion was “Project description and background: importance to jurisdiction and region, expected outcomes, 
and timeliness.” We understand this criterion to be about how well the jurisdictions told the story of their own need for the 
project in their grant application. Metro selected grants accordingly. Revisiting those decisions would not be helpful to this 
analysis of outcomes. The criterion is useful for selecting projects in the initial application process, but can’t be used to 
measure program outcomes. 
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Despiteȱaȱlackȱofȱquantitativeȱevidence,ȱqualitativeȱresearchȱstronglyȱindicatesȱthatȱplanningȱ
outcomesȱwereȱimprovedȱinȱbothȱcyclesȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱtheȱgrantsȱandȱtheȱintergovernmentalȱ
agreementsȱ(IGAs)ȱthatȱguidedȱtheirȱimplementation.ȱInterviewees,ȱincludingȱdevelopersȱthatȱ
interactedȱwithȱtheȱgrantȱrecipients,ȱdescribedȱtheȱfollowingȱbenefitsȱofȱtheȱgrantȱprogram:ȱ

x Planningȱoccurredȱatȱall.ȱNearlyȱallȱCycleȱ2ȱgrantȱrecipientsȱsaidȱtheyȱwouldȱnotȱhaveȱ
completedȱtheȱplanningȱwithoutȱtheȱgrant.ȱ

x Planningȱhappenedȱsooner.ȱForȱtheȱexpansionȱareasȱthatȱreceivedȱCycleȱ1ȱgrantsȱthisȱisȱ
particularlyȱtrue.ȱPlanningȱinȱexpansionȱareasȱisȱaȱrequirement,ȱbutȱtheȱgrantsȱallowedȱ
jurisdictionsȱtoȱprioritizeȱitȱsooner.ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱsomeȱareasȱareȱbeginningȱtoȱpermitȱnewȱ
developmentȱinȱtheȱcurrentȱmarketȱupswing,ȱwhichȱmayȱotherwiseȱhaveȱbeenȱmissed.ȱȱ

x Planningȱintegratedȱdiverseȱstakeholdersȱandȱledȱtoȱbetterȱandȱmoreȱinformedȱ
decisionȬmaking.ȱTheȱprogramȱcriteria,ȱguidingȱIGAs,ȱandȱexternalȱfundingȱsourceȱallȱ
broughtȱincreasedȱattentionȱtoȱgrantȬfundedȱprojectsȱandȱhelpedȱtoȱfocusȱtheȱattentionȱofȱ
keyȱpartnersȱinȱimplementation.ȱSeveralȱgranteesȱdescribedȱspecificȱexamplesȱofȱ
improvementsȱtoȱplansȱasȱaȱresult,ȱsuchȱasȱaȱcoordinatedȱstormwaterȱandȱopenȱspaceȱ
facilityȱinȱNorthȱBethanyȱthatȱresultedȱfromȱtheȱinvolvementȱofȱtheȱtaxingȱdistrictsȱ
responsibleȱforȱtheseȱfacilities.ȱAnotherȱexampleȱisȱtheȱanalysisȱthatȱidentifiedȱtheȱneedȱforȱ
GOȱbondȱfundingȱforȱmajorȱroadȱimprovementsȱinȱLakeȱOswego.ȱTheȱgrantȱallowedȱthatȱ
analysisȱtoȱhappenȱmoreȱquicklyȱandȱthoroughlyȱthanȱwouldȱhaveȱbeenȱpossibleȱwithoutȱ
theȱfunding.ȱ

x Planningȱleveragedȱexternalȱresources.ȱSeveralȱofȱtheȱcaseȱstudyȱintervieweesȱmentionedȱ
thatȱtheȱgrantsȱhelpedȱthemȱtoȱpursueȱandȱ/ȱorȱcoordinateȱadditionalȱfundingȱsourcesȱforȱ
implementationȱofȱcommunityȱplans.ȱInȱAlohaȬReedville,ȱforȱexample,ȱCPDGȱfundsȱledȱtoȱ
theȱsuccessfulȱapplicationȱforȱaȱfederalȱSustainableȱCommunitiesȱInitiativeȱgrant.ȱȱ

x Replicabilityȱandȱinnovationȱinȱoutreachȱ(“BestȱPractices”).ȱAȱfewȱintervieweesȱnotedȱ
thatȱtheȱgrantȱallowedȱthemȱtoȱtakeȱmoreȱtimeȱtoȱtestȱoutȱinnovativeȱapproachesȱtoȱ
reachingȱandȱengagingȱtheȱpublic.ȱInȱparticular,ȱPortland’sȱFosterȱLentsȱprojectȱandȱtheȱ
AlohaȬReedvilleȱprojectȱinȱWashingtonȱCountyȱspentȱmoreȱtimeȱandȱeffortȱincludingȱtheȱ
fullȱrangeȱofȱstakeholdersȱaffectedȱbyȱplanning,ȱandȱcitedȱimprovedȱoutcomesȱasȱaȱresult.ȱ
Theȱlessonsȱlearnedȱthroughȱthisȱprocessȱwillȱbeȱapplicableȱtoȱfutureȱprojectsȱasȱwell.ȱ

x Learningȱandȱincreasedȱsophistication.ȱTheȱgrantsȱallowedȱjurisdictionalȱstaffȱtoȱfocusȱ
moreȱattentionȱonȱgrantȱimplementationȱandȱplanning.ȱBothȱjurisdictionalȱstaffȱandȱtheȱ
developersȱthatȱwereȱinterviewedȱthroughȱthisȱprocessȱstatedȱthatȱlearningȱoccurredȱ
amongȱstaffȱthatȱtransferredȱtoȱimprovedȱprocessesȱandȱincreasedȱplanningȱsophisticationȱ
outsideȱofȱgrantȱareas.ȱAȱfewȱalsoȱmentionedȱthatȱstakeholdersȱandȱtheȱpublicȱthatȱwereȱ
educatedȱaboutȱplanningȱissuesȱasȱaȱresultȱofȱtheȱgrants.ȱ

ȱ ȱ
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4.2 Findings regarding challenges faced in implementation 
Theȱinterviewsȱemphasizedȱwhatȱmostȱplanningȱandȱdevelopmentȱprofessionalsȱintuitivelyȱ
know:ȱgoodȱplanningȱrequiresȱaȱcomplexȱandȱoftenȱnonȬlinearȱprocessȱthatȱaccommodatesȱtheȱ
unexpected.ȱItȱmustȱaddressȱfundamentalȱandȱdifficultȬtoȬresolveȱchallenges:ȱaligningȱvisionȱ
withȱreality,ȱdeterminingȱhowȱtheȱpublicȱandȱprivateȱsectorsȱshouldȱinteractȱwithȱandȱbenefitȱ
eachȱother,ȱandȱcreatingȱmethodsȱforȱprioritizingȱandȱmobilizingȱscareȱresourcesȱtoȱachieveȱ
desiredȱoutcomes.ȱInȱtheȱcaseȱofȱtheseȱgrants,ȱnearlyȱeveryȱprojectȱfacedȱunanticipatedȱ
difficultiesȱthatȱslowedȱtheȱplanningȱprocessȱrelativeȱtoȱtheȱworkȱplanȱoutlinedȱinȱtheȱIGA.ȱInȱ
fact,ȱmanyȱprojectsȱareȱstillȱnotȱfullyȱcompleteȱatȱthisȱtime.ȱ

TheȱCycleȱ1ȱgrantȱdistributionȱallowedȱexpansionȱareasȱtoȱtackleȱsomeȱfundamentalȱchallenges,ȱ
butȱinȱsomeȱcases,ȱthoseȱchallengesȱstillȱremain.ȱGovernanceȱandȱinfrastructureȱfundingȱ
mechanismsȱareȱkeyȱandȱcontroversialȱdecisionsȱthatȱmustȱbeȱsolvedȱinȱtandemȱwithȱplanning.ȱ
Inȱsuccessfulȱexamples,ȱsuchȱasȱNorthȱBethany,ȱtheseȱissuesȱwereȱtackledȱandȱresolved,ȱevenȱifȱ
moreȱslowlyȱandȱwithȱgreaterȱdifficultyȱthanȱanticipated.ȱInȱotherȱexamples,ȱsuchȱasȱtheȱCityȱofȱ
Damascus,ȱtheyȱremainȱunresolved,ȱandȱdevelopmentȱisȱnotȱgoingȱforwardȱevenȱthoughȱ
conceptȱplanningȱisȱcomplete.ȱȱ

Cycleȱ2ȱprojectsȱfacedȱaȱdifferentȱsetȱofȱchallenges,ȱincludingȱshiftingȱpoliticalȱattention,ȱlackȱofȱ
agreementȱonȱfundingȱsourcesȱforȱpublicȱimprovements,ȱlackȱofȱpublicȱandȱgovernmentȱ
understandingȱofȱimplementationȱmechanisms,ȱandȱoverallȱmarketȱviability.ȱInȱsomeȱcases,ȱ
theseȱchallengesȱslowedȱtheȱprocess,ȱchangedȱdesiredȱoutcomesȱatȱtheȱlocalȱlevel,ȱandȱ
influencedȱtheȱfocusȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱManyȱofȱthoseȱchallengesȱ(inȱparticular:ȱpoliticalȱcontext,ȱ
marketȱviability)ȱareȱintrinsicȱtoȱtheȱplanningȱprocessȱandȱunrelatedȱ
toȱtheȱspecificsȱofȱtheȱgrantȱprogram.ȱȱȱ

Regardingȱprogramȱimplementation,ȱnearlyȱallȱintervieweesȱ
expressedȱgratitudeȱforȱMetro’sȱflexibility,ȱassistance,ȱandȱ
attentiveness,ȱstatingȱthatȱtheyȱfoundȱMetro’sȱprojectȱmanagersȱeasyȱ
toȱworkȱwithȱrelativeȱtoȱotherȱgrantȱadministratorsȱatȱotherȱagencies.ȱ
Thatȱsaid,ȱaȱfewȱintervieweesȱdescribedȱMetroȱasȱtooȱbureaucraticȱinȱ
navigatingȱtheȱcorrectȱexecutionȱofȱtheȱoutlinedȱfunding.ȱ

Theseȱfindingsȱmayȱbeȱusefulȱforȱimprovingȱcriteriaȱandȱimplementationȱofȱtheȱprogramȱinȱtheȱ
future.ȱȱ

4.3 Findings regarding criteria and process 
Someȱofȱtheȱresearchȱquestionsȱaskedȱatȱtheȱoutsetȱofȱthisȱevaluationȱrequireȱaȱcloserȱlookȱatȱtheȱ
criteriaȱforȱandȱtheȱprocessȱofȱselectingȱprojects:ȱAreȱthereȱotherȱimprovementsȱtoȱconsiderȱinȱ
programȱgoals,ȱpriorities,ȱcriteria,ȱandȱprocessesȱinȱorderȱtoȱbestȱmeetȱanticipatedȱlocalȱandȱ
regionalȱchallengesȱinȱtheȱfuture?ȱAreȱtheseȱissuesȱdifferentȱinȱnewȱurbanȱareasȱvs.ȱexistingȱ
urbanȱareas?ȱHowȱwellȱdidȱpatternsȱofȱgrantȱfundingȱbyȱgeographyȱandȱpurposeȱalignȱwithȱ

“Metro’s approach to 
awarding and managing the 
grants was well run and 
relatively easy. Metro was a 
pleasure to work with and 
the grant process should be 
looked at as a “best 
practice” model.”  

– CPDG Project Manager 
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programȱgoals?ȱTheseȱquestionsȱrelateȱlargelyȱtoȱCycleȱ2ȱprojects,ȱasȱCycleȱ1ȱgrantsȱwereȱnotȱ
competitivelyȱdistributedȱandȱdidȱnotȱhaveȱspecificȱcriteria.ȱȱ

Regardingȱquestionsȱaboutȱcriteria,ȱfindingsȱfallȱintoȱtwoȱmajorȱcategories:ȱ(1)ȱTheȱevaluationȱ
findsȱaȱmismatchȱbetweenȱareasȱselectedȱandȱtheȱtimeȬspecificȱcriteriaȱforȱnearȬtermȱ
development;ȱandȱ(2)ȱTheȱevolutionȱofȱtheȱcriteriaȱhaveȱcreatedȱdefinitionalȱambiguitiesȱthat,ȱifȱ
unresolved,ȱwillȱcontinueȱtoȱleadȱtoȱconflictȱinȱanyȱfutureȱcyclesȱofȱgrantȱdistribution.ȱDetailsȱ
follow.ȱȱ

ForȱCycleȱ2,ȱtheȱevaluationȱuncoveredȱaȱmismatchȱbetweenȱareasȱselectedȱandȱtimeȬspecificȱ
criteriaȱforȱnearȬtermȱdevelopment.ȱThereȱareȱtwoȱreasonsȱthatȱtheȱtwoȬȱandȱfiveȬyearȱpermitȱ
horizonȱisȱprobablyȱtooȱshortȱtoȱreasonablyȱexpectedȱtoȱseeȱ
outcomes47:ȱ

1. Theȱprocessȱofȱgettingȱtoȱpermitȱcanȱtake,ȱinȱsomeȱ
situations,ȱasȱmuchȱasȱtwoȱyears.ȱAȱroughȱestimateȱofȱaȱ
developmentȱtimeȱhorizon,ȱfromȱprojectȱ
conceptualizationȱtoȱpermitȱinȱhand,ȱbasedȱonȱ
conversationsȱwithȱdevelopersȱconductedȱasȱpartȱofȱthisȱ
evaluation,ȱisȱprovidedȱinȱtheȱsidebar.ȱItȱcanȱtakeȱasȱ
longȱasȱ20ȱmonthsȱorȱmoreȱjustȱtoȱgetȱtoȱpermit,ȱevenȱ
whenȱnoȱmajorȱsiteȱcontaminationȱorȱengineeringȱ
challengesȱexist,ȱandȱzoningȱchangesȱareȱnotȱneededȱtoȱ
supportȱtheȱdevelopment.ȱItȱisȱnotȱreasonableȱtoȱexpectȱ
toȱseeȱanyȱsignificantȱpermittingȱactivityȱresultingȱfromȱ
aȱplanningȱinterventionȱinȱjustȱtwoȱyears.ȱ

2. Someȱareasȱthatȱreceivedȱgrantsȱhaveȱsignificantȱrealȱ
estateȱmarketȱchallengesȱandȱrequiredȱfoundationalȱ
planningȱworkȱtoȱidentifyȱinfrastructureȱneedsȱ
(includingȱhighȬcapacityȱtransitȱalignments)ȱandȱdetermineȱmarketȬalignedȱvisionsȱforȱ
development.ȱForȱtheseȱareas,ȱpatienceȱisȱnecessary,ȱandȱitȱisȱnotȱreasonableȱtoȱexpectȱtoȱ
seeȱdevelopmentȱpermitsȱevenȱinȱtheȱfiveȬyearȱwindow.ȱTheȱsignificantȱmarketȱ
challengesȱmeanȱthatȱquantitativeȱevaluationȱmightȱnotȱshowȱaȱdifferenceȱinȱareasȱasȱaȱ
wholeȱrelativeȱtoȱcontrolȱgroups.ȱȱ

Theȱsecondȱmajorȱcategoryȱofȱfindingsȱregardingȱcriteriaȱrelateȱtoȱongoing,ȱunresolvedȱtensionsȱ
aroundȱtheȱoperationalizationȱofȱtheȱtermsȱusedȱinȱcriteria.ȱWhileȱtheȱcriteriaȱhaveȱevolvedȱ
betweenȱeachȱcycleȱinȱdirectȱresponseȱtoȱstakeholderȱcommentsȱandȱinput,ȱtheseȱchangesȱhaveȱ
createdȱopportunitiesȱforȱconfusionȱandȱuncertaintyȱ(andȱlawsuits).ȱContinuedȱuncertaintyȱisȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

47ȱWeȱassumeȱthatȱtheȱcriteriaȱareȱlookingȱforȱdevelopmentȱthatȱbeginsȱafterȱtheȱplanningȱinterventionȱisȱcompleteȱ
ratherȱthanȱfromȱtheȱtimeȱthatȱtheȱIGAȱisȱsigned,ȱsoȱthatȱplanningȱtimelinesȱ(whichȱcanȱbeȱmultipleȱyearsȱ
themselves)ȱareȱnotȱpartȱofȱtheȱtimelineȱchallenge.ȱȱ

Roughly estimated permitting 
timeline for hypothetical mixed-use 
development 
 
Due diligence and site acquisition:  
2 to 4 months 
 
Conceptual plans and initial design 
review: 
2 to 3 months 
 
Detailed design and engineering: 
6 to 8 months 
 
Submit and receive permits 
(including modifications and re-
submissions):  
1 to 3 months  
 
Total: up to 20 months  
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likelyȱtoȱleadȱtoȱcontinuedȱcontroversyȱinȱfutureȱgrantȱcycles.ȱSpecifically,ȱtheȱareasȱofȱtensionȱ
thatȱremainȱunresolvedȱbasedȱonȱinterviews,ȱinclude:ȱ

4. Definitionȱandȱroleȱofȱ“equitable”ȱcriterionȱinȱdistributionȱofȱgrant.ȱCyclesȱ2ȱandȱ3ȱ
eachȱhadȱ“equity”ȱasȱaȱcriterionȱforȱgrantȱdistribution,ȱdefinedȱasȱ“equitableȱdistributionȱ
ofȱCETȱfundsȱbasedȱonȱrevenueȱcollection,ȱpastȱfunding,ȱandȱplanningȱresourceȱneeds.”ȱ
Thisȱdefinitionȱleavesȱroomȱforȱinterpretation,ȱandȱdifferentȱstakeholdersȱcontinueȱtoȱ
haveȱdifferentȱideasȱaboutȱwhatȱdistributionȱpatternȱisȱfair.ȱWhileȱgeographyȱisȱ
particularlyȱcontentiousȱ(seeȱnextȱpoint),ȱotherȱaspectsȱofȱthisȱdefinitionȱalsoȱhaveȱraisedȱ
concerns.ȱStakeholdersȱsuggestedȱthatȱweightingȱwouldȱbeȱhelpful,ȱtoȱbetterȱunderstandȱ
howȱthisȱcriterionȱrelatesȱtoȱothers.ȱOthersȱsuggestedȱthatȱgeographicȱequityȱisȱdifferentȱ
fromȱequityȱregardingȱtheȱneedsȱofȱtheȱprojectȱitself,ȱandȱshouldȱbeȱconsideredȱ
separately.ȱOthersȱsuggestedȱthatȱequity,ȱasȱdefinedȱhere,ȱshouldȱbeȱlessȱimportantȱforȱ
projectȱselection;ȱtheȱbetterȱcriterionȱisȱ“regionalȱsignificance”,ȱandȱthatȱifȱaȱprojectȱmeetsȱ
theȱtestȱforȱregionalȱsignificance,ȱequityȱinȱgrantȱdistributionȱshouldȱnotȱbeȱconsidered.ȱ
Finally,ȱsomeȱsuggestedȱthatȱanȱimportantȱaspectȱofȱequityȱisȱmissingȱfromȱtheȱdefinition:ȱ
itȱdoesȱnotȱconsiderȱtheȱsocialȱandȱdemographicȱmakeȬupȱofȱtheȱcommunityȱinȱwhichȱ
planningȱwillȱoccur.ȱȱ

5. Geography.ȱInȱeachȱCycle,ȱstakeholderȱengagementȱhasȱledȱtoȱchangesȱinȱtheȱtargetedȱ
geography.ȱCycleȱ1ȱtargetedȱexpansionȱareas,ȱandȱCycleȱ2ȱtargetedȱareasȱinternalȱtoȱtheȱ
UGB,ȱinȱMetro’sȱidentifiedȱtownȱcentersȱandȱcorridors,ȱandȱinȱindustrialȱareas.ȱCycleȱ3ȱ
attemptedȱtoȱsplitȱtheȱdistributionȱofȱfundsȱ(50ȱpercentȱtoȱexpansionȱareas,ȱandȱ50ȱpercentȱ
toȱinteriorȱareas).ȱIfȱthereȱisȱaȱCycleȱ4,ȱthisȱ
criterionȱshouldȱbeȱreconsidered.ȱ

6. Definitionȱofȱ“regionallyȱsignificant”.ȱTheȱ
applicationȱcriteriaȱdefineȱ“regionallyȱ
significant”ȱbyȱreferencingȱMetro’sȱsixȱdesiredȱ
outcomesȱ(includedȱasȱaȱsidebarȱhereȱforȱ
reference).ȱTheseȱoutcomesȱareȱfairlyȱhighȬlevel,ȱ
andȱareȱdifficultȱtoȱoperationalizeȱinȱtheȱcontextȱ
ofȱprojectȱselection.ȱForȱexample,ȱwouldȱaȱprojectȱ
thatȱplansȱforȱregionallyȬservingȱhighȬcapacityȱ
transitȱexpansionȱscoreȱbetterȱonȱthisȱcriterionȱ
thanȱaȱprojectȱthatȱplansȱforȱsidewalkȱandȱotherȱ
infrastructureȱimprovementsȱinȱanȱunderservedȱ
community?ȱBothȱprojectsȱareȱclearlyȱimportant,ȱ
andȱbothȱclearlyȱmeetȱtheȱdefinitionȱofȱ
“regionallyȱsignificant”ȱasȱitȱisȱcurrentlyȱ
conceptualized.ȱTheȱambiguity,ȱhowever,ȱcanȱ
leadȱtoȱanȱimpressionȱthatȱdecisionsȱareȱmadeȱsubjectivelyȱandȱbasedȱonȱtheȱpreferencesȱ
ofȱtheȱreviewȱcommittee.ȱStakeholdersȱsuggestedȱthatȱweightingȱofȱtheȱcriteriaȱmayȱhelp,ȱ
andȱsomeȱfeltȱthatȱthisȱcriterion,ȱmoreȱfullyȱdefinedȱcouldȱbeȱtheȱmostȱimportantȱofȱallȱ
criteriaȱusedȱforȱgrantȱselection.ȱȱ

ȱ ȱ

Metro’s Six Desired Outcomes 
a) People live and work in vibrant 
communities where they can choose to 
walk for pleasure and to meet their 
everyday needs.  
b) Current and future residents benefit 
from the region’s sustained economic 
competitiveness and prosperity. 
c) People have safe and reliable 
transportation choices that enhance their 
quality of life. 
d) The region is a leader in minimizing 
contributions to global warming. 
e) Current and future generations enjoy 
clean air, clean water, and healthy 
ecosystems. 
f) The benefits and burdens of growth and 
change are distributed equitably.  
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5 Recommendations 

ThisȱsectionȱpresentsȱourȱrecommendationsȱforȱimprovingȱtheȱCPDGȱprogramȱifȱfutureȱgrantȱ
cyclesȱareȱfunded.ȱAsȱpreviousȱsectionsȱmakeȱclear,ȱwhileȱtheȱprogramȱclearlyȱhasȱvalueȱforȱtheȱ
communitiesȱthatȱhaveȱreceivedȱgrantsȱandȱforȱtheȱstakeholdersȱinȱtheȱdevelopmentȱcommunityȱ
withȱinterestsȱinȱthoseȱcommunities,ȱseveralȱcriticalȱfactorsȱsignificantlyȱlimitedȱtheȱconclusionsȱ
providedȱbyȱthisȱcurrentȱevaluationȱeffort.ȱAsȱaȱresult,ȱtheȱrecommendationsȱdescribedȱbelowȱ
focusȱprimarilyȱonȱimprovementsȱthatȱwillȱfacilitateȱbetterȱprogramȱevaluationȱinȱtheȱfuture.ȱ

Inȱtheȱprevailingȱpoliticalȱandȱfiscalȱclimate,ȱevenȱsuccessfulȱandȱpopularȱgovernmentȱprogramsȱ
mustȱrigorouslyȱdemonstrateȱprogramȱeffectivenessȱtoȱpolicymakers,ȱfunders,ȱandȱtheȱbroaderȱ
community.ȱDoingȱsoȱhelpsȱtoȱcommunicateȱprogramȱvalueȱandȱimprovesȱtransparencyȱaboutȱ
publicȱinvestments.ȱGoodȱprogramȱevaluationȱshouldȱalsoȱserveȱtoȱinformȱprogramȱoperationsȱ
andȱhelpȱprogramȱstaffȱidentifyȱopportunitiesȱtoȱimproveȱoperations.ȱRigorousȱevaluationȱcanȱ
highlightȱprogramȱstrengths,ȱidentifyȱweaknessesȱandȱwaysȱtoȱaddressȱthem,ȱandȱhighlightȱbestȱ
practicesȱandȱlessonsȱlearned,ȱtherebyȱsupportingȱfutureȱprogramȱoperations.ȱ

Below,ȱweȱbeginȱwithȱrecommendationsȱforȱstrengtheningȱsupportȱforȱfundedȱactivities,ȱandȱ
closeȱwithȱsuggestionsȱmostȱdirectlyȱrelatedȱtoȱprogramȱevaluation.ȱ

5.1 Stakeholder and community buy-in 
TheȱshortȱhistoryȱofȱtheȱCPDGȱprogramȱprovidedȱearlierȱinȱthisȱreportȱclearlyȱhighlightsȱtheȱ
typeȱofȱpitfallsȱcommonȱtoȱhighȬprofileȱplanningȱprocesses.ȱWhileȱprogramȱmanagersȱcorrectlyȱ
modifiedȱtheȱprogram,ȱconsistentȱwithȱstakeholderȱfeedback,ȱtoȱaccommodateȱaȱrangeȱofȱprojectȱ
needsȱandȱtoȱreflectȱlessonsȱlearnedȱfromȱeachȱimplementationȱcycle,ȱtheȱresultantȱshiftsȱinȱ
programȱcriteriaȱcreatedȱuncertaintyȱamongȱdevelopers,ȱlocalȱgovernments,ȱandȱothers,ȱaboutȱ
whatȱtheȱprogramȱcanȱorȱshouldȱaccomplish.ȱȱ

Forȱexample,ȱweȱfoundȱduringȱourȱinterviewsȱthatȱstakeholdersȱrelyȱonȱdifferentȱworkingȱ
definitionsȱofȱwhatȱanȱequitableȱdistributionȱofȱfundsȱmeans.ȱWeȱfoundȱsimilarȱdifferencesȱofȱ
opinionȱregardingȱtheȱmeaningȱofȱ“regionallyȱsignificant”.ȱThisȱuncertaintyȱinȱturnȱunderminesȱ
stakeholderȱsupportȱforȱrenewingȱtheȱCETȱbyȱgivingȱtheȱimpressionȱofȱanȱoverlyȱsubjectiveȱ
projectȱselectionȱprocess.ȱStakeholdersȱsuggestedȱresolvingȱtheseȱambiguitiesȱbyȱmoreȱclearlyȱ
definingȱallȱrelevantȱprogramȱcriteria,ȱconsistentȱwithȱagreedȬuponȱprogramȱobjectives.ȱWithoutȱ
clarifyingȱprogramȱfundamentals,ȱconflictȱwillȱlikelyȱtoȱcontinueȱtoȱaffectȱCETȱimplementation.ȱ

Toȱgarnerȱthisȱsupport,ȱgrantȱapplicants,ȱinȱconjunctionȱwithȱCPDGȱstaff,ȱshouldȱensureȱthatȱ
relevantȱelectedȱofficialsȱandȱadministrativeȱbodiesȱhaveȱaȱclearȱunderstandingȱof,ȱandȱ
commitmentȱto,ȱtheȱpurposeȱforȱtheȱCPDGȱproject,ȱanticipatedȱprojectȱtimelinesȱandȱtheȱ
possibilityȱthatȱthoseȱtimelinesȱwillȱrequireȱextensions,ȱandȱtheȱtypesȱofȱdevelopmentȱactivityȱ
anticipatedȱtoȱoccurȱbecauseȱofȱtheȱproject.ȱAȱstrongerȱrecordȱofȱpublicȱsupportȱwillȱhaveȱtheȱ
addedȱbenefitȱofȱfurtherȱreducingȱuncertaintyȱaboutȱwhatȱCPDGȱgrantsȱcanȱaccomplish.ȱȱ
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Finally,ȱtoȱbuildȱonȱlearningȱfromȱearlierȱcycles,ȱweȱrecommendȱfacilitatingȱgranteeȱnetworkingȱ
sessionsȱthatȱwillȱhelpȱnewȱandȱpotentialȱgranteesȱlearnȱfromȱtheȱsuccessesȱandȱfailuresȱofȱ
earlierȱandȱcurrentȱprojects.ȱȱ

5.2 CPDG evaluation process for potential future cycles 
SeveralȱfeaturesȱofȱCPDGȱasȱimplementedȱoverȱtheȱgrantȱcyclesȱpresentȱhighȱhurdlesȱtoȱ
evaluatingȱandȱcommunicatingȱtheȱsuccessȱofȱtheȱprogram.ȱFirst,ȱprogramȱcriteriaȱshiftedȱ
significantlyȱfromȱcycleȱtoȱcycle.ȱAtȱtheȱsameȱtime,ȱtheȱportfolioȱofȱprojectsȱactuallyȱfundedȱdoesȱ
notȱnecessarilyȱalignȱwellȱwithȱstatedȱprogramȱgoalsȱorȱtheȱcriteriaȱestablishedȱforȱeachȱcycle,ȱ
andȱspecificȱCPDGȱgoalsȱareȱdifficultȱtoȱclearlyȱarticulate.ȱForȱexample,ȱweȱfindȱanȱimportantȱ
mismatchȱbetweenȱCycleȱ2’sȱshortȬtermȱdevelopmentȱgoalsȱforȱtwoȬȱandȱfiveȬyearȱpermitȱ
activityȱandȱtheȱmuchȱlongerȱhorizonȱoverȱwhichȱdevelopmentȱcouldȱreasonablyȱoccurȱasȱaȱ
resultȱofȱfundedȱprojectsȱ(seeȱSectionȱ4.3).ȱFinally,ȱtheȱoutcomeȱmeasuresȱidentifiedȱasȱindicativeȱ
ofȱprojectȱsuccessȱhaveȱnotȱalignedȱwithȱtheȱtimelineȱnecessaryȱtoȱrealizeȱnewȱdevelopmentȱevenȱ
forȱsuccessfullyȱcompletedȱprojects.ȱ

Developingȱmeaningful,ȱrigorousȱestimatesȱofȱprogramȱimpactsȱrequiresȱaȱsignificantȱamountȱofȱ
foundationalȱworkȱtoȱensureȱthatȱprogramȱevaluationȱproducesȱusefulȱquantitativeȱmeasuresȱofȱ
projectȱbenefits,ȱandȱaccuratelyȱreflectȱwhetherȱorȱnotȱindividualȱprojectsȱhaveȱmetȱestablishedȱ
goals.ȱThus,ȱremedyingȱtheȱsituationȱdescribedȱaboveȱnecessarilyȱinvolvesȱdevelopingȱaȱmoreȱ
intentionalȱevaluationȱframeworkȱpriorȱtoȱissuingȱaȱnewȱcycleȱofȱCPDGȱgrants.ȱȱ

Theȱfindingsȱinȱthisȱevaluationȱsuggestȱaȱreconsiderationȱofȱtheȱcriteriaȱandȱprocessȱifȱaȱgrantȱ
Cycleȱ4ȱisȱpursued.ȱInȱCycleȱ3ȱ(whichȱthisȱevaluationȱdoesȱnotȱconsider),ȱtheȱgrantȱfundingȱwasȱ
splitȱbetweenȱUGBȱexpansionȱareasȱandȱareasȱinternalȱtoȱtheȱregion,ȱwithȱaȱdifferentȱsetȱofȱ
criteriaȱforȱeach.ȱWhileȱitȱisȱnotȱtheȱpurposeȱofȱthisȱevaluationȱtoȱdetermineȱcriteriaȱforȱaȱpossibleȱ
futureȱcycle,ȱweȱprovideȱtheȱfollowingȱobservations,ȱbasedȱonȱthisȱresearch,ȱasȱaȱstartingȱplaceȱ
forȱtheȱconversationsȱwithȱstakeholdersȱrecommendedȱabove.ȱInȱtheȱshortȱterm,ȱMetroȱandȱ
CPDGȱstaffȱshould,ȱthroughȱtheȱprocessesȱdescribedȱinȱSectionȱ4.1:ȱ

x Developȱaȱlogicȱmodelȱthatȱvisuallyȱdisplaysȱtheȱlinksȱbetweenȱgoals,ȱprojectȱ
activities,ȱandȱultimateȱoutcomes.ȱDevelopmentȱisȱanȱiterativeȱprocessȱthatȱhelpsȱ
programsȱrefineȱtheirȱtheoryȱofȱaction,ȱbetterȱarticulateȱprogramȱgoals,ȱandȱultimatelyȱ
communicateȱclearlyȱtoȱstakeholdersȱwhatȱaȱprogramȱseeksȱtoȱaccomplish.ȱAppendixȱ
Cȱdisplaysȱtwoȱexampleȱlogicȱmodels:ȱoneȱthatȱwasȱdevelopedȱbyȱECONorthwestȱforȱ
aȱ“CareerȱLearning”ȱprogramȱtargetingȱhighȱschoolȱstudents,ȱandȱoneȱthatȱwasȱ
developedȱbyȱtheȱCanadaȱDepartmentȱofȱFinanceȱforȱanȱevaluationȱofȱtheȱTorontoȱ
WaterfrontȱRevitalizationȱInitiative.ȱWhileȱtheȱspecificȱlanguage,ȱactivities,ȱgoals,ȱandȱ
outcomesȱwouldȱlookȱdifferentȱforȱCPDG,ȱtheȱlayoutȱofȱtheȱgeneralȱprogramȱconceptsȱ
providesȱaȱgoodȱtemplateȱwithȱwhichȱCPDGȱcouldȱdevelopȱitsȱownȱlogicȱmodel.ȱTheȱ
recommendationsȱbelowȱsupportȱtheȱlogicȱmodelȱdevelopmentȱprocess.ȱ

x DevelopȱprogramȱgoalsȱthatȱclearlyȱidentifyȱtheȱtypesȱofȱactivityȱthatȱCPDGȱwillȱ
fund.ȱForȱexample,ȱwillȱgrantsȱfocusȱonȱprojectsȱatȱtheȱlowȱorȱhighȱendȱofȱtheȱ
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developmentȱfeasibilityȱcontinuumȱdisplayedȱinȱFigureȱ1?ȱEachȱendȱofȱtheȱspectrumȱ
impliesȱaȱdifferentȱsetȱofȱprojectȱselectionȱcriteria,ȱfeasibleȱshortȱandȱmediumȬtermȱ
outcomes,ȱandȱreasonableȱtimelineȱoverȱforȱachievingȱresults.ȱȱ

x Makeȱexplicitȱallȱsignificantȱprogramȱgoals.ȱAmbiguityȱaddsȱtoȱuncertaintyȱand,ȱatȱ
worst,ȱfacilitatesȱcriticismȱaboutȱprojectȱselection.ȱTransparencyȱregardingȱprogramȱ
goalsȱatȱtheȱbeginningȱofȱaȱgrantȱcycleȱwillȱbuildȱconfidenceȱinȱprogramȱoperationsȱ
andȱfacilitateȱfutureȱconversationsȱifȱandȱwhenȱstakeholdersȱbelieveȱprogramȱcriteriaȱ
requireȱchanges.ȱThisȱalsoȱincludesȱdiscussionȱaboutȱtheȱrelativeȱweightȱeachȱcriterionȱ
shouldȱhaveȱinȱfundingȱdecisions.ȱAreȱallȱequallyȱimportant?ȱTheȱprojectȱselectionȱ
processȱshouldȱaddressȱtheȱanswerȱtoȱthisȱquestionȱby,ȱforȱexample,ȱassigningȱmoreȱ
“points”ȱtoȱmoreȱimportantȱfactorsȱinȱscoringȱprojectȱproposals.ȱ
Subjectiveȱcriteria,ȱincludingȱalignmentȱwithȱMetro’sȱsixȱdesiredȱoutcomes,ȱwillȱ
remainȱimportantȱtoȱtheȱevaluationȱofȱCPDGȬfundedȱprojects.ȱHowever,ȱtheȱprogramȱ
wouldȱbenefitȱfromȱexplicitȱresolutionȱofȱtheȱambiguityȱaroundȱtermsȱlikeȱ“equity”ȱ
andȱ“regionallyȱsignificant”.ȱȱ

x Reevaluateȱtheȱ50ȱ/ȱ50ȱsplitȱ(50ȱpercentȱofȱfundsȱtoȱexpansionȱareasȱandȱ50ȱpercentȱ
toȱcentersȱandȱcorridors)ȱintroducedȱinȱCycleȱ3.ȱThereȱmayȱnotȱbeȱenoughȱexpansionȱ
areasȱtoȱwarrantȱthatȱlevelȱofȱfundingȱinȱpotentialȱfutureȱcycles.ȱȱ

x Identifyȱquantifiableȱoutcomeȱmeasuresȱdirectlyȱrelatedȱtoȱtheȱprogramȱgoalsȱthatȱ
areȱmeasurableȱoverȱaȱreasonableȱtimeȱframe,ȱbutȱalsoȱcommitȱtoȱevaluationȱoverȱaȱ
sufficientlyȱlongȱperiodȱofȱtimeȱtoȱobserveȱimportantȱprojectȱoutcomes.ȱMeasuringȱ
permitȱactivityȱtwoȱyearsȱafterȱgrantȱawardȱdoesȱnotȱmeetȱthisȱcriteriaȱgivenȱtypicalȱ
planningȱandȱdevelopmentȱtimelines;ȱmeasuringȱpermitȱactivityȱafterȱfiveȱandȱtenȱ
yearsȱmayȱbeȱmoreȱreasonable.ȱȱ

x Identifyȱsourcesȱforȱtheȱdataȱnecessaryȱtoȱcalculateȱidentifiedȱoutcomeȱmeasures.ȱ
Someȱmeasuresȱmayȱrequireȱdevelopmentȱofȱnewȱdataȱsourcesȱ(e.g.,ȱcommunityȱorȱ
developerȱsurveys).ȱMetroȱwouldȱthenȱhaveȱtoȱdecideȱwhetherȱtheȱimportanceȱofȱtheȱ
outcomeȱwarrantsȱtheȱpotentiallyȱcostlyȱdataȱcollection,ȱorȱwhetherȱaȱsubstituteȱ
measureȱforȱwhichȱdataȱareȱroutinelyȱcollectedȱmightȱserveȱasȱanȱacceptableȱproxy.ȱ

x Differentiateȱbetweenȱevaluationȱofȱprogramȱoutcomesȱandȱevaluationȱofȱprogramȱ
administration.ȱBothȱtypesȱofȱevaluationȱaddȱvalue,ȱbutȱeachȱservesȱaȱdifferentȱ
purpose.ȱOutcomeȱevaluationȱestablishesȱtheȱrelativeȱbenefitȱofȱaȱprogramȱoverallȱandȱ
identifiesȱwhetherȱspecificȱprojectsȱhaveȱperformedȱbetterȱorȱworseȱthanȱexpected.ȱ
Evaluatingȱprogramȱadministrationȱcanȱprovideȱanswersȱasȱtoȱwhyȱspecificȱprogramsȱ
performȱbetterȱorȱworseȱandȱcanȱleadȱtoȱprogramȱimprovements.ȱAȱcomprehensiveȱ
outcomeȱevaluationȱshouldȱextendȱlongȱenoughȱtoȱidentifyȱallȱimportantȱprogramȱ
impacts,ȱwhileȱevaluatingȱprogramȱadministrationȱcanȱandȱshouldȱoccurȱroutinelyȱ
overȱshortȱperiodsȱofȱtime.48ȱ

ȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱȱ

48ȱThisȱevaluationȱfocused,ȱbyȱdesign,ȱonlyȱonȱprogramȱoutcomes.ȱ
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Overȱaȱlongerȱtimeȱhorizon,ȱMetroȱandȱCPDGȱstaffȱshould:ȱ
x Considerȱrequiringȱgranteesȱtoȱevaluate,ȱusingȱpredeterminedȱcriteria,ȱtheirȱownȱ

successȱandȱfailuresȱduringȱtheȱgrantȱperiodȱandȱatȱsetȱintervalsȱafterȱtheȱgrantȱendsȱ
(e.g.,ȱoneȱandȱfiveȱyears).ȱAppropriateȱtimingȱforȱtheseȱevaluationsȱmayȱvaryȱbyȱ
project.ȱ

x Reportȱinterimȱandȱfinalȱevaluationȱfindingsȱtoȱstakeholders,ȱelectedȱofficials,ȱandȱ
grantees.ȱDoingȱsoȱcanȱhelpȱgranteesȱmakeȱmidȬcourseȱcorrectionsȱtoȱincreaseȱtheȱ
likelihoodȱofȱachievingȱgoodȱoutcomes,ȱbuildȱsupportȱforȱtheȱprogramȱgenerally,ȱandȱ
ensureȱalignmentȱ(orȱtoȱidentifyȱnecessaryȱrealignment)ȱbetweenȱprogramȱoperationsȱ
andȱcommunityȱneeds.ȱDisseminationȱofȱfindingsȱshould,ȱhowever,ȱbeȱtargetedȱandȱ
tailoredȱforȱeachȱaudience.ȱForȱexample,ȱeachȱgranteeȱcouldȱreceiveȱanȱannualȱupdateȱ
onȱhowȱtheirȱprojectȱcomparesȱonȱkeyȱoutcomeȱmeasuresȱtoȱothersȱfromȱtheȱcurrentȱ
or,ȱifȱappropriate,ȱpriorȱgrantȱcycles;ȱkeyȱpolicymakersȱmightȱreceiveȱaȱbiennialȱ
executiveȱsummaryȱofȱimplementationȱprogressȱandȱavailableȱoutcomeȱdata.ȱ

x Conductȱevaluationȱactivitiesȱcommittedȱtoȱwhenȱgrantsȱareȱawarded.ȱAsȱaȱnewȱ
cycleȱofȱgrantsȱbegins,ȱCPDGȱshouldȱhaveȱaȱclearlyȱdefinedȱevaluationȱframeworkȱ
designedȱtoȱestablishȱhowȱwellȱprojectsȱperformed.ȱThisȱcommitmentȱshouldȱincludeȱ
recognitionȱthatȱevaluationȱwillȱrequireȱstaffȱresourcesȱtoȱcompleteȱandȱcommitment,ȱ
toȱtheȱextentȱpossible,ȱofȱresourcesȱtoȱcompleteȱtheȱevaluation.ȱ

x Continueȱtoȱflexiblyȱrespondȱtoȱchangingȱrealitiesȱforȱjurisdictionsȱinȱtheȱ
implementationȱofȱtheȱIGAs.ȱ

ȱ

ȱ

ȱ
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Appendix A. Status of Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 grants 

Cycle 1 Grants 

ȱ

Local Government and Project Reimbursal Year IGA 
Signed

Funded 
Amount

Expended 
Amount

Year 
Adopted Year Zoned Status

1 Beaverton – Partial Area #64 
reimbursement Yes 2007 $3,750 $3,750 2006 2006 Adopted CPA & zoned city residential; one subdivision 

platted.

2 Cornelius – East Baseline 
reimbursement Yes 2007 $7,500 $7,500 2004 2004 Adopted CPA & zoned city commercial w/3 existing 

uses.

3 Cornelius – N. Holladay No 2010 $18,000 $18,000 2011 Upon 
annexation

Adopted CPA but still zoned FD-20 in county; awaiting 
annexation to city for industrial uses.

4 Damascus – City Plan No 2008 $524,724 $393,543 3 of 4 deliverables completed; IGA extension to July 
2014 for completing comp plan & code adoption.

5 Forest Grove – Swap area 
reimbursement Yes 2011 $8,400 $8,400 2006 2006 Adopted CPA & zoned City R-5 residential; currently 

vacant.

6 Gresham – Springwater 
reimbursement Yes 2007 $977,129 $977,129 2005 Upon 

annexation

Adopted CPA but still zoned MUA-20 & EFU in county; 
awaiting annexation before urban development can 
occur; intent for industrial, residential and small 
commercial services area. 

7 Gresham – Kelly Creek 
Headwaters No 2008 $90,000 $90,000 2009 Upon 

annexation
Adopted CPA but still zoned CFU in county; awaiting 
annexation to city for residential use.

8 Happy Valley – East Happy 
Valley Comp Plan area No 2007 $168,631 $168,631 2009 Upon 

annexation

Adopted CPA & most of area in city and zoned for variety 
of urban uses; 2 schools and a regional park are 
virtually only development since UGB expansion. 

9
Hillsboro – Area 69 & 71 (part 
of South Hillsboro Community 
Plan)

No 2007 $157,500 $157,500 2012 Upon 
annexation

Adopted CPA but still zoned FD-20 in county; awaiting 
annexation to city for urban-level development.

10 Hillsboro – Helvetia/Evergreen 
(combined areas for CET IGA) No 2007 $345,000 $345,000 2008 Upon 

annexation

Helvetia adopted CPA and 90 acres zoned city industrial 
w/remainder FD-20 in county; no new development. 
Evergreen adopted CPA but still mostly still zoned FD-20 
in county; no new development.

11 Hillsboro – Shute Road 
reimbursement Yes 2007 $30,000 $30,000 2003 2003

Adopted CPA and zoned city Industrial; Genetech owns 
75 acres of 200-acre site; remainder of area 
undeveloped.

12 Oregon City – Park Place No 2007 $292,500 $292,500 2007 Upon 
annexation

Adopted CPA but still zoned RRFF5 in county; awaiting 
annexation to city for urban development; voter-
approved annexation has prevented successful 
attempts.

13 Oregon City – Beavercreek 
Road No 2007 $117,000 $117,000 2008 Upon 

annexation

Adopted CPA but still rural zoned RRFF5 & TBR; awaiting 
annexation to city for urban development; 94 acres 
annexed to city, but awaiting final remand decision from 
state; no new development; city has voter-approved 
annexation.
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Cycle 1 Grants, continued 

ȱ

ȱ ȱ

Local Government and Project Reimbursal Year IGA 
Signed

Funded 
Amount

Expended 
Amount

Year 
Adopted Year Zoned Status

14 Oregon City – South End Road No 2013 $292,500 $146,250 
Planning completed, hearings underway with estimated 
adoption date of March 2014. City has voter-approved 
annexation.

15 Sherwood – Area 59 & 
Brookman Rd No 2007 $168,524 $168,524 2009 Upon 

annexation

Both adopted CPA: Area 59 city zoned for residential 
w/developed school. Brookman Road zoned FD-20 in 
county; awaiting annexation to city for urban dev.

16 Sherwood – Tonquin 
Employment Area No 2009 $208,440 $208,440 2010 Upon 

annexation
Adopted CPA but still zoned FD-20 in county; awaiting 
annexation to city for urban development.

17 Tualatin – NW/SW plans 
reimbursement Yes 2007 $52,194 $52,194 2005 Upon 

annexation

NW adopted CPA but still zoned FD-20 in county; 
awaiting annexation. SW adopted CPA and zoned 
Industrial in city; no development.

18 Tualatin – SW Plan 
Implementation No 2008 $30,907 $30,907 2011 Upon 

annexation
SW adopted CPA and zoned Industrial in city; no 
development.

19 Tualatin – Basalt Creek No 2010 $365,277 $30,277 IGA in place and planning to start spring 2014.

20 Clackamas County – DBCP 
reimbursement Yes 2009 $202,701 $202,701 

Work completed for county role in Damascus/Boring 
Concept Plan. Damascus now responsible for adopting 
comp plan and code.

21

Multnomah County – Bonny 
Slope (original responsible 
party); area now within 
Washington County

No 2008 $202,500 $120,000 
Mult. County had extension to 2021. Area is now part of 
Washington County, who will complete planning and 
zoning by fall 2015.

22 Washington County – N. 
Bethany No 2007 $1,170,000 $1,170,000 2009 2010

Adopted CPA and zoned primarily for urban residential 
w/small main street commercial area; approx 100 acres 
developed. 

23

Washington County – West Bull 
Mtn (original responsible party); 
area now within Tigard and 
named River Terrace.

No 2008 $670,500 $536,400 2010 Tigard currently working on finishing planning and 
zoning for area, scheduled for completion in Dec 2014.

24

Washington County – Cooper 
Mtn (original planning entity); 
now agreement with Beaverton 
to do planning.

No 2013 $191,700 $95,850 
Beaverton currently planning for area in conjunction 
with 2011 UGB expansion area to south, scheduled for 
completion in Oct 2014.

$6,295,377 $5,370,496TOTAL
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Cycle 2 grants 

ȱ

Project Name Jurisdiction
IGA 

Signed Grant Amount

Holladay Industrial Park Planning Cornelius 2012 $79,000

Redevelopment Planning Forest Grove 2011 $85,000

TriMet Site Redevelopment Plan Gresham 2012 $70,000

Industrial Pre-Certification Study Happy Valley 2012 $32,600

Old Town Hillsboro Refinement Plan Hillsboro 2011 $90,000

Tanasbourne/AmberGlen Reg'l Center Implementation Hillsboro 2011 $275,000

Foothills District Framework Plan Lake Oswego 2011 $295,000

Funding Strategy to Implement the LGVC Plan Lake Oswego 2011 $50,000

Commercial Core Enhancement Plan Milwaukie 2013 $224,000

Barbur Corridor Concept Plan Portland 2011 $700,000

Foster Lents Integration Partnership Portland 2011 $250,000

Portland Brownfield Redevelopment Assessment Portland 2012 $150,000

Portland-Milwaukie LRT Project: E-TOD Plan Portland 2013 $485,000

South Waterfront: South Portal Partnership Plan Portland 2013 $250,000

Highway 99W Corridor Plan Tualatin 2011 $181,000

Southwest Urban Renewal Plan Tualatin $70,000

Aloha-Reedville Study Washington County 2011 $442,000

Amount Paid as 
of 3/6/14

Date Project 
Completed

Scheduled 
Project 

Duration

$69,000 5 mos

$69,000 12 mos

$17,500 18 mos

$22,600 11 mos

$75,000 24 mos

$140,000 18 mos

$294,950 Feb. 2013 16 mos

$50,000 Aug. 2012 10 mos

$5,750 11 mos

$550,000 24 mos

$125,000 18 mos

$150,000 12 mos

$30,000 16 mos

$27,790 24 mos

$171,550 10 mos

$0 12 mos

$442,000 Sep. 2012 12 mos
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Appendix B. List of Interviewees for Case Studies 

ȱ

ȱ

Interviewee Affiliation Role on project Project

Cycle 1 Grants

Michael Walter City of Happy Valley Project Manager City of Happy Valley - East Happy Valley Comp Plan

Suzanne Savin Washington County Project Manager Washington County - North Bethany

Cycle 2 Grants

Dan Riordan City of Forest Grove Project Manager City of Forest Grove - Redevelopment Planning

Denny Egner City of Lake Oswego Project Manager City of Lake Oswego - Lake Grove Village Center Funding Strategy

Radcliffe Dacanay City of Portland Planner City of Portland - Barbur Corridor Concept Plan

Kevin Cronin Portland Development 
Commission Project Manager City of Portland Foster Lents Integration Partnership

Cindy Hahn City of Tualatin Project Manager City of Tualatin - Highway 99W Corridor Plan

Mike Dahlstrom Washington County Project Manager Washington County - Aloha-Reedville Study

Background on Grants

Joe Zehnder City of Portland

Dwight Unti Tokola Properties

Tim Breedlove Renaissance Homes

Dave Nielson Homebuilders Association

Ray Valone Metro

Gerry Uba Metro Metro staff responsible for overseeing Cycle 2 implementation

Developer and investor in expansion areas

Oversaw Portland's application of Cycle 2 and 3 grants, oversaw implementation of several 
successful CPDG grants

Developer and investor in regional centers and corridors

Works with homebuilders across the region

Metro staff responsible for overseeing Cycle 1 implementation
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Appendix C. Example Logic Models 

ThisȱlogicȱmodelȱwasȱcreatedȱbyȱECONorthwestȱforȱaȱprivateȱnonȬprofitȱclient.ȱȱȱ

ȱ

For CRLE activities:  
 

� Number of participants 
per Career Learning 

activity 

� Number and proportion of 
underrepresented 

students participating  

Outputs Resources 

Volunteers/Mentors 
 

Teachers & Schools 
 

Funders 
 

Program Staff 
 

Database Platform 
 

Board of Directors 
 

Additional Community 
Supporters:  

 
Parents 

 
Business Leaders 

 
Community Partners 

Long-Term Impacts 

Within 7 to 10 years, 
activities will contribute to 

system-level changes: 
 

� Higher wages  

� Increased employment 
rates in the region 

� Increase in the regional 
STEM workforce 

� Increased proportion of 
underrepresented groups 

among regional STEM 
workforce 

� Local businesses and 
community members are 
more engaged in STEM 

education 

Intermediate-Term 
Outcomes  

Participant-level: 

� Students are more likely to 
graduate from HS 

� Students are more likely to 
pursue STEM-related post-

secondary education 

� Students are more likely to 
earn a STEM-related post-

secondary degree 

School-level:  

� More HS students enroll in 
regular & AP STEM classes 

� Students take more 
regular & AP STEM classes 

in HS 

� Increased proportion of 
underrepresented students 

take STEM classes in HS 

Activities that support student 
participation:  

� Program staff & teachers 
prepare students for Career 

Learning 

� Outreach to underrepresented 
groups 

Activities 

Virtual Coaching through 
Career Learning Network 

Guest Speakers and 
Company Tours 

Mock Interviews & Speed  
Networking 

Job Shadows & Internships 

Small group mentoring for 
AP classes In

te
ns

ity
 o

f S
tu

de
nt

 E
ng

ag
em

en
t 

Teacher Externships 

Senior project mentors/
judges 

Short-Term  
Outcomes  

Participant-level: 

� Students and volunteers 
are prepared for Career 

Learning 

� Students, teachers, 
volunteers and businesses 
are satisfied with Career 

Learning experience 

� Students show increase in 
key developmental assets  

� Students increase 
knowledge of STEM careers  

� Students increase interest 
in STEM careers 

� Students take more STEM 
classes in high school 

� Students earn higher 
grades in AP classes  

� Students more likely to 
take & pass STEM AP 

exams 

� Teachers increase 
knowledge of STEM careers 

� Teachers integrate new 
knowledge into curricula 

Planned Work Intended Results 

Organization-level: 

� Increase in number of 
Career Learning registrants  

� Increase in utilization of 
Career Learning database 

Organization-level: 

� Number of registrants in 
Career Learning database 

� Utilization of Career 
Learning database  

Organization-level: 

� Community outreach  

� Volunteer, business and school 
recruitment 

� Career Learning program 
training 

Student Career Learning 
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ThisȱlogicȱmodelȱwasȱcreatedȱbyȱtheȱCanadaȱDepartmentȱofȱFinance,ȱInternalȱAuditȱandȱEvaluation,ȱforȱanȱevaluationȱofȱtheȱTorontoȱ
WaterfrontȱRevitalizationȱInitiative.ȱECONorthwestȱcannotȱvouchȱforȱwhetherȱorȱnotȱthisȱlogicȱmodelȱisȱaȱgoodȱfitȱtoȱtheȱprogram,ȱbutȱ
itȱservesȱasȱusefulȱexampleȱofȱkeyȱlogicȱmodelȱconceptsȱasȱtheyȱrelateȱtoȱaȱplanningȱproject.ȱ

ȱ

Source: Evaluation of the Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Initiative. Canada Department of Finance, Internal Audit and Evaluation. 2013.  
http://www.fin.gc.ca/treas/evaluations/twri-irsrt-eng.asp 



Page | 1  
 

Councilor Kathryn Harrington 
04/28/14 
 
[Please Note: The following is a summary situation analysis performed by Councilor Harrington, without the involvement of any Metro parties, without the 
involvement of any member of the Office of Metro Attorney, nor any member of the Metro Council Office staff.] 
 
Executive Summary 
Problem:  Councilor Harrington is concerned that the workload for the Office of Metro Attorney may exceed the capacity of the department – while currently 
they may be managing, but is it sustainable over the course of the next 2 plus years?  Councilor Harrington has observed that employees in the department 
seems taxed, perhaps as a result of both combined staff reduction (since FY 12-13) and increased workload.  The concern is that the workload for the 
organization is not sustainable.   The Office of Metro Attorney reports directly to the Metro Council and it is the duty of the Metro Council to ensure that the 
Metro Attorney is provided with the resources needed.  
 
Situation Analysis:  Councilor Harrington’s brief situation analysis (detailed on further pages) suggests that the OMA’s projected workload demonstrates a need 
for an increase in OMA headcount with FY14-15 by some approachable level (1 or 2 FTE.) 
 
Request:  Metro Council to support development of a swift analysis by OMA management for common understanding and any appropriate action within the 
FY 14-15 budget process.  Specifically, determine whether the resource level in the proposed budget is sustainable for the next 2-3 years, or if we should and 
can take action for improvement within the timeframe of approving a budget 05/08/14, and subsequent adoption by 06/19/14 per budget schedule. 
 
Further Details 
 
Per Metro Code Chapter 2.08.10, Office of Metro Attorney: “The office of Metro Attorney shall include the Metro Attorney and such subordinate employees as 
the Council may provide.” 
 
Office of Metro Attorney: FY 14-15 Proposed Budget, Volume 1, Pages C-83 through C-87 
Lead Attorney, Deputy Attorney, 7 FTE Attorneys, 2 Paralegals, 4 Legal Secretary/Administrative Assistants 
 
As past adopted and audited budgets illustrate, the headcount of the Office of Metro Attorney used to have one additional FTE.  With the multi-year reduction-
in-force budgets, I believe that in FY 12-13, the OMA budget was reduced by effectively one full FTE.  By observation of the last year (or more) it seems to me 
that the OMA staff are giving 110%. While admirable, given my summary analysis of the next 2-3 years, this situation does not seem sustainable, and does not 
seem in line with Metro values.  I am posing one of my standard budget questions, ‘Are we giving the employees the resources to do the job that we are asking 
them to do?’ 
 
Per the proposed budget “Office of Metro Attorney – OMA provides legal services to the entire Metro organization, including all departments, commissions, 
department directors, agency staff, the Chief Operating Officer, the Council and the Auditor. The work of OMA includes providing written opinions, negotiating 
and drafting contracts and intergovernmental agreements, drafting, negotiating and closing real estate transactions, drafting and reviewing ordinances and 
resolutions, offering assistance on legislative matters, providing advice regarding the agency’s legal compliance requirements, and providing other legal advice to 
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Metro officers and employees. The Metro Attorney may initiate, defend or appeal litigation on behalf of Metro when requested by the Metro Council, Chief 
Operating Officer or the Metro Auditor. The Office of Metro Attorney staff includes the agency’s lead attorney (the Metro Attorney); a Deputy Metro Attorney 
that supervises the paralegals/administrative staff seven full-time equivalent (FTE) attorneys; two paralegals; and four legal secretaries/ administrative 
assistants.”  
The Metro Council has received further detail in other venues. 
 
 
POSSIBLE OPTIONS PRO CON POTENTIAL RISKS 
Status Quo FY 14-15 No change in budget See risks • Lose of staff stability (Risk of losing senior staff) 

• Employee burnout 
• Unable to take on any further unanticipated needs 
• Risk of work quality 
• Lower level of service (Quality of contract preparation, 

reviews, response times) 
• Exposure of the enterprise operations to additional cost 

risk/liabilities 
Increase H/C in FY14-15 by 
some approachable 
incremental level (1 or 2 
FTE)  

• Staff Stability 
• OMA able to keep up on 

existing/expanding case 
load and able to 
assimilate 
unanticipated needs 

Have to balance the 
budget with some solution 

• Fewer financial resources for some other aspect of Metro 
business, including contingency or reserve levels. 
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Summary Situation Analysis 
The following is a summary situation analysis performed by Councilor Harrington, without the involvement of any Metro parties, without the involvement of any 
member of the Office of Metro Attorney, nor any member of the Metro Council Office staff.  
 
This table provides a snapshot view of the agency organization with estimates of current workload and forecast of workloads for the next fiscal year (FY 14-15) 
and the next 2 to 3 years beyond that.  Potential anticipated risks are listed. 
 
 
Area Current Status Load Load Forecast (HIGHER, Same, LOWER) Risks 
Metro Council Some - Reasonable Same 

 
• Adoption of Climate Smart Communities (CSC) 

Preferred Approach (including finds and fact & 
conclusions of law) 

• Legal representation of CSC at LCDC hearings 
• Adoption of Urban Growth Report (UGR) (including 

finds and fact & conclusions of law) 
• Handle UGR-UGM any legal representation with 

parties across the region (especially newer legal 
counsels at each of the 3 counties and a couple of 
larger cities in the region.) 

 
• RISE = tbd, anticipate there will be something (ex. 

Willamette Falls/Blue Heron) 
• Equity Strategy 

 
Potentials including looking out 2-3 years: 

• future I-5 bridge solution handling 
• Damascus handling continues 
• potential challenges to renewal of CET (late 2014 

– and beyond) 
• potential challenges to charter density measure 

(late 2014 – and beyond) 
• Oregon ACT for Region 1 
• MPO/JPACT 
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Area Current Status Load Load Forecast (HIGHER, Same, LOWER) Risks 
Metro Auditor Some – Reasonable 

(contracts, findings 
review, management 
response reviews) 

Same and including TRANSITION 
 Will have a newly elected Auditor serving as of Jan 2015, 
so new relationship building, anticipate changes in 
Auditor office staffing 

 

Metro Council Office Some - Reasonable Same  
Potential increased execution areas: 
• CBO engagement – new/increased 
• MWESB engagement/contracts – potential increases 

? Positive community serving changes are 
put at risk (low level of service in 
execution) 
 
Lower level of service (Quality of contract 
preparation, reviews, response times) 
 
Lack of action/service in supporting 
agency innovation/new ideas 
 

Parks and 
Environmental 
Services 

 HIGH and increasing 
 

HIGHER 
• Parks and Natural Areas Levy (5 years, with 1st year 

just completing) 
o Maintenance project contracts  

• Glendoveer restaurant remodel contract 
• Solid Waste renewals (2 year cycle) 
• Solid Waste Roadmap change in ecosystem review 
 

? No level of service on the Parks and 
Natural Areas long term planning effort 
 
Lower level of service (Quality of contract 
, reviews, response times) 
 
Lack of action/service in supporting 
agency innovation/new ideas 
 
 

Planning and 
Development 

Busy - HIGH HIGHER 
• TOD contracts & IGAs (ex. new Beaverton IGA) 
• CP&DG IGAs (completing current IGA execution and 

future cycles) 
• Urban and rural reserve IGA condition follow-up 

(each of 3 counties) with assessment date in 2020 
• District Revitalization contracts/IGAs 
• Transportation contracts/grants (Federal 

Government per MAP-21 new rules, State of Oregon) 
• Future rounds of MTIP/RFFA(new criteria, execution 

on equity factors) 

Lower level of service (Quality of contract 
preparation, reviews, response times) 
 

Research Center Anticipate same level Same  



Page | 5  
 

Area Current Status Load Load Forecast (HIGHER, Same, LOWER) Risks 
Sustainability Center HIGH and increasing HIGHER 

• Parks and Natural Areas Levy (5 years, with 1st year 
just completing) 
o Maintenance project contracts  
o Restoration project contracts  
o Grant project IGAs (3 different cycles: Education, 

Restoration, Trails) 
• Same: Natural Areas Bond Measure transactions 

(property purchases, conservation easements, trail 
easements) 

• HIGHER: As 2006 Bond Measure activities wrap up – 
legal review of assessment  

As 2006 Bond Measure activities wrap up 
– legal review of assessment may be at 
risk 
 
Lower level of service (Quality of contract 
preparation, reviews, response times) 
 

Visitor Venues (OCC, 
Portland’5, Expo, Zoo) 

HIGH and increasing 
• OCC seems HIGH 

with the OCC hotel 
project.  Expect to 
continue for next 
two years through 
construction 
completion. 

• Expo: new strategic 
plan will need 
review 

• Portland’5 
• Zoo - HIGH 

HIGHER 
• OCC: HIGHER 

o OCC Hotel Room Block agreement and handling 
through construction completion  

o OCC Hotel Development agreement management 
through Convention Contract sales 

• EXPO: HIGHER with business challenges/option 
handling including future I-5 bridge solution handling 

• Portland’5 – same 
• Zoo: 

o Bond construction project contracts (Elephant 
Lands completion 2015, Education Center through 
2017, 3 more major projects through 2020) 

o ? protests? 
 

Lower level of service (Quality of contract, 
reviews, response times) 
 
Exposure of the enterprise operations to 
additional cost risk/liabilities 
 

Central Services (HR, 
FRS, IS, 
Communication) 

Anticipate same level Anticipate same level  
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