
 

 
 
 
Meeting: Housing Oversight Committee (Meeting 7) 

Date: Wednesday, Aug. 7, 2019 

Time: 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. 

Place: Metro Council Chambers 

Purpose: Review two Local Implementation Strategies (LIS), provide time for committee to 
continue discussions on ongoing oversight duties. 

Outcome(s): Decisions on recommendation(s) to Council regarding two LIS.   

 

9 a.m. 
 

Welcome and Updates 

9:10 a.m. Public Comment  

9:20 a.m. 
 

Follow-up from last meeting 
 
 

9:35 a.m. 
 

LIS Review: Clackamas County 
 Q/A with jurisdiction staff (10 min) 
 Committee discussion and decision (50 min) 

 
10:35 a.m. Break 

 
 

10:40 a.m. 
 

LIS Review: Metro Site Acquisition Program 
 Q/A with jurisdiction staff (10 min) 
 Committee discussion and decision (50 min) 

 
11:40 a.m. 
 
 

Committee Business  
 

11:55 a.m. 
 

Next steps 
 Next Meeting: September 4 
 Review of 1 Implementation Strategy in the next meeting 

 
 

12:00 p.m. Adjourn 



 

Meeting: Metro Housing Oversight 
Committee Meeting 6 

Date/time: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 

Place: Metro, Council chamber, 600 NE Grand Ave, Portland, OR 97232 

Purpose: Review two Local Implementation Strategies (LIS), provide time for committee to 
continue discussions on ongoing oversight duties.    

 
Attendees 
Manuel Castaneda, Serena Cruz, , Mitch Hornicker, Mesha Jones, Jenny Lee, Steve Rudman, Bandana 
Shrestha, Shannon Singleton, Tia Vonil, Melissa Earlbaum 
 
Absent  
Ed McNamara, Andrew Tull, Dr. Steven Holt 
 
Metro 
Emily Lieb, Eryn Kehe, Jes Larson, , Ashley McCarron, Valeria Vidal, Megan Gibb, Jonathan Williams, 
Patrick McLaughlin  
 
Facilitators 
Allison Brown, Hannah Mills 
 
Next meeting 
 Wednesday, August 7, 9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 
 Metro, 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, Council chamber 

Welcome and Agenda 
The co-chairs welcomed the Committee and explained the purpose and agenda of the meeting. The 
Committee unanimously approved the last meeting summary. Emily Lieb, Metro, gave updates on 
the following: 
 

 Final Phase 1 projects submitted by Washington County and Home Forward 
 Letter from Metro Council responding to the Committee’s letter on workforce requirements 
 LIS process timeline schedule for 2019 

 
Jes Larson, Metro, briefly updated the Committee on the recent U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development’s (HUD) proposal which includes two rule changes that would impact mixed 
citizenship status households. She encouraged the Committee to share a video made by local 
leaders and Governor Kate Brown that speaks out against this proposal.  

Public Comment 
Allison Brown, facilitator with JLA Public Involvement, opened the floor for public comment. No 
members of the public submitted comment.  



 

LIS Review 
Allison explained that the Committee has three decision making options on the LISs. The options 
include recommendation for approval, recommendation for approval with consideration, and 
returning the strategy to the jurisdiction for further review and refinement.  

Strategy 1: City of Beaverton 
Allison reviewed the questions submitted by the Committee that the City of Beaverton would be 
answering during their presentation, and asked if the members would like to include any additional 
questions. Cadence Petros and Javier Mena, staff with the City of Beaverton, briefly answered the 
questions put forth by the Committee. Questions and answers are summarized below:  
 

 Are you aiming to meet or exceed the production goals? 
o We are committed to producing 218 units, but we are likely to exceed that goal.  

 Are you using the same conservative assumptions that Metro used for projecting cost? 
o We are using a similar model, but it is not identical. The model is built to be rational, 

but the goal is for expediency.  
 What is the general sense of the viability of building three to four-bedroom units? How 

many can you build? Do providers have any concerns about lease-up? 
o Right now, the plan is to provide 13 three-bedroom units, and four four-bedroom units, 

but we are aware that that is not enough and we are planning to increase that 
number. The Portland Housing Bureau has some anecdotal evidence that suggests it 
takes longer to lease three- to four-bedroom units, but the demand for them is there.  

 Have you performed any studies to determine why minority-owned companies aren’t 
getting certified?  

o We have not done any studies, and we do need a process to make sure a percentage of 
the firms hired have MWESB certification. COBID is a way we ensure this. We currently 
have one agent for hiring firms, so we’re stretched pretty thin. We are having a 
meeting with agents to better understand the problems.  

 What’s the difference between “good faith” and “best faith” efforts? 
o They are the same thing.  

 How many two-bedroom units are at 30% AMI? 
o A total of 52 two-bedroom units are planned for 30% AMI.  

 What will trigger a formal review and adjustment of the LIS? 
o We’re considering a project-by-project review once each project is selected. 

 How are you preparing for cost? Can the cost be lower? 
o Regulated affordable housing is more expensive, and cost containment is very 

important for us to be mindful of. We are trying to hit the appropriate balance 
between livable and sustainable.  

 Are there any benchmarks during operations around screening criteria, specifically 
regarding whether developments are successfully serving those who are “harder to house?”  

o Different programming will have different needs, so we want to make sure we tailor 
the screening criteria to each. We want to be responsive to project sponsors.  

 What are your specific strategies for advancing racial equity? Do you use HTAG? How will 
the ad hoc subcommittee composition address racial equity? 

 



 

o We want to be helpful to  
communities of color. We do use HTAG and will use a subcommittee. The goal is for the 
committee to be a combination of individuals with different experience in promoting 
equity.  

 How will you be promoting universal design? 
o The goal is for each RFP to articulate the need for universal design.  

 

Strategy 2: Washington County 
Allison reviewed the questions submitted by the Committee that Washington County would be 
answering during their presentation, and asked if the members would like to include any additional 
questions. Ruth Osuna, Shannon Wilson, and Komi Kalevor with Washington County briefly 
answered the questions put forth by the Committee. Questions and answers are summarized below:  
 

 Are you aiming to meet or exceed the production goals? 
o The goal is to achieve the target production.  

 Are you using the same conservative assumptions that Metro used for projecting cost? 
o We are using the portfolio approach laid out in Appendix B of the development plan 

for modeling project costs.  
 What is the general sense of the viability of building three to four-bedroom units? How 

many can you build? Do providers have any concerns about lease-up? 
o We have a high occupancy standard, which means an expectation of two people per 

bedroom, but it takes more time and money to lease to larger families. 
 Do you have current estimates of the percentage of proposed breakdowns of investments in 

geographic regions? 
o We don’t have specific percentages, but we worked to address that in the priorities 

section. We used the HUD qualified census tracts and prioritized by high frequency 
transit, but we don’t have specific targets for specific regions. We want to see 
distribution throughout the County. 

 Is Appendix B an illustrative portfolio or are they actual projects? 
o The goal of the appendix was to show the high level of interest. It was not intended to 

say they are approved.  
 Do you have current estimates of the percentage of funds expected to be released via 

NOFA/RFP? 
o We will use the NOFA/RFP process to select projects, and we are currently performing 

outreach to those areas to make sure what we’re proposing is in line with their plan.  
 Do you have an estimate for when the County wishes to develop/own affordable housing? 

o We may purchase if it’s an existing low-cost rental in the County or if the development 
doesn’t have wraparound services.  

 What are the Housing Choice Voucher screening criteria?  
o We used the recommendations from the Meyer Memorial Fund report to develop the 

criteria. The criteria need to meet the HUD standards because some of the units will be 
provided using vouchers.  

 Will housing providers support applicants with information about how they can secure 
documentation?  

o We’re working with our jurisdictional partners to determine how we can fund 
supportive services. We haven’t found the answer, but we have committed to 
producing 100 supportive housing units.  

 How often are criminal convictions clearly tied to a disability? 
o The Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) tracks this information.  



 

 If you are using a definition of disability from 
federal law, will substance use related disabilities be covered, even if the individual was 
actively using illegal substances at the time of their conviction? 

o We are entering into discussions with law enforcement to determine the best way to 
navigate people into housing and to keep them from re-incarceration.  

 
Considerations and Recommendations 
Following each question-answer session, the Committee was given time to discuss and determine 
their recommendation.  
 
Voting Results 
 

For the City of Beaverton’s LIS, Manuel Castaneda moved to recommend Metro Council 
approval with considerations (listed below), which was seconded by Serena Cruz. The 
Committee unanimously voted to approve recommending the LIS to Metro Council with 
considerations (listed below).  

 
For Washington County’s LIS, Serena Cruz moved to recommend the LIS for Metro Council 
approval, subject to the County’s revision of language related to screening criteria on Pg. 15, 
section B, item ii, as discussed by the committee. The Committee requested that the revised 
language be submitted to the Committee for review and approval at their Aug. 7th meeting.  
The motion was seconded by Mitch Hornecker. The Committee unanimously voted to 
approve recommending the LIS to Metro Council with considerations (listed below).  

 
Considerations 
 
The Committee identified the following considerations specific to the City of Beaverton’s ongoing 
implementation and monitoring of outcomes: 

 The City should further define strategies and outcomes that will be measured to demonstrate 

the advancement of racial equity, including low-barrier screening criteria, affirmative 

marketing, universal design, voucher prioritization, wraparound services, and contract and 

workforce diversity. 

 The City should incorporate findings from the 2015 Meyer Memorial Trust study on cost 

efficiencies in affordable housing in evaluating project costs. 

The Committee identified the following considerations specific to Washington County’s ongoing 
implementation and monitoring of outcomes: 

 The County should further define strategies and outcomes that will be measured to 

demonstrate the advancement of racial equity, including low-barrier screening criteria, 

affirmative marketing, universal design, voucher prioritization, wraparound services, and 

contract and workforce diversity. 

 The County should provide further clarification regarding intentions for geographic 

distribution as part of project solicitations. 

 The County should provide a plan and measurable outcomes that demonstrate progress 

toward reaching the 20% MWESB participation goal.  

The Committee requested an early response from City of Beaverton and Washington County 
regarding the considerations above and ongoing updates as part of the jurisdictions’ annual LIS 
progress reports. 



 

 
In addition to the above considerations, Committee members offered the following considerations 
for all jurisdictions participating in implementation of the Housing Bond. These considerations may 
be further refined as the Committee discusses Local Implementation Strategies from other 
jurisdictions in coming months: 

 Use language that acknowledges intersectionality of populations; avoid differentiating 

between homelessness, disabling conditions including physical and mental health, and 

addiction. 

 Identify screening criteria not relevant to likelihood of successful tenancy that should not be 

considered. 

 Additional resources need to be identified to successfully serve tenants who need permanent 

supportive housing. 

 Measuring outcomes regarding workforce equity should include all workers, not solely 

apprentices. 

 Many minority owned businesses need additional support to successfully participate in the 

COBID certification program. 

 Consider sustainability/durability and life cycle costs, and incorporate findings from the 

2015 Meyer Memorial Trust study on cost efficiencies in affordable housing in evaluating 

project costs. 

Metro Council Updates 
Co-chair Steve Rudman introduced Metro councilors Sam Chase and Christine Lewis. Councilor 
Chase provided an update on Metro Council budget discussions regarding possible technical 
assistance resources to support local jurisdictions in advancing racial equity through 
implementation of the Housing Bond.. 

Committee Business 
Due to time constraints, the majority of time scheduled for Committee business was reallocated to 
conclude the Committee’s above LIS recommendations.  

Next Steps and Close 
Emily briefly recapped the points to be discussed at the next meeting, including time for reviewing 
Washington County’s language revisions. She explained that the Committee would be considering 
Metro’s Site Acquisition Program Implementation Strategy and Clackamas County’s Local 
Implementation Strategy at the next meeting, and noted that she would be presenting the 
Committee’s recommendations regarding the City of Beaverton and Washington County’s LISs at 
the August 1 Metro Council meeting.. A majority of committee members requested that hard copies 
of the materials be mailed to them for the next meeting.  
 
The meeting was adjourned.  
  



METRO HOUSING BOND OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 
July 24, 2019 

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO THE CITY OF 

BEAVERTON AND WASHINGTON COUNTY LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES 

BEAVERTON 

The Oversight Committee recommends that Metro Council take action to approve the City of Beaverton’s 

Local Implementation Strategy (LIS). The Committee has identified the following considerations specific 

to the City of Beaverton’s ongoing implementation and monitoring of outcomes:  

 The City should further define strategies and outcomes that will be measured to demonstrate the 

advancement of racial equity, including low-barrier screening criteria, affirmative marketing, 

universal design, voucher prioritization, wraparound services, and contract and workforce 

diversity. 

 The City should incorporate findings from the 2015 Meyer Memorial Trust study on cost 

efficiencies in affordable housing in evaluating project costs. 

The Oversight Committee has requested an early response from the City of Beaverton regarding the 

considerations above and ongoing updates as part of the City’s annual LIS progress report. The Oversight 

Committee expects to address these considerations in its annual LIS review.  

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

The Oversight Committee recommends that Metro Council take action to approve Washington County’s 

Local Implementation Strategy (LIS), subject to the County’s revision of language related to screening 

criteria on Pg. 15, section B, item ii, as discussed during the July 24th meeting. The Oversight Committee 

will be reviewing and approving the revised language at their August 7th meeting. The Committee has 

identified the following considerations specific to Washington County’s ongoing implementation and 

monitoring of outcomes: 

 The County should further define strategies and outcomes that will be measured to demonstrate 

the advancement of racial equity, including low-barrier screening criteria, affirmative marketing, 

universal design, voucher prioritization, wraparound services, and contract and workforce 

diversity. 

 The County should provide further clarification regarding intentions for geographic distribution 

as part of project solicitations. 

 The County should provide a plan and measurable outcomes that demonstrate progress toward 

reaching the 20% MWESB participation goal.  



The Oversight Committee has requested an early response from Washington County regarding the 

considerations above and ongoing updates as part of the County’s annual LIS progress report. The 

Oversight Committee expects to address these considerations in its annual LIS review.  

ADDITIONAL GUIDANCE FOR ALL JURISDICTIONS 

In addition to the above listed considerations, Committee members offered the following considerations 

for all jurisdictions participating in implementation of the Housing Bond. These considerations may be 

further refined as the Committee discusses Local Implementation Strategies from other jurisdictions in 

coming months: 

 Use language that acknowledges intersectionality of populations; avoid differentiating between 

homelessness, disabling conditions including physical and mental health, and addiction. 

 Identify screening criteria not relevant to likelihood of successful tenancy that should not be 

considered. 

 Additional resources need to be identified to successfully serve tenants who need permanent 

supportive housing. 

 Measuring outcomes regarding workforce equity should include all workers, not solely 

apprentices. 

 Many minority owned businesses need additional support to successfully participate in the COBID 

certification program. 

 Consider sustainability/durability and life cycle costs, and incorporate findings from the 2015 

Meyer Memorial Trust study on cost efficiencies in affordable housing in evaluating project costs. 



firms that have been certified by the State of Oregon as a Minority-Owned Business Enterprise, a 
Women-Owned Business Enterprise, a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise, or an Emerging Small 
Business (M/W/DBE/ESB) with an aspirational goal of 20%. The percentage target includes 
contracts related to project construction and development costs. Project sponsors will be 
required to provide documentation of contracting efforts and results. Currently, Washington 
County is studying its procurement process as a part of its equity, diversity and inclusion 
initiative. The 20% aspirational goal may be adjusted as Washington County completes the 
development of a corporate plan for purchasing, contracting, and monitoring through its internal 
equity, diversity and inclusion work. This goal will be reviewed while the LIS is being reviewed as 
mentioned in the Implementation Phase section of this document. 

B. Affirmative Marketing, Tenant Selection and Lease-Up. Consistent with Metro policy,
housing developed in Washington County will work to ensure that using the Metro Affordable
Housing Bond Program funding will financed housing serves communities of color, families with
children and/or multiple generations, people living with disabilities, seniors, veterans, households
experiencing or at risk of homelessness, and households at risk of displacement.  Washington
County will require that project developers and/or owners make best faith efforts to make units
available to minorities and disadvantaged populations using best practice marketing strategies. In
general, this will require:

i. Affirmative outreach and marketing to target populations.  Developers and/or owners,
and their property management companies (if applicable) will be expected to engage
in pro-active efforts to make disadvantaged populations aware of the availability of
units, and the process and timeline for application.  Washington County will work with
project sponsors to identify specific target populations for each project and will review
the proposed outreach and marketing strategy for each project.

ii. Washington County will require that project sponsors use low-barrier screening criteria
that balances access to target populations, project operations, and community
stability. This will be guided by the County’s Housing Choice Voucher Administrative
Plan screening criteria guidelines. Typical requirements may include less than standard
market apartment income-to-rent ratios, reduced credit history requirements, and
criminal history requirements that only consider recent convictions with evidence that
are most directly tied to tenant success. prior misconduct resulted from applicant’s
documented disability and that applicant has improved case management or other
strategies to prevent similar future misconduct, evidence of successful completion of a
drug treatment program or evidence of successful rehabilitation, including statements
from applicant, parole or probation officer, employer, counselor, faith leader, or
community member regarding the rehabilitation. Project sponsors will be required to
review appeals to denials of standard screening criteria that take into consideration
efforts of applicants that demonstrate stability and potential for resident success.
Project sponsors are also required to review appeals if the disqualifying aspects of a
denial are related to a disability and make reasonable accommodations as appropriate.

iii. HAWC will use the project-based voucher (PBV) RFP process to leverage units
increasing the score for projects that commit to low-barrier screening.

iv. Washington County will, in part, be guided by the County's Housing Choice Voucher
Administrative Plan screening criteria guidelines.  As stated in the Washington County
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Department of Housing Services - Housing Choice Voucher Program Administrative plan 
(pages 81-82), as examples of some guidelines, HAWC will consider the following facts 
and circumstances:

• The seriousness of the case, especially with respect to how it would affect
other residents’ safety or property

• The effects that denial of assistance may have on other members of the
family who were not involved in the action or failure to act

• The extent of participation or culpability of individual family members,
including whether the culpable family member is a minor or a person with
disabilities, (as discussed further in section 3-III.G of the Administrative Plan)
or a victim of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, or stalking

• The length of time since the violation occurred, including the age of the
individual at the time of the conduct, as well as the family’s recent history
and the likelihood of favorable conduct in the future.

• In the case of drug or alcohol abuse, whether the culpable household
member is participating in or has successfully completed a supervised drug
or alcohol rehabilitation program or has otherwise been rehabilitated
successfully.  HAWC will require the applicant to submit evidence of the
household member’s current participation in or successful completion of a
supervised drug or alcohol rehabilitation program, or evidence of otherwise
having been rehabilitated successfully.
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Competitive Selection Criteria for Projects 

A. Workforce Participation. Washington County promotes workforce hiring of minorities, women
and disabled veterans. Washington County recognizes the need to maintain and continue support for
programs designed to develop adequate numbers of competent workers within the community for the
construction industry. The county will work with partners such as WorkSystems and Metro to develop
apprenticeship programs within Washington County that will benefit development teams for Metro
bond-funded projects. Washington County will also participate in Metro’s Construction Careers
Pathways Project.

B. Permanent Supportive Housing. Washington County is committed to providing permanent
supportive housing to the most vulnerable individuals and families in the community.  To address the
need for permanent housing in Washington County, the county will work with various agencies, local
governments, non-profits and others to develop housing units in conjunction with the provision of
services to allow an individual and/or family to be successful and thrive.

C. Commitment to serving communities of color – demonstrated by culturally specific services to
facilitate lease-up process as well as ongoing services. Washington County will use culturally specific
techniques such as marketing in appropriate languages, gathering places and use of social services
providers. The county will require housing developers and sponsors to use marketing and outreach
methods reach communities of color and difficult to house populations.



From: Ruth Osuna
To: Emily Lieb
Cc: Komi Kalevor
Subject: FW: changes made to LIS doc
Date: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:21:14 PM
Attachments: LIS FINAL.6.25.19.pdf

Hello Emily.   Attached is the red-lined version of the LIS which reflects comments from the
Oversight Committee.  To provide some guidance on changes, all changes have been limited to
Subsection B. Affirmative Marketing, Tenant Selection and Lease-Up on page 15-16. 
 
Also, I am sending you the final document with the red-lines.  The LIS version that was inadvertently
sent to you was Draft Three.  You will see the difference in the footnote.  I did not realize that an
earlier version of the LIS was mistakenly attached to all of the appendices and attachments and sent
to you.  Although at the Oversight Committee meeting I noted that the footnote was not correct.  
 
To summarize, Subsection B that has been revised in the attached document includes the same
language as in the Beaverton and Hillsboro LISs’.  Because comments received from the Oversight
Committee members were mainly around language regarding the Administrative Plan, that section is
now its own subsection, B vi. 
 
For clarity, the project-based vouchers in any of the developments will be guided by the Washington
County Administrative Plan.  While we would encourage the developers/owners to be as flexible as
possible, the Administrative Plan guidance may not be applied to all units within a development that
includes the project-based vouchers. 
 
We will work with developer/owner’s property management company to apply low-barrier
screening according to the target population of the development.  For example, a housing
development that serves all single adults may have a more lenient screening criteria than a housing
development that serves families, particularly with children. 
 
Please call me if you have questions.
 
Ruth
 
 

From: Catherine Jacoby 
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 12:03 PM
To: Ruth Osuna <Ruth_Osuna@co.washington.or.us>
Subject: changes made to LIS doc
 
See attachment.
 
Cathy Jacoby | Administrative Assistant
Washington County Administrative Office

155 N 1st Ave., Suite 300, MS 21, Hillsboro OR 97124

mailto:Ruth_Osuna@co.washington.or.us
mailto:Emily.Lieb@oregonmetro.gov
mailto:Komi_Kalevor@co.washington.or.us
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I. Introduction


The Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program is a landmark funding source for affordable housing in the 
tri-county region. This Local Implementation Strategy guides the efforts of Washington County to create 
permanent affordable housing using the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program. Housing primarily 
developed will be regulated affordable rental housing units, as well as regulated affordable home 
ownership units. County departments engaged in the implementation of the bond include: Housing 
Services, Finance, Land Use and Transportation, Facilities, Community Development, and the County 
Administrative Office. Additionally, county staff will be working closely with cities located in Washington 
County to create regulated affordable housing throughout its jurisdiction.  


Policy leadership for the implementation of the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program will be guided 
by the Washington County Board of Commissioners. Also, as part of the review of bond funded housing 
development projects, the Housing Authority of Washington County (HAWC) will also have an important 
role in implementation of the bond program.  The HAWC is governed by a seven-member Housing 
Authority Board of Directors (HABOD), which is comprised of the five-member Washington County Board 
of Commissioners, one community member and one public housing resident. The Housing Advisory 
Committee (HAC) advises the HABOD and is comprised of 15 members representing real estate, property 
management, finance, construction, design, planning, social service providers, minority and elderly 
groups, veterans and public housing residents. 


As stated in Washington County’s Strategic Plan 2020, the Washington County Community – Our Vision 
is to be a model community for 21st century America, reflecting the best of our community’s resources, 
achievements, diversity, values, and pioneering spirit.  Washington County is a special community that 
deserves the best of our individual and collective efforts. Maintaining the quality of life in this community 
will require the planning, creativity, and action of all – across the divide of sectors and organizations. The 
fulfillment of our community vision will require governments, business, nonprofits, religious and civic 
organizations to align passion and resources to serve our community and citizens. The challenge is two-
fold: 1) maintain the quality and effectiveness of existing mission-driven organizations and institutions; 
and 2) link together these vast resources to serve, protect, and reinforce the attributes of a safe, healthy, 
and vibrant community.  


For our part, we envision a “collaborative community” that recognizes the role, contribution, responsibility 
and interdependence of citizens and institutions, a community in which: 


- The diversity of our residents is celebrated.
- Our children and families have access to the resources and support to reach their full


potential.
- Our housing is safe, comfortable and diverse, spanning the spectrum of affordability,


effectively exploiting the benefits of proximity to work, school, services, and transportation.
- Our educational system provides a consistent level of excellence from preschool through


graduate-level higher education, and residents have life-long access to a variety of
educational opportunities.


- Our nonprofit institutions are known for their strength and dedication to the needs of their
constituents, working in concert with government, business, and religious partners.







Page 4 
6/25/19  


- Our residents and visitors are safe, and our justice system is coordinated, balanced, efficient,
and responsive.


- Our abundant natural resources are nurtured for their inherent beauty, and their contribution
to the health and well-being of our residents now, and for generations to come.


- Our environment and neighborhood livability are maintained, enhanced, and balanced with
our community’s growth and development.


- Our community recognizes the social, economic, and environmental factors that contribute to
the health and well-being of citizens and works together to prevent illness, disease, and
injury.


- Our economy is known for its diversity, future orientation, vitality, and commitment to the
local community.


- Our private and public institutions work together to identify and problem-solve critical
community issues.


Autonomy & Collaboration within Washington County 


Three jurisdictions in Washington County will be directly responsible for implementation of the Metro 
Affordable Housing Bond Program —Washington County, the City of Hillsboro and the City of Beaverton. 
Each jurisdiction will receive an allocation of bond resources based on the share of bond revenue 
generated by each jurisdiction as outlined in each jurisdiction’s Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with 
Metro.  Each implementing jurisdiction is responsible for developing its own Local Implementation 
Strategy, and will have autonomy in project selection, commitment of bond resources, and oversight of 
bond funded projects. The jurisdictions may choose to collaborate on specific projects that will serve 
their individual as well as collective community needs. 


Recognizing that many community partners serve the larger Washington County area, and that many 
community members perceive that their needs could be met without respect to jurisdictional boundaries, 
the three implementing jurisdictions will collaborate on community engagement efforts and on 
developing the partnerships to ensure the success of all bond projects in Washington County.  


In addition to working closely with the implementing jurisdictions of Hillsboro and Beaverton, 
Washington County will also work in conjunction with other cities located in the county and within 
Metro’s jurisdictional boundary including Cornelius, Forest Grove, Tigard, King City, Tualatin, Sherwood 
and Durham. Washington County’s implementation area also encompasses significant unincorporated 
areas of the County including the following communities: Aloha/Reedville, Bethany/North Bethany, 
Bonny Slope, Cedar Hills, Cedar Mill, Metzger, Raleigh Hills.   


Metro Bond Resources and Framework Targets 


This Local Implementation Strategy focuses on housing that will be developed in the areas of Washington 
County inside of the Metro Jurisdictional Area and outside of the cities of Beaverton and Hillsboro. See 
Appendix A for a map of the area. Bond revenues dedicated to Washington County are approximately 
$116,465,532. The overall goal is to support the development of at least 814 units of affordable housing 
throughout Washington County. These 814 housing units are anticipated to house 2,505 low-income 
people in the County. These may be newly built units or existing units that are at risk of rapidly rising 
rents. While many of these units are expected to provide rental housing and affordable homeownership 
units supported with bond resources.  
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Median Family Income by Percentage and Households Size for the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 


Household Size 
30% MFI 
(annual) 


60% MFI 
(annual) 


80% MFI 
(annual) 


1 person  $   18,450  $   36,960  $   49,280 
4 people  $   26,370  $   52,740  $   70,320 


     Source:  HUD.gov accessed on 4/24/2019  


Median Family Income (MFI) as determined for the Metropolitan Statistical Area is updated by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. The three MFI bands identified in the chart above are 
the primary targets to provide varying levels of affordability. To provide context, the minimum wage in 
the Portland Metropolitan Area will be $12.50/hour as of July 1, 2019 (Source: Oregon.gov accessed on 
5/13/2019). A person working full-time at a minimum wage job earns $26,000 annually. 


Recognizing that our lowest income neighbors have the greatest challenges in securing affordable 
housing, and consistent with the Metro Bond Framework, Washington County has a goal of developing 
334 units that are affordable for households with an income at or below 30% of Median Family Income 
(MFI). These units may serve people with special needs as well as people who earn low wages or have 
fixed incomes. At least 124 of these units will be supported with rental assistance provided by HAWC, 
allowing those units to be targeted for the most fragile households.  Washington County will utilize its 
project-based vouchers in different ways to leverage and support providers who can bring services to the 
table. The county has also identified a goal of developing 100 units of Permanent Supportive Housing 
(PSH). 


The provision of supportive services is essential to successfully house and stabilize many of our 
community’s most vulnerable populations.  To provide critical affordable housing services, Washington 
County is working with social service agencies and other community partners to link supportive services 
to affordable housing to help people recover, achieve stability and thrive.   


Much of the current private rental housing market is concentrated on small unit sizes, while the need for 
rental housing crosses a range of household sizes. This miss-match between need and available units is 
especially difficult for lower income households. As a result, the Metro Bond Framework has set unit 
production targets and guiding principles.  Half of the units developed under the bond program must 
include two or more bedrooms. For Washington County, this means that at least 407 units will include 
two or more bedrooms. Another unit production target is that no more than 10 percent of homes will be 
provided for households making 61-80% of MFI.  


Framework Unit Production Targets for Washington County 
(excluding Beaverton and Hillsboro) 


Total Housing Units Production Target 814 
Target Housing Units with 2 or more bedrooms 407 
Target Units for 30% MFI Households 334 
Target Units for 31% - 60% MFI Households 399 
Target Units for 61% - 80% MFI Households    81 
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These unit production targets are anticipated to be achieved through a portfolio approach, which will 
include the development or acquisition of 8-12 multifamily rental housing projects, as well as the 
potential development of 15-30 single-family homeownership units. Units constructed with Metro Bond 
funds will be maintained as affordable housing for 60 years, while existing units purchased and 
rehabilitated with Metro Bond funds will be affordable for a period of 30 years. For additional detail on 
the county’s proposed portfolio, please see Appendix B. 


Advancing Racial Equity 


Washington County is the most racially diverse county in the state. The Metro Council and Washington 
County have made advancing racial equity a priority in the implementation of the Affordable Housing 
Bond Program. Decades of housing policy from the federal to the local level has contributed to disparate 
outcomes for communities of color in housing. People of color are much more likely to struggle with 
unaffordable housing, displacement and homelessness. Disparity in housing stability and affordability for 
persons of color is directly linked with economic disparity, as well as historic and systemic housing 
injustice through practices such as redlining. The implementation of the Metro Affordable Housing Bond 
Program provides an opportunity to advance racial equity and to meet the needs of historically 
marginalized communities. 


The efforts and opportunities to address racial equity occur at many points in the implementation of the 
Affordable Housing Bond Program. The selection of project sites, inclusion of minority-owned contractors 
and a diverse workforce to build housing, formation of culturally specific partnerships for outreach and 
services, accessible resident selection processes, and ongoing reporting of outcomes all provide 
opportunities to advance racial equity. The specific implementation strategies to address these issues 
that Washington County will employ are discussed in the various sections below. 


In addition, Washington County, along with the cities of Hillsboro and Beaverton and HAWC, receives 
federal housing and community development funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) and is, therefore, required to periodically prepare an Analysis of Impediments to Fair 
Housing (AI). The last AI was produced jointly with the City of Beaverton in 2012 (Hillsboro began 
receiving its CDBG funds as a separate allocation in 2018). The new AI will be completed as part of the 
next Consolidated Plan update, which is underway currently and will be completed in 2020. The AI must 
“affirmatively further” fair housing according to HUD’s Fair Housing Guide by: 


• Analyzing and eliminating housing discrimination in the jurisdiction
• Promoting fair housing choice for all persons
• Providing opportunities for inclusive housing occupancy patterns
• Promoting housing that is structurally accessible and usable by all people, regardless of ability
• Fostering compliance with the nondiscrimination clauses of the Fair Housing Act


The 2012 AI identified six Fair Housing strategy areas: 
1. Awareness, information & training
2. Access to decent and affordable housing
3. Land use and zoning tools to promote access to opportunity
4. Overcoming linguistic and cultural isolation and serving communities of color
5. Overcoming disability-related barriers
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6. Data collection and analysis


The above strategies identified in the 2012 AI are incorporated within the LIS. 


II. Local Implementation Strategy Development


The development of the Implementation Strategy is based on review of recent studies and planning 
efforts that have involved diverse community members within Washington County, along with direct 
community engagement specifically addressing the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program. Studies and 
planning efforts reviewed include: 


 Metro’s 2017 Regional Affordable Housing Inventory Database
 2015-2020 Washington County Consolidated Plan (housing needs assessment section)
 The Coalition of Communities of Color report, Leading with Race (particularly sections on housing


justice)
 Metro-funded Southwest Corridor Equitable Housing project report
 Washington County’s Aloha-Reedville and Aloha Tomorrow studies
 Housing need studies prepared for specific jurisdictions within the County, excluding Hillsboro


and Beaverton (housing needs assessment section)
 Oregon Housing and Community Services 2019-2023 Statewide Housing Plan (housing needs


assessment section)
 Metro’s Tri-County Equitable Housing Plan


Information from these studies and reports was used to develop various sections of this strategy.  For 
example, the Metro Regional Affordable Housing Inventory Database is discussed in the Project Selection 
Process Section. It is important to note that in many ways the input and suggestions received through 
the County’s community engagement process substantiated the findings from the above-mentioned 
studies and planning efforts.   


Community Engagement – Phase I 


During the months of February, March, April and May in 2019, the Washington County regional project 
team, which included staff from the County, Beaverton and Hillsboro, undertook extensive consultation 
with the community to better understand key issues and suggestions to address the need for affordable 
housing within Washington County. To be most efficient, the project team opted to attend existing 
community and agency-based meetings to gain as much varied input as possible from a broad range of 
stakeholders. Every effort was made to approach all community engagement activities through a lens of 
equity and inclusion with special attention paid to gathering the perspective of historically 
underrepresented groups. Groups that staff heard from included communities of color and individuals 
with the following lived experiences: 
 Low-income
 Seniors
 Youth experiencing housing instability
 Physical disabilities
 Developmental disabilities
 Mental health concerns
 Addictions issues
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 Limited English proficiency
 Immigrants and refugees
 Current or previous experience of housing instability
 Residents of low-income housing
 Justice-involved


The project team was able to hear from over 300 people including members of affected communities as 
well as individuals representing over 50 agencies (Appendix C), by attending existing meetings. At each 
opportunity the team provided a brief overview of the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program and its 
impact in Washington County, and a description of the collaborative community engagement conducted 
between the three jurisdictions (cities of Beaverton and Hillsboro and Washington County). Opportunities 
also included facilitated discussions to answer the following questions: 


1) What community-based organizations, service providers, advocacy groups, and communities
should we connect with for input about Metro bond implementation strategies?


2) What are the things that are most important to you and/or your family when you think about
where you want to live?


3) What do you think are the biggest challenges people have with keeping their housing?
4) What types of services, programs, and/or activities are needed to overcome these challenges?
5) What do you think are the biggest challenges people face when trying to find a place to live?
6) What is the best way for you to find out about available affordable housing?
7) Is there anything else you’d like to share about your experience or the need for housing in your


community?
The table below outlines the community engagement opportunities that the project team attended. 


Date Stakeholder Group Location 
Total 
Participants Agencies 


02/07/2019 Community Housing Advocates Beaverton 12 11 
02/06/2019 Housing Support Services Network Beaverton 57 42 
02/13/2019 Washington County Resident Advisory Board Hillsboro 20 
03/11/2019 Self Determination Resources Beaverton 5 1 
3/14/2019 SOAR Immigration Legal Services/EMO Hillsboro 3 1 
3/18-3/27 Homeplate Youth Services (survey) 10 1 
3/18/2019 Consolidated Plan Workgroup Hillsboro 31 17 
3/25/2019 Washington County Parole and Probation Hillsboro 11 2 
3/26/2019 Oregon Law Center (survey) 15 1 
3/27/2019 Community Action/CPOs Homeless Forum Cornelius 43 2 
4/4/2019 Community Action – Family Advocates & 


Housing Specialists 
Hillsboro 15 1 


4/12/2019 Centro Cultural/DAVS Seniors and Tribal 
Community 


Cornelius 17 1 


4/16/2019 Head Start Policy Council (parents) Hillsboro 23 1 
4/15-4/17 2019 Consolidated Plan Focus Groups (6) Hillsboro 38 0 
5/22/2019 Culturally Specific Behavioral Health Providers Hillsboro 20 8 
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Learnings from Input Sessions 


Input from all the engagement opportunities was compiled, coded and analyzed for key themes related 
to the following 5 categories: 


• Barriers (46% of total)
• Service Needs (24% of total)
• Location (16% of total)
• Marketing (11% of total)
• Other (2% of total)


A summary of detail within each category is below. 


Barriers 


This category includes a variety of factors that prevent people from being able to secure or maintain 
housing. Specifically, these responses fell into one of the following categories:  


• Cost (41%) – affordability of rent; application fees; costs to move; deposits; costs related to past
rental history, criminal history, and credit history; and utility costs


• Screening Criteria (24%) – rental history; criminal history; credit history; citizenship status; and
understanding what purpose screening serves and why it is necessary


• Navigation (12%) – complex system of finding and securing housing; complex application process;
ability to understand and follow through with finding and securing housing; bureaucracy is
overwhelming; mobility/transient nature of clientele


• Housing Needs (10%) – unit size; accessibility for developmentally delayed people;
safety/livability of units; spaces not trauma informed


• Cultural and Trust (8%) – Cultural differences in understanding of norms and compliance; and
fear or distrust about stability of housing, neighbors, environment


Service Needs


This category includes factors that are related to specific services that could be offered onsite or ways in 
which services could better meet the needs of residents. For the most part, responses were categorized 
as the following: 


• Education (25%) – skills building for self-sufficiency, housing sustainability; vocational training
and mentorships; and renter education related to navigating the system, understanding tenant
rights, and compliance with rules


• Service Alignment (22%) – coordination between community-based organizations, agencies and
other service providers; coordination of services specific to families and seniors


• Addictions/Mental Health or other Case Management (15%) – onsite mental health and
addictions services as well as case management for others who need that level of support


• Other mentions included accommodations within the physical space such as community rooms,
common space, and storage space
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Location 


This category includes specifics about where housing is located, proximity to things people may need to 
thrive and the environment in which housing is situated. Responses primarily fell into the following 
groups: 


• Services (24%) – proximity to grocery stores, employment, medical providers, and other
supportive services


• Safe/Sense of community (45%) – good schools; sense of community; and safe, quiet, walkable
neighborhood


• Transit (17%) – close to public transportation; and accessible for special needs transportation
(LIFT)


• Other comments included equitable distribution of housing in mixed-income areas with broad
geographical dispersal


Marketing


This category was specifically focused on how people hear about housing and considerations in how to 
share information about housing with communities. This was a much smaller number of comments that 
predominately focused on sharing information through community-based organizations and other word-
of-mouth opportunities as well as communicating information in multiple languages and formats.  


Several significant policies outlined in this Local Implementation Strategy were developed or impacted by 
feedback received through the county’s community engagement work.  


Key Feedback Themes Policy Impact 
Barriers Informed county’s threshold project requirement of low-


barrier screening criteria. 


Informed county’s use of universal design as a competitive 
selection criterion. 


Service Needs Informed county’s goal of 100 Permanent Supportive Housing 
(PSH) units. 


Location Informed county’s housing development priorities related to 
projects near major public transportation and transit 
corridors. 


Informed county’s housing development priority related to 
projects in high opportunity areas. 


Marketing Informed county’s threshold project requirement for 
affirmative marketing. 


During the public comment period of April 23rd through May 28th, 2019 for the first draft of the Local 
Implementation Strategy, written comments were received through a dedicated email address, and a 
public hearing was held during the 5/7/2019 Board of Commissioners meeting. Housing Services staff also 
met with the following councils and committees to receive feedback on this draft document: 
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• City Councils of Cornelius, Durham, Forest Grove, King City, Tigard, Tualatin, and Sherwood.
• Washington County Planning Commission, CDBG and HOME Policy Advisory Board, Housing


Advisory Committee, and the Committee for Community Involvement.


In addition, Housing Services staff coordinated an affordable housing developer forum as well as a 
homeownership developer conference call to receive general feedback as well as to focus on issues of 
advancing racial equity, permanent supportive housing, and project selection criteria. Developers who 
participated in these two events included: 


REACH Specialized Housing 
Community Development Partners Community Partners for Affordable Housing 
BRIDGE Housing Community Housing Fund 
Bienestar Northwest Housing Alternatives 
Cascade Housing Development Sequoia Mental Health 
Community Action Buono Properties 
CASA of Oregon Innovative Housing, Inc. 
DBG Properties LLC Proud Ground 
Habitat for Humanity – Metro West 


Detailed feedback from the forum and conference call, as well as from all community engagement work 
to date are included in Appendix C: Community Engagement Results. Staff were successful in reaching a 
broad range of communities of color and other historically underrepresented groups in a short 
timeframe. The community engagement process will continue to inform the implementation of the 
Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program. 


III. Implementation Phase


Implementation of Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program is expected to occur over a period of five to 
seven years. During this period staff will identify sites, secure needed resources for capital and services, 
develop partnerships with developers and service providers, and construct housing.  


During this period, it expected that community needs, and opportunities may change.  New census data 
will become available, new community planning efforts will be initiated or completed (e.g. development 
of Washington County’s 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan), and new resources or opportunities may become 
available while other resources or opportunities may not materialize as anticipated. In addition, certain 
framework goals may be easily fulfilled while others may prove more challenging. Because of the 
dynamic nature of this work, Washington County proposes to periodically review, and potentially reset, 
this Implementation Strategy. 


Washington County will review the Implementation Strategy at a minimum of twice during the 
implementation phase. The first review will occur 18-24 months following the initial roll-out of bond 
funds. The second review will occur 48-60 months following initial roll-out of bond funds. Should these 
reviews result in modifications to the Implementation Strategy, the review process will include 
community outreach and engagement including to cities or other jurisdictions that may be impacted, 
review and amendment by the Washington County Board of Commissioners, and submission to Metro’s 
Community Oversight Committee for review and recommendation for approval to Metro Council. 
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IV. Project Selection


Development opportunities, needs, and location priorities for housing will drive the selection of projects. 
Washington County will rely on ongoing relationships with jurisdictional partners and internal 
information from housing studies conducted by Washington County for the Office of Community 
Development and the Housing Services Departments to inform decisions. Washington County anticipates 
selecting projects both on a rolling basis and with targeted Request for Proposals (RFP). 


Projects using Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program funding will be evaluated by how closely they 
meet overall targets regarding income levels and unit sizes as defined in the Metro Work Plan. Those 
projects that provide housing opportunities for the very lowest income, under-served populations, or 
provide family-sized units, particularly 3- and 4-bedroom units will be given priority. The amount of 
funding allocated to a project will be determined by the number of units at 30% MFI and whether the 
projects include family-sized units. 


Needs 


Washington County conducted a housing needs assessment in 2014 as part of the 2015-2020 Washington 
County Consolidated Plan. The study identified the need for 14,000-23,000 additional housing units in 
Washington County for those at <50% MFI (2006-2010 and 2007-2011 Comprehensive Housing 
Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data. In addition, a housing needs analysis is currently underway for the 
upcoming 2020-2024 Washington County Consolidated Plan planning process which will also use the 
most recent CHAS data from 2011-2015. This CHAS data will be used in the upcoming Consolidated Plan 
and is included here. 


Affordable Housing Need – Washington County 
<30% MFI 30-50% MFI Total need <50% MFI 


2015-2020 Washington 
County Consolidated 
Plan, Housing Needs 
Analysis 


10,000-11,000 4,000-12,000 14,000-23,000 


2011-2015 CHAS 12,860 12,880 25,740 


As noted earlier in this document, a significant portion of Washington County’s implementation area for 
the Metro Affordable Housing Bond is comprised of unincorporated communities. Because those 
communities generally do not have statistically recognized boundaries, it is challenging to determine 
housing need unless there are existing housing needs analyses for a specific community.  


Needs information for jurisdictions within Washington County, using the 2011-2015 CHAS data, are 
shown below: 


Affordable Housing Need, <50% AMI or Less Existing Regulated 
Affordable Housing Location Self-Identified CHAS data, 2011-2015 


Forest Grove* ~1,400    Housing Needs 
Assessment and 
Recommendations, 2017 


355 560 
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(written by City of Forest 
Grove staff, being updated 
currently) 


Tigard* 1,580 identified just in the 
Southwest Corridor area of 
Tigard in The Southwest 
Equitable Housing Strategy, 
2018 


2,898 949 


Cornelius - 325 126** 


King City 470     Housing Needs 
Analysis, March 2018 (Eco 
Northwest) 


65 0 


Tualatin - 1,865 604 


Sherwood 292    Housing Needs 
Analysis, December 2017 
(Eco Northwest) 


390 123 


Durham - 145 210 


*Two communities in Washington County, Forest Grove and Tigard, are categorized as rent burdened
cities under the Rent Burdened Cities Bill (HB 4006). This legislation requires that cities of more than
10,000 people in which 25% of the residents pay more than 50% of their income towards rent must “hold
at least one public meeting to discuss the causes of severe rent burdens and potential solutions…” and
“requires these cities to complete and submit a survey to the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) and Oregon Housing and Community Services (OHCS) annually, reporting the
number of permitted and produced residential units in several different categories.” DLCD technical
assistance funds have been allocated to selected communities to support new or updated housing needs
analyses, code analysis, code audit, or housing strategy implementation plans. DLCD supported work
must be completed by June 2019.


**81 units in Metro Database + 45 units at Cornelius Place (completed in 2019) = 126 total affordable 
housing units in Cornelius 


Evaluation of Development Projects using Metro Affordable Housing Bond Funding 


Washington County will use seven factors to evaluate housing development and the amount of funding 
that may come from the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program.  While all these factors are important, 
they are not listed in priority order below. 


A. Jurisdictional and Area Partnerships and Geographic Dispersal.  Jurisdictional and area partners
involved in increasing the number of affordable housing units and who can also provide financial
assistance (e.g. SDC/fee waivers or exemptions, density bonuses, property tax waivers, and other
financial support), will be better positioned to attract developers due to the high cost of land and
construction. However, Washington County will also encourage funding to be dispersed throughout
the implementation area.
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B. Housing Needs Data and Census Tract Analysis. As stated above, housing needs data will be used
to locate affordable housing developments. Information regarding where affordable housing currently
exists (from the 2017 Metro Regional Affordable Housing Inventory Database) will be used, as well as,
GIS identification of language predominantly spoken at home, areas of concentration of low-income
households, communities of color and people with disabilities to help identify development
opportunities for new affordable housing units.


C. Land Availability and Cost. Because the availability of land and the cost of land can be an
impediment to the development of affordable housing, potential developments that have site control
will be highly evaluated. Appropriately zoned land offered at a fair market price will also be highly
evaluated. However, when land is proposed to be donated, has the appropriate zoning and does not
have any impediments regarding location (e.g. concentration of affordable housing, not near
transportation or potential employment hub), this kind of opportunity will be positively evaluated.


D. Local Development Partners.  The County will work in partnership with developers and owners
who have prior experience in developing affordable housing including local for-profit and non-profit
developers, including organizations designated as Community Development Housing Organizations
(CHDOs). Partners must have a demonstrated track record of successfully developing affordable
housing within the Portland metro area or be a local organization which has a proven track record
providing resident services and is community-based. In addition, HAWC intends to be a developer or
owner of housing funded under the Metro Regional Affordable Housing Bond Program.


E. Major Public Transportation and Transit Corridors.  Areas within a quarter-mile of MAX or high-
frequency bus lines as identified by GIS mapping will be given priority. This also includes areas with
sidewalk connections to facilitate accessible use of transit.


F. High Opportunity Areas.  High Opportunity Areas include sites located near transit (as defined
above), jobs, high-performing schools, commercial services, parks and open space, and basic needs
services.


G. Areas Identified by HUD (U.S. Housing and Urban Development) as Qualified Census Tracts
(QCTs) and Small Area Difficult to Develop Areas (SADDAs). QCTs and SADDAs are areas where HUD
has incentivized development of affordable housing; they allow for projects built in those areas to
receive a 30% ‘boost’ in Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs) that can be leveraged with Metro
Affordable Housing Bond Program funds. These areas will be identified by GIS mapping.


Threshold Project Requirements 


The implementation of the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program provides an opportunity to address 
the needs of historically marginalized communities. To achieve goals of racial equity and to provide 
economic opportunities for minority-owned, women-owned or emerging and disabled veteran-owned 
small businesses, Washington County will apply threshold requirements for all developers and owners of 
Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program funded housing developments. These requirements include: 


A. M/W/DBE/ESB Contracting. Consistent with prior affordable housing development
projects in the county, Washington County is requiring a threshold utilization goal of 15% for







firms that have been certified by the State of Oregon as a Minority-Owned Business Enterprise, a 
Women-Owned Business Enterprise, a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise, or an Emerging Small 
Business (M/W/DBE/ESB) with an aspirational goal of 20%. The percentage target includes 
contracts related to project construction and development costs. Project sponsors will be 
required to provide documentation of contracting efforts and results. Currently, Washington 
County is studying its procurement process as a part of its equity, diversity and inclusion 
initiative. The 20% aspirational goal may be adjusted as Washington County completes the 
development of a corporate plan for purchasing, contracting, and monitoring through its internal 
equity, diversity and inclusion work. This goal will be reviewed while the LIS is being reviewed as 
mentioned in the Implementation Phase section of this document. 


B. Affirmative Marketing, Tenant Selection and Lease-Up. Consistent with Metro policy,
housing developed in Washington County will work to ensure that using the Metro Affordable
Housing Bond Program funding will financed housing serves communities of color, families with
children and/or multiple generations, people living with disabilities, seniors, veterans, households
experiencing or at risk of homelessness, and households at risk of displacement.  Washington
County will require that project developers and/or owners make best faith efforts to make units
available to minorities and disadvantaged populations using best practice marketing strategies. In
general, this will require:


i. Affirmative outreach and marketing to target populations.  Developers and/or owners,
and their property management companies (if applicable) will be expected to engage
in pro-active efforts to make disadvantaged populations aware of the availability of
units, and the process and timeline for application.  Washington County will work with
project sponsors to identify specific target populations for each project and will review
the proposed outreach and marketing strategy for each project.


ii. Washington County will require that project sponsors use low-barrier screening criteria
that balances access to target populations, project operations, and community
stability. This will be guided by the County’s Housing Choice Voucher Administrative
Plan screening criteria guidelines. Typical requirements may include less than standard
market apartment income-to-rent ratios, reduced credit history requirements, and
criminal history requirements that only consider recent convictions with evidence that
are most directly tied to tenant success. prior misconduct resulted from applicant’s
documented disability and that applicant has improved case management or other
strategies to prevent similar future misconduct, evidence of successful completion of a
drug treatment program or evidence of successful rehabilitation, including statements
from applicant, parole or probation officer, employer, counselor, faith leader, or
community member regarding the rehabilitation. Project sponsors will be required to
review appeals to denials of standard screening criteria that take into consideration
efforts of applicants that demonstrate stability and potential for resident success.
Project sponsors are also required to review appeals if the disqualifying aspects of a
denial are related to a disability and make reasonable accommodations as appropriate.


iii. HAWC will use the project-based voucher (PBV) RFP process to leverage units
increasing the score for projects that commit to low-barrier screening.


iv. Washington County will, in part, be guided by the County's Housing Choice Voucher
Administrative Plan screening criteria guidelines.  As stated in the Washington County
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Department of Housing Services - Housing Choice Voucher Program Administrative plan 
(pages 81-82), as examples of some guidelines, HAWC will consider the following facts 
and circumstances:


• The seriousness of the case, especially with respect to how it would affect
other residents’ safety or property


• The effects that denial of assistance may have on other members of the
family who were not involved in the action or failure to act


• The extent of participation or culpability of individual family members,
including whether the culpable family member is a minor or a person with
disabilities, (as discussed further in section 3-III.G of the Administrative Plan)
or a victim of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, or stalking


• The length of time since the violation occurred, including the age of the
individual at the time of the conduct, as well as the family’s recent history
and the likelihood of favorable conduct in the future.


• In the case of drug or alcohol abuse, whether the culpable household
member is participating in or has successfully completed a supervised drug
or alcohol rehabilitation program or has otherwise been rehabilitated
successfully.  HAWC will require the applicant to submit evidence of the
household member’s current participation in or successful completion of a
supervised drug or alcohol rehabilitation program, or evidence of otherwise
having been rehabilitated successfully.
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Competitive Selection Criteria for Projects 


A. Workforce Participation. Washington County promotes workforce hiring of minorities, women
and disabled veterans. Washington County recognizes the need to maintain and continue support for
programs designed to develop adequate numbers of competent workers within the community for the
construction industry. The county will work with partners such as WorkSystems and Metro to develop
apprenticeship programs within Washington County that will benefit development teams for Metro
bond-funded projects. Washington County will also participate in Metro’s Construction Careers
Pathways Project.


B. Permanent Supportive Housing. Washington County is committed to providing permanent
supportive housing to the most vulnerable individuals and families in the community.  To address the
need for permanent housing in Washington County, the county will work with various agencies, local
governments, non-profits and others to develop housing units in conjunction with the provision of
services to allow an individual and/or family to be successful and thrive.


C. Commitment to serving communities of color – demonstrated by culturally specific services to
facilitate lease-up process as well as ongoing services. Washington County will use culturally specific
techniques such as marketing in appropriate languages, gathering places and use of social services
providers. The county will require housing developers and sponsors to use marketing and outreach
methods reach communities of color and difficult to house populations.
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E. Metro Bond Funding Set-Aside for Small Non-Profits and Community Housing Development
Organizations (CHDOs). A CHDO is a private nonprofit, community-based, service organization that includes
community members on its board and develops housing for the community it serves. For the past 25 years
these organizations have developed affordable housing within the county in a way that engages the local
communities they serve. These are grassroots organizations and are active and integral to these communities
within the county. They also play an important role in reaching difficult-to-house populations and
communities of color. Therefore, Washington County will set-aside $25 million in Metro Affordable Housing
Bond funds for projects sponsored by small grassroots nonprofit affordable housing developers and/or a
CHDO based in Washington County. This set-aside is intended to provide support for projects developed by
these organizations. If the set-aside is fully utilized, these small grassroots organizations are also eligible to
request additional bond funds for affordable housing projects.This set-aside will be reviewed at the same
time as the local implementation plan is reviewed. If the set-aside has not been utilized or is underutilized,
any remaining set-aside funds may be returned to the full pool of bond funds and available for other
affordable housing projects. The county is committed to supporting the successful efforts of local nonprofits.


D. Use of universal design principles. Washington County will increase the number of accessible and
visitable housing units for individuals of all ages and abilities.  Use of universal design principles that
enhance safety and access both at properties and within apartment units (in addition to accessibility
requirements outlined in local community development codes) is important to this work.  The intention of
this criteria is to encourage the integration of design features that enhance the livability of the units
produced in way that does not add substantial cost to a project. Some examples of design features include:
reinforcements in all bathrooms to allow for grab bar installation as needed; door handles, safety devices
for second or higher windows, cabinet pulls, and light switches that are appropriate for persons with
physical limitations; lighting and interior color selection (paint and flooring) that is appropriate for persons
with limited vision.


Sites Identified by Washington County  


Metro will use a portion of the Affordable Housing Bond Program proceeds to fund and operate its Regional Site 
Acquisition Program. Additionally, Washington County will explore purchasing sites to develop affordable 
housing. Washington County will prioritize sites for purchase that assist in reaching implementation strategy 
goals. The county will take into consideration: 


• the beneficial leverage of free or discounted land,
• opportunities to meet community development goals or the development of beneficial service


partnerships; and/or
• opportunities to maximize use of 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) resources.


When there is opportunity to purchase property for the development of affordable housing, Washington 
County will consult with the local jurisdiction as well as other affordable housing developers to avoid any 
unintentional competition for the same sites. Washington County may develop and own the project or select a 
developer/owner to develop the site. In most instances, the county will use a Request for Proposals (RFP) 
process to select an affordable housing developer/owner for sites controlled by the county.  
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Sites Proposed by Private Non-Profit and For-Profit Developers 


Washington County will accept unsolicited proposals from developers for projects and may issue 
Requests for Proposals (RFP) for projects expected to be funded by the Metro Affordable Housing Bond 
Program.  Depending on progress toward Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program framework goals, 
proposals from developers will need to achieve specific targets for income levels, unit types, geographic 
area, racial equity, or other characteristics. Developer and owners will be required to work closely with 
Washington County Housing Services Department to ensure that their proposals are in alignment with 
the Washington County’s Implementation Strategy.  


 Sites Identified by Metro 


Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program funds include an allocation for land acquisition by Metro rather 
than by the implementing jurisdictions. Metro has allocated an estimated $12.9 million for acquisition in 
the Washington County Metro Bond implementation area.  These funds will primarily be used to 
purchase sites within the county that further leverage Washington County’s allocation of bond funds. 
Funds can also be used as a gap funding source and are an important component to the overall successful 
implementation of the Affordable Housing Bond Program in the county. The county is committed to 
working closely with Metro to identify appropriate sites for development that meet Metro’s 
implementation strategy for acquisition. The county will also work with local jurisdictions in this process. 
For sites that are identified within Washington County, a developer and owner will be selected by the 
county and Metro.   


V. Leveraging Other Affordable Housing Resources


The Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program is a landmark funding source for affordable housing in the 
tri-county region. With the leverage of state, federal and other sources of funding, the Metro Affordable 
Housing Bond Program provides an opportunity to substantially increase the number of affordable 
housing units that can be developed within a five- to seven-year period.  


The Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program unit production goals are ambitious and, realistically, 
cannot only be accomplished using Metro Affordable Housing Bond resources alone.  A combination of 
bond funds and both public and private funding sources will likely be required to meet unit production 
goals. The following principles that will guide Washington County’s efforts to leverage bond funds: 


A.  Maximize the use of non-competitive resources. The 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credit 
(LIHTC) program is available on a non-competitive basis to provide equity for affordable 
housing development. This program is especially useful for larger projects or scattered site 
projects that can be bundled to achieve the scale desired by equity investors. Developing 
projects in Qualified Census Tracts (QCTs) or Difficult to Develop Areas (DDAs) maximizes the 
usefulness of the 4% tax credits. The 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program 
differs from the 9% LIHTC program regarding timing of application and competitiveness. 
While Metro bond funds can be leveraged with either LIHTC program, the 4% program is 
highlighted here because it is non-competitive and available on a rolling basis throughout 
each year. 
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B.   Maximize use of private resources. Some projects will generate enough rental income to 
make debt service payments on loans from private banks. While ensuring that projects have 
appropriate operating budgets and reserves, private debt should be secured for projects 
whenever feasible. In affordable homeownership units, individual household mortgages will 
also leverage Metro bond funds


i. Project-based rental assistance. This assistance will allow residents to pay based on 
their household income, while the project will receive a set rental income based on 
the Section 8 payment standard. This is a federal resource administered by HAWC 
and is subject to requirements outlined in 24 CFR 983. HAWC has set-aside project-
based Section 8 assistance for 124 units to Washington County bond-funded 
projects. Some portion of these project-based Section 8 assistance will be 
committed to HAWC-owned projects and some will be available to other project 
sponsors.


ii. Property tax exemption. This assistance will lessen the overall cost of operating 
affordable housing developments. HAWC-owned projects are eligible for property 
tax exemption under the provisions of ORS 307.092(1)(b). Washington County also 
provides property tax exemption in unincorporated areas for eligible non-profit 
affordable rental housing under the provisions of ORS 307.540-548. Other 
jurisdictions providing property tax abatement for eligible affordable housing 
include the cities of Tigard, Forest Grove, Beaverton, Cornelius (senior properties 
with a PILOT agreement only), and Hillsboro.


iii. Washington County HOME Partnerships Investment Program funds. Washington 
County HOME funds are federal funds administered by the Office of Community 
Development.$6,748,771 is estimated to be available for development of rental 
and/or homeownership units within the county over the next five years. 
Additionally, there is a 15% HOME set aside for CHDOs to support organizational 
operations. 


C. Maximize local resources. A variety of local resources may be available to support capital 
and operating expenses:
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iv. Washington County Housing Production Opportunity Fund. The Housing Production
Opportunity Fund (HPOF) is administered by the County Administrative Office and
Housing Services Department. It is intended to support affordable housing development
projects that encounter a gap in funding after receiving all other funds. In the 2018-2019
fiscal year, HPOF was allocated $1 million from the Washington County General Fund.
The unspent HPOF funds are being rolled into the 2019-2020 fiscal year budget, with a
recommended addition of $4 million to be included in next year’s budget.


v. Resources of partner jurisdictions. The Housing Services Department will work closely
with cities and other jurisdictions in their geographic target areas to identify local
resources that can be contributed to affordable housing projects. This may include
donated or discounted land, fee waivers or exemptions, grants, or other resources. An
example of this is the City of Tigard’s SDC exemption ordinance.


D. Seek other existing affordable housing resources (Federal, State and County resources). 
Washington County recognizes that despite the substantial amount of Metro Affordable Housing 
Bond Program funding and the strong commitment of resources from HAWC and Washington 
County, projects may have financing gaps that are best filled with other traditional affordable 
housing program resources. Sources such as HOME funds, the 9% Low Income Housing Tax Credit 
(LIHTC), State Document Recording Fee, Oregon Affordable Housing Tax Credit (OAHTC), and 
other funding sources may be needed to complete the financing for specific projects. Often, 
these resources include a state or region-wide competitive selection processes which can add 
time to the development schedule of a project. Washington County will also monitor ongoing 
legislation at the State level that might contribute additional resources for permanent supportive 
housing capital, rental and service funds.  Washington County will work with funders in a 
transparent way to find the most effective and efficient path to bring these resources to bond-
funded affordable housing projects.


E. Support the pipeline of other affordable housing projects. While much of Washington County’s 
efforts during the implementation of the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program will be focused 
on moving the pipeline of bond-funded projects forward, the ongoing availability of other Federal 
and State affordable housing resources means there is a likelihood of other projects moving 
forward during at the same time. HAWC will monitor the pipeline of projects being proposed and 
funded in the geographic area of this Implementation Strategy and will collaborate with 
developers to identify the most appropriate funding and other support that can be provided to 
those projects. 


VI. Project Selection Criteria


Metro Framework 


Washington County will take several factors into consideration in the selection of projects to be funded 
under the Housing Bond. The first consideration will be how each project contributes to the 
accomplishment of the Metro Framework, which was approved by voters in November 2018 as a part of 
Measure 26-199.  Under the Framework, Washington County has the following targets: 
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Total Housing Units Production Target 814 
Target Housing Units with 2 or more bedrooms 407 
Target Units for 30% MFI Households 334 
Target Units for 31% - 60% MFI Households 399 
Target Units for 61% - 80% MFI Households    81 


To achieve these unit production targets Washington County expects that 8-12 affordable housing 
developments will be developed or rehabilitated. Washington County anticipates achieving these 
production targets in an overall portfolio of funded projects (Appendix B). It does not expect that each 
project will reflect the ratios expressed by these targets. This may result in the development of more 
than 814 housing unita to achieve these production targets. The large and diverse geographic area 
covered by this Implementation Strategy necessitates a variety of housing types and sizes that may 
differ significantly in development costs.  


To achieve the goal of developing 407 family-size units, Washington County expects that most of the 
development projects will include units that are two bedroom or larger. The ratio of small to large units 
will be reflected in the target population for specific projects and characteristics of each site in terms of 
whether it is best suited to families with children or smaller households. 


Washington County expects that most projects will include units for residents with incomes of 30% or 
less of the MFI. Housing units targeted to the very low-income resident may serve low wage earners, 
people with disabilities or other special needs, or people who have experienced homelessness. With the 
appropriate non-profit or for-profit organization skilled in delivering supportive housing with services, 
some projects may be designed exclusively to have 30% MFI units or have high concentrations of 30% 
MFI units. 


Furthering Washington County’s Affordable Housing Goals 


In addition to fulfilling the Metro Framework, affordable housing developed with the Metro Affordable 
Housing Bond Program will also support Washington County’s Department of Housing Services 2017-
2027 Strategic Plan.   


Consistent with this Plan, Washington County: 
• Will work to create housing opportunities across the geographic area of this Implementation


Strategy.  Included in the geographic area are the cities of Cornelius, Durham, Forest Grove, King
City, Sherwood, Tigard and Tualatin and the unincorporated areas of Washington County that are
within the Metro Jurisdictional Area.


• Will focus its bond funding on new construction of affordable multi-family rental projects.
• Will consider acquisition/rehabilitation projects to prevent displacement.
• Will support the development of homeownership units.


Racial Equity
•  Based on themes from Leading With Race by Coalition of Communities of Color, Washington County’s 


approach to racial equity in project selection will consider factors such as: 


Framework Unit Production on Targets for Washington County 
(excluding Beaverton and Hillsboro) 
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• Increasing affordable housing in areas with existing underserved diverse populations, especially
in areas that may be part of a redevelopment or urban renewal plan which could cause
displacement.


• Providing new affordable housing in high opportunity neighborhoods and sites. These are sites
that have good access to transit, jobs, quality schools, commercial services, parks and open
space, etc.


• Supporting project teams that provide culturally specific resources and services. Washington
County recognizes that culturally specific programs can achieve strong outcomes for diverse
groups in the community. Washington County will prioritize projects sponsored by culturally
specific organizations or projects sponsored by partnerships in which culturally specific
organizations have a meaningful role in project design and operations.


According to the report, Leading With Race, disparity in housing stability and affordability for persons of 
color is directly linked with economic disparity, as well as historic and systemic housing injustice through 
practices such as redlining. Ongoing community engagement with culturally specific groups throughout 
the bond implementation period will further inform the project selection criteria.    


Connection to Services 


Washington County will require resident service coordination to be provided at all projects, appropriate 
to the level of need of the target population. Resident Services will focus on eviction prevention, helping 
residents access mainstream services for which they may be eligible, and community building activities. 


Metro bond funds can only be used for development of housing, not for direct service costs. Projects 
serving high needs populations will require robust supportive services to ensure resident stability and 
positive outcomes. Washington County will work closely with its Department of Health and Human 
Services to connect developer-owners to public and private service providers in the community to create 
needed partnerships. Washington County will evaluate a project’s target population and service plan to 
ensure that it is appropriate and sustainable.  


Washington County will also look for opportunities to leverage existing services with language in RFPs for 
project-based vouchers. Providing deeper subsidies to properties in the form of project-based vouchers 
can allow for the flexibility to help fund some of the important services that may be needed.  Washington 
County will monitor legislation at the State level regarding permanent supportive housing capital, rental 
subsidy and service dollars. Should funding for permanent supportive housing be offered, Washington 
County will apply and leverage funds with Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program funds to create 
deeply affordable housing. 


Oregon Housing and Community Services (OHCS) 2019-2023 Statewide Housing Plan identifies 
Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) as a priority. According to that plan, 


PSH combines lease-based housing affordable at extremely low incomes (less than 30% of 
the area median income) with tenancy supports and other wraparound supportive 
services to more effectively serve the most vulnerable populations, including people who 
are homeless or at risk of becoming homeless and people who are institutionalized or at 
risk of institutionalization. Properties providing PSH units offer social, health, and 
employment services for residents, helping to ensure long-term housing success. PSH is a 
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key resource for people who, without support in their tenancy, may not be as successful in 
maintaining stable housing and who conversely, without housing, may not be as 
successful in using health care and other services to achieve and maintain recovery, 
health and wellness (pg. 24).  


Financial support from Metro helped develop the Tri-County Equitable Housing Strategy to Expand 
Supportive Housing for People Experiencing Chronic Homelessness.  The Washington County Board of 
Commissioners received this report at its April 9, 2019 Work Session and expressed interest in 
implementing this strategy. The strategy provides recommendations to reduce chronic or long-term 
homelessness for people with complex health conditions through a scaled, blended service and housing 
system that provides flexible service dollars and ensures a stable, long-term stock of supportive housing 
adequate to meet the regional need. Based on current chronic homeless data and current unit inventory 
turnover rate, the report identifies a need for 226 units of permanent supportive housing in Washington 
County within the next ten years. As part of meeting the Metro framework unit production targets and 
the Washington County Implementation Strategy, the county is actively identifying experienced partners 
to collaborate with the county and other jurisdictions to deliver housing units with services to reduce 
chronic or long-term homelessness by establishing a goal of developing 100 affordable housing units to 
serve those individuals and families that need treatment or support services.    


Project Cost Containment and Efficiency 


A goal of Washington County is to support a portfolio of projects that provide the best return on 
investment of public dollars. These projects are characterized by efficient design and durable 
construction. They will use cost effective measures to facilitate efficient use of energy and water and 
select materials that create healthy living spaces. They will be designed to meet the needs of the target 
households in terms of space, amenities and service requirements, and are valuable assets in the 
communities in which they are located.  


Washington County also recognizes that the ability to leverage various funding sources will vary from 
project to project. The blend and availability of funding sources will have an impact on both hard and soft 
costs. Hard costs include expenses associated with the purchase of land or projects and construction of 
projects. Hard costs will be impacted by development standards of investors, lenders and other public 
funders. Soft costs include expenses associated with financing, architectural fees, reports, System 
Development Charges and land development costs. Soft costs will vary with specific legal, accounting, 
reserve requirements, and fees. Leverage will also be impacted by the service needs of the residents. 


Based on Meyer Memorial Trust’s Cost Efficiency Report (October 2015), Washington County will 
evaluate all proposed projects to ensure that the costs are reasonable and appropriate to the specific 
project. This evaluation may consider: 


• Scale appropriate to the target population.
• Scale appropriate to the community in which the project is located.
• Costs associated with design requirements of the jurisdiction in which the project is located.
• Costs associated with mixed use projects.
• Quality of construction materials.
• Costs associated with service needs of the target population.
• Reasonable fees and reserves.
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Washington County will continuously monitor the overall pipeline of projects to ensure that the Metro 
Bond framework and Washington County Local Implementation Strategy requirements are being met.  


Capacity/Readiness to Proceed 


Washington County understands that the development of affordable housing differs in many ways from 
market rate housing or other real estate development. The county will partner with non-profit, private, 
or governmental organizations that have demonstrated skills as affordable housing developers and/or 
owners. Expertise with the framework target unit types and with the specific population proposed by a 
project will also be considered. 


Timely implementation of the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program is critically important. 
Washington County will prioritize projects that have a clear path to completion. For a project to qualify as 
“ready to proceed,” the developer will need to have site control, appropriate zoning in place or a plan to 
achieve appropriate zoning within six months of endorsement from the County, have identified an 
experienced development team, and have secured needed service partnerships. While Washington 
County may not make a funding commitment until projects meet “ready to proceed” criteria, the county 
will begin conversations with interested developers at the earliest stages of pre-development to ensure 
that the housing development project aligns with the Local Implementation Strategy. 


VII. Project Implementation


Review & Approval of Projects 


Bond funded projects will go through a multi-stage review and approval process as follows:  


• Washington County project initial review and approval. Before a project is forwarded to Metro
for concept endorsement a project must, at a minimum, have site control, a preliminary
development plan, preliminary estimate of total development costs, preliminary estimate of
needed Housing Bond funds, and an identified development team. The Housing Advisory
Committee (HAC) which provides advice to the Housing Authority Board of Directors (HABOD)
regarding affordable housing and programs to ensure residents are successful will provide input
to staff regarding housing development projects suitable for Metro Affordable Housing Bond
Program funding and located within the county bond implementation area. The Housing Advisory
Committee is comprised of 15 members representing real estate, property management, finance,
construction, design, planning, social service providers, minority and elderly groups, veterans and
public housing residents.


Staff will then provide a recommendation, based on input from the Housing Advisory Committee,
to the Washington County Board of Commissioners.


• Metro concept endorsement. County staff, in conjunction with Metro staff, will present the
project to Metro’s Community Oversight Committee which will review the project for
conformance to the adopted Local Implementation Strategy and make a recommendation to
Metro’s Chief Operating Officer (COO) for endorsement.
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• Washington County project approval and funding authorization. As the project sponsor
completes due diligence and moves to finance closing, county staff will process the project
approval by recommending the project for final approval to the Board of Commissioners.


• HAWC ownership approval.  If HAWC is involved as a partner and/or in an ownership position in a
project, the partnership request will go before the Housing Authority Board of Directors for
approval. After approval by the HAWC Board of Directors, county staff will process the project
approval by recommending the project for final approval to the Board of Commissioners.


• Metro project approval and funding authorization.  County staff, in conjunction with Metro staff,
will present the project to Metro’s Community Oversight Committee for final approval and
funding authorization.


• Release of Funds.  Once a project has received approval by the Washington County Board of
Commissioners and Metro, funds will be released from Metro to the Washington County Finance
Department and disbursed to the project in accordance with the provisions of the project’s legal
agreements. During the construction of a project, the county will monitor the project to ensure
compliance with project budget, specifications, and timeline (see Project Monitoring on page 27).


Project Closing 


At project closing, the following will apply: 


• Metro-Approved Regulatory Agreement.  All projects will be required to execute a Metro-
approved Regulatory Agreement that acknowledges the use of Metro Affordable Housing Bond
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funds and the restrictions associated with the use of such funds. The Regulatory Agreement shall 
be recorded against the project at or prior to closing. 


• Period of Affordability. The Regulatory Agreement will generally specify a 60-year period of
affordability for new construction.  For acquisition projects that are more than 10 years old,
Washington County may consider a shorter period of affordability, but the affordability will be no
less than 30 years. The Regulatory Agreement will provide a first right of refusal for qualified
nonprofit organizations, for-profit organizations or government entities to acquire the project
upon expiration of the affordability period for those entities to maintain affordability of the
project. The period of affordability may be impacted by other funding sources in a project (e.g.
LIHTC, HOME). Each project will adhere to the most stringent requirement for the affordability
period. This may result projects having a longer period of affordability than required by the
Metro Affordable Housing Bond.


• Accomplishment of Framework Targets. The Regulatory Agreement will also specify the level of
affordability and the unit bedroom sizes of the project. While these requirements are
memorialized in the Regulatory Agreement, affordability and unit bedroom sizes for a project will
be determined and agreed upon by the developer, Washington County, and all funders at the
time of initial funding commitment, well before completion of the Regulatory Agreement at
closing.


• Jurisdiction Documents.  Washington County may require other documents related to the
project. Additional sources that leverage Metro Affordable Housing Bond funds, may require the
following:


o Development and Disposition Agreements.  In the case of properties controlled by the
HAWC, agreements relating to the transfer of property to the developer/owner will be
required by HAWC.


o Washington County will develop documents relating to how bond funds will be invested
in a project.  The type of investment may vary depending on the development’s
projected cash flow. For example, a housing development may require loans or grants to
be dependent on the cash flow. In general, Washington County will support the
allocation of program income to restricted reserve accounts dedicated to the provision of
Resident Services. Projects that are expected to have more significant program income
may have requirements for cash flow dependent distributions to the Washington County
Housing Production Opportunities Fund (HPOF).


o Washington County will specify requirements relating to implementation of Racial Equity
Strategies. Strategies will be developed for each project and requirements will be
documented in agreements with the County.


Project Monitoring 


Projects will be subject to monitoring throughout the development process and period of affordability.  
The monitoring process and expectations will be documented in agreements with Washington County 
and HAWC. In general, monitoring will include: 
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• Monitoring During Development.  Washington County will require monthly reports during
the project development and lease up period and will conduct periodic site inspections in
coordination with other funding partners to achieve on-time and on-budget completion.  The
Housing Services Department will approve all change orders and monthly draw requests.


• Lease-up. Washington County will monitor use of low-barrier screening criteria at projects
funded by the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program.


• During Operations.  Washington County will require annual reports of developers, owners
and property managers that include information about a project’s physical condition, fiscal
condition, occupancy, resident income verification, and voluntarily collected resident
demographics. Washington County will conduct periodic site inspections in coordination with
other funding partners.


Ongoing Community Engagement Plan 


The completion and approval of the Washington County Local Implementation Strategy will initiate the 
beginning of Phase Two for community engagement related to the Metro Affordable Housing Bond 
Program’s implementation. Phase Two is the long-term and ongoing community engagement directly 
related to planning, identification and development of affordable housing units. For this future effort, 
Washington County will contract with a community engagement practitioner to provide additional 
capacity to continue efforts to engage under-represented communities, neighborhoods living around 
new affordable housing developments and the community in general. 


Washington County will work with the consultant to ensure that the ongoing community engagement will 
be timely, transparent, utilize plain-language principles, and include materials in all appropriate 
languages, and interpretation as needed. Community engagement will target three audiences: 


1. Underrepresented communities – These are communities who have historically faced systemic
barriers to affordable housing such as communities of color, people with low incomes, seniors,
people with physical or mental disabilities, people involved with the justice system, people with
limited English proficiency, immigrants and refugees, residents of affordable housing, people at
risk of displacement, and people experiencing homelessness. Engagement will focus on
community members providing advice about how Washington County can address and reduce
these systemic barriers. Strategies are more likely to be ongoing rather than one-time or time-
limited and consist of both traditional and more diverse engagement methods and opportunities.
These may include conversations conducted via existing meetings, in-person gatherings designed
to exchange information rather than collect it, storytelling sessions, and may be supported or
conducted by nonprofits and community groups that are trusted within the community.


2. Neighbors living in the area or adjacent to the new affordable housing developments –
Engagement strategies will be focused on neighborhoods where a specific housing project is
proposed. Strategies are likely to be both in-person and online and will be limited to the time
before and during which the project is being developed.


3. General community members – Engagement with the general community will be less intensive
than with the first two groups but will be ongoing during the 5-7 years. Strategies are more likely
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to be electronic in nature and will focus on project updates and providing access to input 
mechanisms if desired (e.g., online feedback form). 


To ensure that impacted communities are involved in decision making as much as possible, the 
community engagement consultant will:   


 Maintain an interested and affected group contact list
 Promote, publish and share opportunities and updates widely and in multiple formats and


languages as needed. This may include electronically, hard copy, social media, and by
telephone (as requested)


 Provide trauma informed engagement opportunities and environments
 Ensure that engagement opportunities are accessible to all by being held in the evenings


and/or on weekends, in different community locations and places where people naturally
convene, and include community support such as food, child care and translation services


Ongoing community engagement will be based on expressed needs of the potentially impacted 
communities for each project. This will be influenced by needs identified in Phase One portion of 
community engagement activities that informed the development of overall implementation strategies; 
findings resulting from the Consolidated Plan community engagement process; outcomes of each 
community engagement process that occurs in relation to bond funded project identification; and the 
evaluation findings from the Phase One community engagement process. In addition to this information, 
the consultant will also work with stakeholders to identify preferred methods of engagement and utilize 
engagement strategies that are flexible, and fluid based on community and stakeholder input. The 
outcomes and findings from all community engagement will be regularly compiled and shared with 
project planning staff. 


Washington County’s community engagement planning and approach will be sensitive to communities 
who may not trust that their input will lead to meaningful and/or constructive change and that 
communities may be fearful engaging with government agencies. Planning efforts will incorporate 
techniques to address these potential barriers to receiving the community’s input.  


To gain and maintain public trust, Washington County will make every effort to develop ongoing 
evaluation measures that allow adjustments in response to expressed community needs/wants and 
expected outcomes as evidenced in participation demographics and quality of participation, as well as 
resident demographics and outcomes in future affordable homes. Evaluation metrics include: 


 Were you able to successfully reach the intended audience?
 Did people receive the necessary information they needed to make a relevant response?
 Did you choose the right type or level of engagement to match the purpose?
 Was feedback received from the community positive or negative?
 Did the community feel like they received proper feedback on the results of the engagement?
 Did they indicate they want to be part of a similar process again?
 If not, why not? And what could be done differently to make the process better, more inclusive, and


more impactful?
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To be successful in the implementation of the Metro Affordable Bond Program, Washington County will 
use a combination of staff and consultants to meet the development goals and community engagement 
requirements. Washington County staff will be responsible for community engagement and outreach, 
project selection, project documentation funding processes, overall program monitoring and reporting. 
County staff will be responsible for the site selection, financial packaging and the development process 
for projects that HAWC will own. When expertise is not available within the county, consultants will be 
engaged with expertise in affordable housing financing and development to review proposed projects 
during the selection and commitment phases. Similarly, the county may engage consultants with 
expertise in construction management to help oversee development. Staff will also continue to 
collaborate with bond implementation partners within the county and throughout the region as 
appropriate to ensure that all Metro Affordable Housing Bond commitments are realized within the 
required time lines.   


As mentioned at the beginning of this document, the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program is a 
landmark effort to develop affordable housing in the tri-county region. To achieve the goal of developing 
814 units of affordable housing in Washington County several county departments will be engaged in the 
implementation of the bond including Housing Services, Finance, Land Use and Transportation, Facilities, 
Community Development, and the County Administrative Office.  


Metro has committed $2,451,906 in administrative funding over five years to fund Washington County’s 
costs to implement the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Program. The Finance Department has 
established a method to track all costs expended to implement the Metro Affordable Housing Bond 
Program. Annual reports will be provided to the Washington County Board of Commissioners and Metro.  


IX. Reporting on the Washington County Local Implementation Strategy


Annual Report


Washington County staff will prepare an annual report to the Washington County Board of 
Commissioners on overall progress of the Local Implementation Strategy. This information will be made 
available to the public and interested stakeholders including cities and other jurisdictions that may be 
impacted using a variety of strategies such as published reports, newsletter articles and website postings 
and community conversations. The report will include information on committed and completed projects 
(e.g. project status, bond funding expenditures, total project(s) cost(s), and units produced by unit size, 
type and income level served). The report will also include information on overall progress toward 
achievement of the framework goals. When the LIS is updated at 18-24 months and at 48-60 months, 
new information gathered through the consolidated planning process and other sources will be used to 
update the LIS and will be reported in the annual report.    


Reporting to Metro 


Washington County will submit annual reports to Metro in accordance with the Intergovernmental 
Agreement.   


For more information or to provide comments please refer to: 
https://www.co.washington.or.us/Housing/AffordableHousingBond/index.cfm 


or contact the Washington County Housing Services Department at: 503-846-4795 or 
AffordableHousingBond@co.washington.or.us 


VIII. Organizational Plan for Implementation



https://www.co.washington.or.us/Housing/AffordableHousingBond/index.cfm
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Appendix B


Washington County Metro Bond Proposed Portfolio ‐ For Illustrative Purposes Only 6/14/2019


Projects with site control


Project #
Total # of 
units


30% MFI 
units


60% MFI 
units


80% MFI 
units


Jursidiction/ 
Neighborhood Target population


2+ 
bedroom 
units Development Type


Total Metro 
bond funds


Anticipated 
Leverage funds


1 80 33 41 6
Tigard/ Tigard 
Triangle


individuals and 
families 40 New Construction 11,440,000$        17,360,000$       


2 5 0 2 3


Unincorporated 
Washington County 
/ Aloha families 5


Homeownership ‐ 
New Construction 500,000$              750,000$             


3 68 23 45 0


Unincorporated 
Washington County 
/ Cedar Mill


individuals and 
families 35 New Construction 9,724,000$          11,084,000$       


4 175 70 105 0 Tualatin
individuals and 
families 70 New Construction 17,500,000$        30,625,000$       


5 56 25 20 0 Tigard seniors 0 New Construction 6,720,000$          7,280,000$         


6 36 7 29 0 Forest Grove
individuals and 
families 28 New Construction 4,388,364$          6,051,636$         


Subtotal 420 158 242 9 Subtotal 178 Subtotal  $      50,272,364   $      73,150,636 


% of total 
goal 51.60% 47.31% 60.65% 11.11% % of total goal 43.73% % of total goal 43.17%


Note: No funding committments have been made to any projects in this proposed portfolio.
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Appendix B


Washington County Metro Bond Proposed Portfolio ‐ For Illustrative Purposes Only 5/17/2019


Potential and/or anticipated projects


Project #
Total # of 
units


30% MFI 
units


60% MFI 
units


80% MFI 
units


Jursidiction/ 
Neighborhood Target population


2+ 
bedroom 
units Development Type


Total Metro 
bond funds


Anticipated 
Leverage funds


7 67 20 27 20 TBD
individuals and 
families 67 Acquisition 9,581,000$          10,519,000$       


8 77 20 57 0 TBD
individuals and 
families 30 New Construction 11,011,000$        15,939,000$       


9 72 15 57 0 TBD
individuals and 
families 35 New Construction 10,296,000$        14,904,000$       


10 20 0 5 15 TBD families 20 TBD 2,000,000$          4,000,000$         


11 60 60 0 0 TBD seniors ‐ PSH 0 TBD 11,508,168$        6,491,832$         


12 79 31 48 0 TBD
individuals and 
families 47 TBD 11,297,000$        16,353,000$       


13 30 30 0 0 TBD
formerly homeless 
families ‐ PSH 30 TBD 10,500,000$        ‐$  


Subtotal 405 176 194 35 Subtotal 229 Subtotal  $      66,193,168   $      68,206,832 
% of total 


goal 49.75% 52.69% 48.62% 43.21% % of total goal 56.27% % of total goal 56.83%


Grand Total ‐ Combined Projects with Site Control and Potential/Anticipated Projects


Total # of 
units


30% MFI 
units


60% MFI 
units


80% MFI 
units


2+ 
bedroom 
units


Total Metro 
bond funds


Anticipated 
Leverage funds


Total 825 334 436 44 Total 407 Total 116,465,532$      141,357,468$     
Target 814 334 399 81 target 407 Target 116,465,532$    
Difference 11 0 37 ‐37 difference 0 Difference ‐$  


Note: No funding committments have been made to any projects in this proposed portfolio.
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During the months of Feb, March and April, the Washington County regional project team held listening 
sessions with the community to better understand key issues and suggestions for addressing issues 
related to affordable housing with Washington County. In an effort to be most efficient, the project 
team opted to attend existing community and agency-based meetings in an attempt to gain as much 
varied input as possible from a broad range of folks. Every effort was made to approach all of the 
community engagement activities through a lens of equity and inclusion with special attention paid to 
reaching the perspective of historically underrepresented groups. 


The project team was able to hear from nearly 300 people representing over 50 agencies, as well as 
members of affected communities.  At each opportunity the team provided a brief overview of the 
Metro Affordable Housing Bond and its impact in Washington County, and a description of the 
collaborative community engagement conducted between the three jurisdictions (cities of Beaverton 
and Hillsboro and Washington County). Listening sessions included facilitated discussions to answer the 
following questions:   


• What are the things that are most important to you and/or your family when you think about
where you want to live?


• What do you think are the biggest challenges people have with keeping their housing?
• What types of services, programs, and/or activities are needed to overcome these challenges?
• What do you think are the biggest challenges people face when trying to find a place to live?
• What is the best way for you to find out about available housing?
• Is there anything else you’d like to share about your experience or the need for housing in your


community?


Housing Support Services Network, Community Housing Alliance, Community Action Housing Services 
Provider, Housing Specialists and Resident Advocates, and the Washington County Resident Advisory 


Board 
Comprised of 104 participants including over 20 community members who currently live or have lived in 
low income housing, and representatives of 42 organizations serving culturally specific populations 
and/or individuals and families who are "at risk" of becoming homeless or who are homeless and may 
have special needs.  This group was made up of individuals from diverse age range, racial, socio-
economic, and ethnic backgrounds. 


KEY FINDINGS: It’s important to have housing in walkable neighborhoods, close to transportation and 
services.  Cost is the number one barrier to obtaining and sustaining housing as well as screening criteria 
such as credit score requirements and restrictions due to criminal or rental history.  Culturally 
appropriate services are needed to help navigate the affordable housing system as well as provision of 
mental health and substance abuse services.  Use of community based organizations that people already 
know and trust was suggested. 


When thinking about what is most important about where they live, participants cited: 


• Walkability
• Close proximity to transportation and services such as grocery stores and community-based


organizations
• Mixed income communities – not just a concentration of poor communities in one area
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Barriers and challenges to finding and sustaining housing were identified as: 


• Not enough affordable housing
• Waitlists are very long
• Strict screening criteria (no past evictions, credit score requirements and past criminal history


restrictions)
• Mental illness and the need for additional support to maintain independent living
• Lack of housing for large families
• Inability to keep/have pets
• Difficulty to find housing with a criminal history
• Discrimination (ex. Application forms only available in English)
• Fear of working with government agencies such as the housing authority and disclosing


information due to fear of deportation
• Affordable housing applications/process is hard to navigate – there’s no consolidated list of all


housing options


Service Needs identified include: 


• Onsite substance abuse and mental health counseling/services
• Culturally appropriate service advocates
• Services for developmentally disabled
• Alignment and ability to share information (via shared database) between housing and service


providers
• Tenant renter readiness/education program for homeless individuals to prepare them for


sustaining housing and prevent evictions
• Advocates to help navigating the system
• Streamlining system to create one application versus multiple applications with multiple fees
• Create better system for finding out about housing – not just online
• Community based organizations need support to assist with communicating with property


managers


SOAR Ecumenical Ministries of OR Immigration Legal Services, Oregon Law Center, and Centro Cultural 
(Cornelius) 


Comprised of 24 individuals including 19 Hispanic community members for whom Spanish is their first 
language (with one session conducted in Spanish), and 5 service providers serving the Hispanic 


community. 


KEY FINDINGS:  Feeling safe in the neighborhood is very important (particularly safe from deportation).  
Cost is a huge barrier to finding housing as is screening criteria such as the requirement of a social 
security number.  Culturally specific programs with trusted community based organizations are 
recommended to help people navigate the system, job training programs, and help with obtaining legal 
status. 







When thinking about what is most important about where they live, participants cited: 


• Affordable rent
• Walkable neighborhood – walking is key when issues with getting a license
• Close to public transportation – due to difficulties in getting a license
• Safe neighborhood – low crime/ where you can feel protected and not targeted


o A strong desire to feel safe in their home was mentioned by every participant
• Close to services - trusted organizations
• Close to fresh, health food
• Close to good schools and parks
• Schools and hospitals
• A quiet neighborhood


Barriers and challenges to finding and sustaining housing were identified as: 


• Lack of access to jobs with good wages due to legal status
• Not having a social security number
• Language, how to complete all the information required
• Childcare – costs are high and it’s hard to find safe, reliable childcare
• A lot of immigrants work independently due to legal status which makes them vulnerable to low


or no payment and no benefits – if you get sick you can’t work and there’s no paid sick time
• When there is an ICE raid at an apartment complex people will never go back and are fearful of


seeking housing at many places that have a reputation for ICE involvement
• Access to financing
• I don’t have them because I live with my son
• Asking too many requirements because many of us don’t have many financial means.
• Cost -rent is very expensive for low income people like us.
• Not enough housing
• We need money to move to another place – deposit, move in expenses are very high
• Lack of loans
• Age and race discrimination
• No support/services onsite - just a place to live
• You have to stay working in agriculture to keep your housing but then you can't earn enough to


save up for a down payment on a house, so you're stuck renting
• Rent increases each year, sometimes twice in one year, but you don't get raises to keep up with


rent increases
• very long waitlists and they can't tell you how long it will be or if you will ever get an apartment
• In private apartments you don't have the protection of government run apartments - so the


private landlords won't fix things and give 2 weeks’ notice to move out


Service Needs identified include: 







• People want to work with agencies/orgs. they trust, or that they know someone at or know
someone who has received services there.


• When you don’t have legal status it’s very hard to navigate the system without any
identification.  There needs to be a way to complete required paperwork with an alternate ID.


• Assistance with water, electricity
• Building more housing for older people with low income
• Some money for rental assistance
• Programs to help with financial assistance that has fewer requirements
• Workshops about how to buy a house and financing
• Affordable payments
• More programs for people who speak Spanish
• Educations about the rights to obtain low cost housing
• Information about available options
• More help to complete applications
• A program that provides rent assistance when somebody loses his/her job


Washington County Parole and Probation and Bridges to Change 


Comprised of 8 service providers serving those currently incarcerated or on probation 


KEY FINDINGS: Housing near transportation and close to required services is important.  Housing costs 
are a huge barrier as is screening criteria that prevents people with criminal history or past evections 
from renting.  Onsite services such as mentor programs are recommended to help prevent eviction 
when relapse happens as well as assistance with job training and complying with court mandates. 


When thinking about what is most important about where they live, participants cited: 


• Close to public transportation with shorter trip times – so it doesn’t take a long time (eat up a
lot of your day) to get to treatment services, work, etc.


• Close to services - trusted organizations
• Near grocery stores – not in a food desert
• Away from Portland – for those in recovery they may want to be out of the city
• For those who are registered sex offenders they can’t live near schools/parks
• For families – near schools


Barriers and challenges to finding and sustaining housing were identified as: 


• Cost of housing is unaffordable
• Poor credit history or no credit history
• Criminal history – no one will rent to them
• Poor housing/rental history







• Those with arson records are very hard to find housing for
• Do not have the proper identification to apply
• Scarcity of options
• Complex application process – red tape
• Lack of support/patience with vulnerable populations on part of housing providers (specifically


Washington County Housing Office – to help people get on waitlists)
• Deposits are too high even if you can afford the rent – no way to come up with 1st, last, and


deposit
• Limit to number of people per unit- people with large families or families that want to pool their


resources and share costs can’t find housing that will allow them to live together
• Stigma – community judgement
• Lack of case management
• Discrimination
• Fears about losing housing – afraid to get it then lose it
• Undocumented – fearful of completing forms or unable to provide identification
• Finding housing options is difficult for service providers – addictions service providers do not


have access to system that County and Mental Health use
• For those in recovery – relapse, if you relapse, which is part of recover, you’re kicked out
• Mental Health – those who don’t meet criteria for SPMI housing, however, need support
• Rent increases
• Utility costs – especially if hold on utility account
• Debt – can’t pay rent and keep up with debt payments – court fees, etc.
• Mix of people, especially in shared living spaces – hard for people to get along
• Domestic violence/trauma history
• Housing unsafe – vulnerable populations don’t know how to advocate or are fearful of


advocating for safe living environments
• No housing supplies – basic furniture, dishes, etc.… 


Service Needs identified include: 


• Onsite services to help with relapse such as mentors, mental health, UA’s onsite.
• Less restrictions regarding relapse – so people don’t lose their housing if they relapse and seek


help
• Community rooms onsite where people can meet with peers for support, hold meetings, etc.
• Housing Coordinator onsite who can help connect people with resources
• Connection with CBO’s – allow onsite for services, coordinate to provide services for people


living there
• Allow support animals and make more ADA accommodations
• Keep family, loved one’s together – no housing where it’s only adults or only male or female
• Skill building/education provided to teach people how to keep housing – how to clean, provide


cleaning supplies, budgeting, work skills, etc.
• Utility assistance







• Financial education/skills – how to save – provide credit for attending trainings that goes toward
deposits, utilities, household items, or other housing related items that help people get or stay
in housing


• Case management
• For those with arson history – provide financial incentives for landlords to give them a chance


and rent to them – same for those with sex offender records
• Pathways to progression through housing should be clearly identified – so that someone in an


Oxford house situation knows how to take the next step and can then free up a bed for
someone who needs that level of housing support.  Currently people get stuck at certain steps
with no idea of how to go to the next level of independent living


• Relationships with landlords are needed as well as neighbors so people aren’t so intimidated to
apply


• Online – easy access site needed with all housing resources
• Streamlined housing application processes are needed so people can do one application for


multiple available places and get matched up


Self Determination Resources Inc. (SDRI) 


Comprised of 5 service providers who serve people who have disabilities 


KEY FINDINGS:  Housing near transportation is essential.  Screening criteria is a barrier to obtaining 
housing, particularly credit score requirements.  Onsite services and assistance with move in fees are 
needed to help people get into housing. 


When thinking about what is most important about where they live, participants cited: 


• Build housing close to transportation – essential for DD population, also close to services, stores,
etc.


Barriers and challenges to finding and sustaining housing were identified as: 


• Adjust Property management companies screening criteria, requirements for credit scores, etc.
are very high.  They should also have training on working with underserved populations as they
are often not respectful and not helpful for those seeking housing.


Service Needs identified include: 


• Provide onsite or intensive services for job support, household support (bills, cleaning, financial
management), medical needs (particularly for the DD population).


• Reduce the amount of deposits required for move in.  Even when people can afford a place they
can’t get enough money together for the deposit, even for subsidized housing.


• Rent costs need to be drastically reduced, even reduced rent rates are too high.







• Create more subsidized housing; with voucher systems, when people participate in job skills
programs and get better jobs, they can lose their benefits vs. subsidized where it’s always a
portion of your income so you won’t lose your housing benefits completely.


• Create screening system/risk assessment for those with criminal record.  DD clients have
criminal history due to being taken advantage of, however, may not pose a threat/danger to
anyone, yet they can’t find housing due to criminal history status. Huge problem – described 2
stories of clients who were talked into using their credit cards to buy/sell things for friends that
were illegal, or their computers/email accounts were used to commit fraud; they thought they
were helping a friend.


• For DD population have coordinators in loop and allow them to give input into what criminal
history actually is.


Homeplate  
Comprised of 12 youth who are currently experiencing or who have experienced homelessness 


KEY FINDINGS:  Feeling safe and secure where you live is very important.  It’s very hard to afford 
housing, especially when you have limited education and can’t get a job that pays enough to afford rent.  
Employment assistance and job training is very important for youth. 


When thinking about what is most important about where they live, participants cited: 


• Safe place
• Near transportation


Barriers and challenges to finding and sustaining housing were identified as: 


• Cheaper housing with less restrictions and no extra fees
• Low on money
• Lower prices for houses
• Money
• Resources
• Roommate help, bill help
• Safe place
• Stable income and resource flow
• A place you can afford with a low income


Service Needs identified include: 


• Build a shelter for everyone
• A job







• Stable employment and financial support/tutoring
• A place for teens under age 18 looking for their own place to live


Community Participation Organization (CPO) homelessness forum facilitated by Community 
Action 


Comprised of 43 CPO and community members, held at the Cornelius Library 


KEY FINDINGS: Housing close to services and employment is important.  Gentrification has created rising 
rent costs that prevent people from being able to afford rent or buying a home.  Onsite services are 
necessary and additional support for Seniors and the mentally ill are needed.  


When thinking about what is most important about where they live, participants cited: 


• Close to schools – (good/quality schools)
• Recreation – close to green spaces and parks, things to do
• Close to employment
• Close to medical services
• Close to affordable food options
• 1st mile last mile – no transportation gaps from home/work to bus lines
• Storage – access to temporary storage for those who rely on public transportation – so if you


bring your backpack or groceries, there is a temporary storage place to put them while running
errands, et…


• Safe neighborhood
• Close to public transportation with shorter trip times to services, work, schools, stores
• Close to services


Barriers and challenges to finding and sustaining housing were identified as: 


• Employment – stable and living wage
• Lack of knowledge of land lord tenant laws
• Gentrification/Displacement – people priced out of their homes
• Rising Rent Costs
• Not enough available housing – even if you do have a voucher – no affordable housing available
• Lack of enforcement of housing laws
• Sex offenders can’t find anyone who will rent to them
• Screening criteria
• Lack of knowledge of land lord tenant laws
• Move in costs (deposits/1st and last)
• Most places won’t accept pets







• Very few options for large families – restrictions on number of people per unit
• Neighbors don’t want low income housing in their neighborhood


Service Needs identified include: 


• Onsite services - wraparound services, support services
• Collaboration with law enforcement – so LEA can work with service providers/case managers to


assist with clients who are trespassing (for example) to prevent their clients from having a
criminal record, which makes it even more difficult to find housing


• Case management
• Assistance with utility costs
• Services for Seniors
• Support for those with mental illness
• Education about renters’ rights and housing laws







WASHINGTON COUNTY 


Date: May 7, 2019 


To: Consolidated Plan/Al Work Group 


From: 


Subject: 


Staff, Office of Community Development 


Focus Group Preliminary Results 


OREGON 


To-date, four focus groups have been conducted. The groups our team has met with include Homeless 


adults at Sonrise (Jen Garner/Ann Hawkins), At-risk youth at HomePlate (Jen Garner/Ann Hawkins), 


Residents at Community Corrections (Jen Garner/Mari Valencia), residents with a mental illness (Mari 


Valencia/Ann Hawkins). We were not able to schedule the other two groups (elderly and disabled 


adults) so those will be planned at a later date. 


Attached is a "topline" summary from Root in addition to the detailed notes from each session. One of 


the sessions was conducted by OCD staff so the format from those notes are different. 


Jen Garner, from Root Policy Research will present on the focus group findings. She will be linked into 


our meeting via GoToMeetings. 


Attachment 


Office of Community Development 
328 West Main Street, Suite 100, MS 7, Hillsboro, OR 97123-3967 


phone: 503 846-8814 • fax: 503 846-2882 







MEMORANDUM 


To: Washington County Consolidated Plan and Al team 


From: Jen 


Re: Topline thoughts from first round of focus groups 


Date: April 24, 2019 


To date, four resident focus groups have been moderated (three by Root, one by Mari): 


• Homeless adults at Sonrise;


• At-risk and homeless youth at Homeplate;


• Residents serving time in Washington County Community Corrections; and


■ Residents with mental illness served by Sequoia.


The focus group discussions underscored that the factors which contribute to 


homelessness and housing insecurity among Washington County residents fall on a 


spectrum, ranging modest cash shortfalls leading to eviction to family dissolution or 
disfunction to suffering from severe mental illness and substance use disorders 


(addiction and/or alcoholism). As participants discussed the type of housing situation 


that would best help them on a path to stability, their responses emphasized the 


importance of Washington County and its partners providing a diverse set of housing 


programs and supports ranging from rapid re-housing with no supports, to short term 


(less than 60 days) shelter with limited supports, to permanently supportive housing, 


and a range of options in between. 
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Homeless Adults 


The adults experiencing homelessness who participated in the discussions currently 
camp or live in their vehicle. They are chronically homeless and all but one disclosed 


--- ----severe-mental illne-ss�-aadiction to opiatesor metn�vvorl<-relatecCpfiysical-aisaoilities, 


and/or mobility disability. Some are currently unemployable due to addiction and/or 


mental illness. Others have injuries that prevent working in their trade and need 


retraining. Some are unable to keep employment as a direct result of their 


homelessness (e.g., hygiene, no storage for personal belongings). Not surprisingly, a 


wide range of housing options, and movement from one to another along a spectrum of 


independence, from short-term transitional shelter to permanent supportive housing 


are needed. 


Most are chronically homeless and 
camp or stay in their car 


Most have significant barriers to 
stable employment 


- ' - •• ,,. ·1 �-••.:;·-1,1,1i,• r,, ,,-;:-,,,,:,· ' ., .. , .... ,M"'p-J'"!9'�---�
c..: 
... . �";. 


�Basic' needf minimal 1,(rriet!t-�':'.�•::t:·�
1 r !:_.:;_( 


. . - , - - . - ,_,·_-: ... -7)��-!.Jl.• ·. ·, 


Storage for belongings during 
work/appointments, gas cards, and 
fresher food needed by some 


�\ 


Some just need <60 days of guaranteed 
shelter to get on their feet 


Source: Root Policy Research from Sonrise Homeless Adult focus group conversations. 
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At-Risk and Homeless Youth 


The youth at risk of homelessness and homeless youth who participated in the 


discussions at Homeplate generally live in chaotic circumstances, moving in and out of 
----- - homelessne-ss;-couch surfing, livin-g-with-family, renting with friencls,tocamping or 


sleeping at youth shelters (as a last resort). Youth expressed the competing desires of 
wanting to live independently while needing skill development and support to achieve 


stability and grow into successful adults. Homeplate is a trusted resource and ideal 
location for service delivery. Support for expanded drop-in days/hours is desired and 


could be leveraged to further support these youth in employment, housing, financial, 


and life skills development. 


Housing situations are chaotic, 


unpredictable, and short term 


Most lack basic job readiness skills 


Strong need expressed for 


expanded drop in hours+ services 


at Homeplate 


Consider housing options for couples, 


parenting children, or peer groups 


Source: Root Policy Research from Homeplate At-Risk and Homeless Youth focus group conversations. 
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Community Corrections 


Participants in the Community Corrections focus group had a wide ranging discussion of 


housing choice, access to opportunity, law enforcement and prosecutors, and the extent 
to-which Washington County's probation-system hinders rathenh-an-help-s th-eirreentry ---­


into the community. Criminal history is the primary barrier to securing housing of 


choice, followed by the cost of securing housing (e.g., deposits, first and last month 


rent). Most did not express difficulty finding employment, but they did share that the 


mandatory, fixed, probation requirements, often led to job loss, as the newly employed 


must request time off to attend meetings, classes, etc. There is an opportunity to 


explore joint probation/housing programming that rewards progress toward goals and 


living as responsible, contributing members of society. This population needs hope. 


At 


1\I? 
IIIIW �� 


�


Prior housing situations ranged from 
homeless to homeowner 


Criminal history and lack of training 
barrier to employment for some 


,---�•��\P,9{.� ·•·,•-•� J: �' ,.•: ;��I • . .  • • • ·;strict probation re_qttirements·-at: :: ;-• 
.n:iandatory times· and locations sets · 
even the well-int�ntio.ned �P to fail · .· 


Need for treatment not jailtime 


Eviction prevention may be crime 
prevention for this population 


Source: Root Policy Research from Washington County Community Corrections focus group. 
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Residents with Mental Illness 


Residents with mental illness and/or a history of addiction participated in a focus group 
convened by Sequoia and included residents of peer-supported group living homes and 


re·sidents-of-profect-basec:1-subsidized· housing with supportive services.-AII strongly 


value their case managers and the role the case manager plays in helping them live 


independently. With respect to supportive services and other program providers, 
participants described a need for training in trauma-informed care and increased 


knowledge of best practices in providing care to residents with mental illness. A number 


of residents expressed desire for the companionship of pets, suggesting a potential 
need for emotional support or companion animals. Educating this population about 


their fair housing rights and considering the therapeutic value of pets in housing 


program design is indicated. 


Live either in peer-supported group home 
with services or in project-based subsidized 
housing with supportive services 


�II liave a Jiisto� ofi severe mental illness 
ana½or; acfciiction 


Disability may limit employment 


' • ,j • f - • 


, Case mariagers·are critical to stability : . ., 


Educate residents about fair housing rights, 
including reasonable accommodations 


Residents prioritize housing that is safe, 
transit access 


Source: Root Policy Research from Sequoia Mental Illness focus group facilitated by Washington County staff. 







Focus Group/Pop Up Notes 


If possible, try to organize your notes by category, to make it easy to scan and incorporate into 
the AFH. 


Section Ill Feed Citizen Engagement 


Group Location/Date/Time/Host 
Washington County Community, Corrections/April 17, 2-019/10:15-11 ;45/Washington County 
Comrnuriity C0rr�ctior,rs 


R/ECAP? 


Demos: (approximate to the best of your ability) 


# of Attendees: 10 


# by race/ethnicity: 2 Hispanic, 2 African American, 6 White 


# by disability 


# by families w/ kids: 


# by language other than English (and the language) 


Attendees: 10 


Language: English 


Typically under-represented population? Yes, people currently in Washington County 
Community Corrections, very low income, history or drug or alcohol addiction, prior criminal 
history 


How recruited: The 10 attendees volunteered to participate in the focus group coordinated by 
Washington County Community Corrections. Each received a $20 WalMart gift card and 
refreshments during the discussion. 


List of organizations consulted: 


Washington County Community Corrections 


Section V Feed Analysis 


Current Housing Choice 


Where they live, experience getting their place to live, why picked location, etc. 


Participants discussed their housing situation prior to their arrest/conviction and the housing 


situation they expect to enter upon release. 


ROOT POLICY RESEARCH SECTION X, PAGE 1 







I can't go home due to an open situation with a restraining order. I don't know where I'll go. 


Maybe a hotel or motel. I was in a trap house when I lost my housing. I'll go into sober living. 


I have a house. 


I'm going to live with family. 


I'm a homeowner, but I can't afford to keep my house. I'll have to sell it. I got it through the self­
sufficiency program with Section 8 when I was working as a welder. I made good money. I can't 


do that any more. 


I'm going into a Oxford house. 


I'm going to Rinko, a transitional program for single moms. 


I have a compound in the woods. I'm homeless, but I have a storage unit. I can couch surf if I 
feel like it. Because of my history with firearms and drugs, I have to work for cash under the 


table. I'd need $4,000-$5,000 to get into the place. I really just need a one bedroom, so I'm 


looking for a 5th wheel trailer. 


I'm a felon, so that's it. 


If you have a lot of felonies, you can get felonies off your record, but it costs a lot of money. 


Housing is impossible if you have a record or are on probation or parole. The classes make it 


harder to work and your PO can just hit you with another class or another requirement. 


There are no felony friendly (apartment) communities here. The property management or the 


HOA discriminates against us that way. 


You have to take time off work to apply for housing. 


You pay so many application fees, and you get denied and denied. By the end, you've maybe 


spent $1,000 on nothing but applications. 


They won't disclose that they won't rent to felons. They say, they'll look at you as an individual, 


but they don't. Disclosure won't do it. 


We need subsidized apartments. Maybe a way to step back in, make an effort, show that you're 
working and get on track. It'd be good to have a mentor to help stay on track. The mentor could 


help find housing and check in. 


I'm trying to get out of my Mom's, but I'm still in the nest. Some felons are good people and 


hardworking. But, they see the felony only and it's bad. 


They should take into consideration the type of felonies you have. And also, sometimes, the 


charges are just what you had to plead into. Do more research on the person. 
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Quintana Crossing has housing for a mix of people. We need more felon friendly housing by 


mass transit that's on a sliding scale. There need to be options for housing. 


It (most helpful type of housing situation) depends on the individual. Because you don't know 
what their challenges are. Me, having my own place, it would feel like an achievement. 


Jobs are so important, but sometimes they don't pay enough for rent and all the classes and 


UAs the PO requires. Before this, I had an apartment. I was $150 short on my rent, so I went out 


and got a package (of drugs to sell), and here I am. 


Not all sober living are really sober living. I was in one and everyone was using. I couldn't stay 


clean there. 


Or everyone else is dealing with their issues and it's crazy there. 


For me, the #1 priority (for CDBG) is housing, rent supported housing. People are working and 


paying more than half their check to be here. When we line up for release, we should have a 


housing opportunity. 


County Criminal Justice System-Law Enforcement, Courts, Probation 


Include anything relevant to the County system 


The system makes it so hard to stay on track. Instead of three years or probation, why not have 


incentives so that we can catch a break and boost our confidence, a reward system. 


DOC should make sure they're following up with people who need housing. The PO should be a 


resource; everyone needs assistance. 


There's been a huge shift in how POs treat people. They seemed more helpful, not lenient, but 


helpful. 


I think it really depends on the PO. Not all of them have that attitude. 


What if we created incentives for people to be on the right path and stay on the path. Like 


expunging felonies. Wipe them away with the understanding that if you go back, the felonies 


are back. 


Certain counties have Clean Slate. It should be expanded to all counties. In OR we can do more 


to give people HOPE that the past won't always keep them down. 


In Washington County, the Das and the judges are toughest on Blacks and Hispanics. 


One and a half years ago, I went to see my PO and my exes [relative] works in [criminal justice.] I 
posted bail, and the [relative] had called ICE on me because I'm Hispanic and he thought I was 


illegal. 


I know other Hispanics who went to see their PO and that got took from ICE. 
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Washington County is the worst on the racial thing. People say, 'it's good to be white in 
Washington County.' 


Washington County does probation different (than other counties in Oregon). Judges hit you 


with anything they can and the probation is much more strict. 


If you drive in Washington County, you see less homeless, and that's because the county chases 


them into Portland. 


If people are trying to do their best (comply with probation), and they're going to the drug 
classes, if the bus is late and you miss a class, even if you call your PO, you're back in and you 


lose your job and your home, again. 


DAs are strict. There was a pipe in my car, that wasn't mine, I've been clean for two years. But 


there weren't any drugs, just a pipe, and I got a felony possession charge for something in a car 


that wasn't mine. 


Washington County has a 98% plead rate. They put so much freight on you that you have to 
plead, because if you try to fight the case, they put so much on, you'll never get free, so you 


plead to whatever. 


I paid $3,000 for a lawyer to fight misdemeanors and I got 6 months and white guys get 30 


days. (Hispanic respondent) 


The Washington County DAs are the worst; they want nothing but maximum penalties. 


I was going to school and working, when I got picked up, and the judge sentenced me here. If 
I'd been able to get probation, I could have kept my job and my spot in school. 


You spend your life chasing the paper (complying with probation). 


Examples of Housing Discrimination 


Include anything that seems like direct housing discrimination 


With respect to housing discrimination, the group did not think their race or ethnicity was a 


barrier, just their felonies. They discussed discrimination on the basis of race in the context of 


employment. 


Access to Proficient Schools 


Include anything about neighborhood schools/school choice, etc 


Access to Transportation 


How do they get around? Are they able to get to the places they need to go? What challenges do 


they experience? 


A lot of classes, like the drug treatment classes, and POs are in areas that don't have access to 


transit. If you don't have a car or a ride, you can't get there. And then you pay the price. 
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Access to Services 


Include anything related to health and human services 


Lifeworks, CODA and NARA are places to go for mental health and addiction 


We do need to deal with mental health and give financial support when people put in the effort. 


People with addiction, it's hard to get clean. 


You've got to stay, in meetings (12 Step). 


You can call Community Action for help. You can take them final notices on rent or utilities and 


they'll help you out. But you can only do that in limited amounts. Once every six months. 


Where else can you get help? 


CR 


House of Hope 


Sonrise 


Homeplate helps with everything, but you age out. 


What if you could get more funding, resources, if you're trying to be successful. I don't want a 


handout, I want to prove I'm working hard and can show proof of that, then maybe you could 


get more help. 


They (County, service providers) should have a solid team of five or six people that canvass in 


certain areas to let people know about the help available. Like 185th and the [TIB?] Highway or 


185th and Baseline. 


We need a community center with mentors to help get people out of gangs, drug addiction. I'm 


trying to be a mentor, because I've left that life behind. I left that life in L.A. If we had people, 


mentors, who had been through shit but got beyond it, and are successful, that's the help we 


need. 


Think about Community Revolution in Progress (acronym for CRIPs), taking that past and 


building it into positives and getting back into the community. If they really want it, support 


them. 


My #1 priority is drugs. With drugs comes crime, with crime there's no hope, no dreams. Only a 


limited amount of people can get help getting clean. The majority of people across the street (in 


County jail) are drug addicted. Addicts are TRAPPED. We need more programs and more people 


to help put them in a place where they can get clean, not where they stay lonely, depressed and 


desperate. Instead of jail they need treatment. 
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Access to Employment 


What is their experience related to employment? Able to get a job? Need training for a better job? 


Are there good jobs close to where they live? 


We really try to do our best and get a job. But because the PO says you have to go to certain 


classes, you lose your job. You feel like my life is over and I can't succeed. 


Or you don't have a phone and you can't call in or it broke or you got burnt, you're back in. 


I've got a son, and I want to show him a different way. 


A mentor could help with employment that's not limited; help guide us to a career that we can 


have even with a felony. 


I feel limited [in job prospects] by my tattoos. [Face/neck in particular]. I really need help with 


employment, because people look and me and don't hire me. 


GUS is an employment agency, they're felon friendly. 


My #1 priority (for using CDBG) is jobs. The #1 thing is to get working. 


Show that there are still careers that are felon friendly. Give that hope. 


White and Asian owned family businesses look at me, they see a big black guy with tattoos, and 


they won't hire me, even though I have credentials. They want to hire someone who looks like 


them. 


Access to Low Poverty Neighborhoods 


Is the neighborhood safe? Access to good quality fresh food? Sense of community? Other indicators 


of a healthy mixed income neighborhood? Access to park and recreation facilities? Libraries? Other 


public amenities? 


Drugs and addiction are the problem. (Most of the participants have a history of drug addiction 


and distribution.) 


There's so many trap houses-once you come in, you can't get out. 


Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods 


Include anything related to environmental quality, both in the neighborhood and within a home or 


apartment building (e.g., mold, bed bugs, etc) 


Fair housing capacity and resources 


Include information about how accessing fair housing resources; if these are working and/or other 


resources are needed 
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Section VI Feed Goals and Strategy Recommendations 


Example from Westwood group: We need a fund, or a community coop, where we can help each 


other pay rent when we need help, help each other purchase a home. 


Moderator ideas/-solutions brainstorm: 


■ XXX


Quotes: 


Example from Westwood: "We don't want more housing if it is small apartments. We want our 


children to be outside playing, to be creative, to enjoy nature." 
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Focus Group/Pop Up Notes 


If possible, try to organize your notes by category, to make it easy to scan and incorporate into 


the AFH. 


Section Ill Feed Citizen Engagement 


Group Location/Date/Time/Host 


Horrreplate At-Risk and H0meless Youth/April 16, 2019/3:OCJ-5:O0pm(Homeplgte 


R/ECAP? 


Demos: (approximate to the best of your ability) 


# of Attendees: 9 


# by race/ethnicity: 1 African American, 1 Hispanic, 7 White 


# by disability: 


# by families w/ kids: 1 


# by language other than English (and the language) 


Attendees: 9 


Language: English 


Typically under-represented population? At-risk and homeless youth 


How recruited: The discussions were held at HomePlate during drop in hours. Interested youth 


participated and received a $20 WalMart gift card, a $10 McDonald's gift card. All youth at the 


center had the opportunity to create "go bags" with food and hygiene items. 


List of organizations consulted: 


Home Plate 


Section V Feed Analysis 


Current Housing Choice 


Where they live, experience getting their place to live, why picked location, etc. 


I'm not homeless anymore. My family got a two-bedroom apartment for the five of us, plus our 


dogs and pigs. DHS helped us get the apartment. I went to Southridge Highschool, and I should 


be off probation by summer. I'm thinking about going into the Job Corps. I have a brother who's 


a junior at Beaverton and a sister in the sixth grade. DHS pays 70 percent of our rent for a year. 


For the longest time, DHS wasn't doing anything, then, they decided to help. 
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We stay at a (youth/young adult) shelter in Portland. The shelters for people, you have to worry 


about safety. In the Portland shelters, there's drugs, violence, and they're scary. 


I've lived in Aloha my whole life. 


We (family) used to live in an apartment for $700. Over five years, the rent went up to $1,200. 
We got an eviction. We couldn't afford to pay 1 months rent, and we were homeless. I think it 


was also harder because we're weird and don't get along with other people. 


A lot of transitional housing programs and shelters don't allow couples, so there's no one to 


really help us. 


There should be better circumstances for the homeless. There should be better, safer shelters. 


Maybe where they evaluate people before they come in. 


Although, sometimes, at the door, people seem nice, and then in the night they start screaming. 


The place we stay is self-run, so if you want to be on the staff, you say you want to be on the 


staff or you do security shifts out front. 


At adult shelters, people talk a lot of shit about things they've done. Youth shelters are more 


calm. 


We're distant from adults. Kids need more guidance. I think people 18 to 30 or 25 should be 


separate from the older, more hard core people. 


I usually stay with friends. They let me crash with them. A shelter is the last resort. 


The first time I was homeless, I was homeless for almost a year. I was outside in Beaverton. 


Beaverton has a squad for bike police that looks for the homeless to bother them. 


They should tell the police to back off. 


It's illegal to be homeless here (Washington County). They passed a new law, that if you're 


sleeping in Beaverton, Hillsboro, Aloha, it's illegal. The police are trying to chase the homeless 


into Portland. 


They chased me into Portland. I was sleeping, in a tent, and in the middle of the night a crazy 


guy literally set me on fire. I have scars all over my back from it. 


There's really no place for youth. Safeplace is difficult to get into, and you can only stay until 


you're 19. Then, you can't stay there. 


I'm almost 18, and I'm planning on renting. My grandma will give me a six month lease. 


I'm 18. I live with roommates, and I struggle with money. 


I live with my folks, for now, but that's changing soon. 
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I got kicked out, this time for good, and I'm couch-surfing. I have no income since my Mom got 
me fired from my job. I'm looking into getting money to save to get an apartment and get my 


life together. 


Saving up money for rent is hard. Then, when the rent is due, I don't have the money. I need a 


loan . .... You should go to a bank and talk to a financial advisor. Now that you're 18 you can get 


a loan. 


No one wants to go to shelters or transitional programs. I want to be able to do whatever I 


want. 


My sister's boyfriend has an apartment and he has four roommates and seven people total in a 


two bedroom. They're getting kicked out for too many people. 


I want to get a house so no one has to sleep outside. 


I don't want to be alone. I want to live with a group of friends. 


I want to be able to do what I want to do and not be judged. But it isn't always that simple. 


I looked and found out how much people can play. I found a place for $250 because you can 


share a room. But, I had to pay a second deposit. 


Housing is the biggest need for people like us. And trying to find the options for help. 


Multnomah County is scary and ruthless. 


I'm living in Hillsboro with a friend from high school who has his own place. He's cool and is 


letting me stay there. 


It's hard to rent with no rental history. Once you can keep a job, you could get a room in a 


house maybe and start to build a rental history. Then I can get an apartment. I used to pay my 


Mom $200 a month, so I'm used to paying rent. 


I'm in really unsteady housing right now. I had a baby and was living with his parents and he 


went to prison. The� I lived with a boyfriend, and have moved around since. My clothes are all in 


other people's houses. I'm getting evicted from the house I'm staying in now. I want to have 


enough money to be with my son-my mom has custody-and live on my own. 


I aged out of the shelter, so I moved in with roommates. My roommates invited people over, 


and they fought, and it got physical, and the neighbors complained, so we're getting evicted. 


Examples of Housing Discrimination 


Include anything that seems like direct housing discrimination 


Access to Proficient Schools 


Include anything about neighborhood schools/school choice, etc 
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When school doesn't work out anymore or that you just have so many family problems that 


school doesn't make sense, you're on your own. You can't get a job, you can't get a GED. 


Access to Transportation 


How do they get around? Are they able· to get to the places they need to go? What challenges do 


they experience? 


Access to Services 


Include anything related to health and human services 


If you go to Portland, you can ask anyone and people will tell you where to get help and give 


resources like food. They gave me a street routes book that had all the shelters and resources in 


it. 


I have a felony. Outside/In will help me do a six month class, so that no matter what the felony, I 


can get a place to rent. The Rent Well program. 


We need more one on one help-for housing, jobs, mental health. 


Mental health is a big issue. Drugs, bad relationships too. 


HomePlate needs to be open longer. Just 2 to 5 is too short. I wish there were more hours. It 


would be great to be able to come every day. We could get help, just hang out, or have a safe 


place to sleep for a while. 


We should be able to drop in more often, for longer. 


We could get more help, a little sleep. 


If it (HomePlate) was open 9-5 people really could sleep. 


The (HomePlate) Outreach Workers are amazing. With their green backpacks. I met them on a 


really hot day. They came up and asked if we wanted some water and gave us a card. They were 


really cool and really consistent. 


You can have someone to talk to here. 


I like that they approached us. I hate asking for help. 


They have activities too. We went on the coast trip. I hadn't been to the ocean in so long. 


We need a place that's like the Boys and Girls Club, but for people our age. 


At HomePlate, they have compassion, they understand, it's safe, and you can get a shower and 


get help. We could use more help with housing, food, financial-how to pay bills, save money, 


get jobs .... and keep them. 
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I don't have a lot of experience with the County, but I hope they will be more open. They should 


be more open because people have a lot of issues and resources they need. Most of my 


experience with the County has been with the police or DHS. They're a little uptight. I have 


gotten in trouble with the cops though. I don't think a lot of people know about the County. 


Maybe if they would come around and talk with us more? I'm pretty hopeless. We don't have 


outlets, maybe there are resources, but I don't understand what they are. 


Access to Employment 


What is their experience related to employment? Able to get a job? Need training for a better job? 


Are there good jobs close to where they live? 


I want to get my felony cleared so that I can join the Marines. 


I don't have any income. I with there was a program for maintaining a job. It's hard for our 


generation, because we just want to do our own thing, so I may be scheduled to work, but I 


don't go because I want to do something else. 


We need mental health and help to get better lives. Especially towards Uob) training for the 


homeless. 


We need income and to learn how to maintain a job. I used to work at Taco Bell, but if I want to 


go out and have fun, I don't go to work. 


It's a generation thing. 


It's not hard to get a job. You have to work at it, and you have to show up and work. 


Because I don't have any work experience, I can't get a job. I've applied everywhere and 


everyone has turned my down. I know I have to get a job before I can get housing. HomePlate is 


the biggest resource our group has. 


Access to Low Poverty Neighborhoods 


Is the neighborhood safe? Access to good quality fresh food? Sense of community? Other indicators 


of a healthy mixed income neighborhood? Access to park and recreation facilities? Libraries? Other 


public amenities? 


There need to be more family activities in downtown Hillsboro. 


Drugs are a really big issue, and hunger, and homelessness. They should spend the money 


(CDBG) on that. 


Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods 


Include anything related to environmental quality, both in the neighborhood and within a home or


apartment building (e.g., mold, bed bugs, etc) 
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Fair housing capacity and resources 


Include information about how accessing fair housing resources; if these are working and/or other 


resources are needed 


Section VI Feed Goajs _�11c.t Strat_egy _Recommendations 


Example from Westwood group: We need a fund, or a community coop, where we can help each 


other pay rent when we need help, help each other purchase a home. 


Moderator ideas/solutions brainstorm: 


■ XXX


Quotes: 


Example from Westwood: "We don't want more housing if it is small apartments. We want our 


children to be outside playing, to be creative, to enjoy nature." 
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Focus Group/Pop Up Notes 


If possible, try to organize your notes by category, to make it easy to scan and incorporate into 
the AFH. 


Section Ill Feed Citizen Engagement 


Group location/Date/Time/Host 


·son rise Proje�t Homeless Connect/April 16, 2019 11-1 /Son rise


R/ECAP?


Demos: (approximate to the best of your ability)


# of Attendees: 9


# by race/ethnicity 


# by disability 


# by families w/ kids


7 White, 2 Native American


8


# by language other than English (and the language)


Attendees: Washington County homeless residents participating in shower and meal program.
Most of the participants shared that they have an addiction (meth, heroin) and/or mental illness;


one had a mobility disability. All had a long-time history of living in Washington County, and six
of the nine grew up in the area.


Language: English


Typically under-represented population? Yes


How recruited: Program participants were invited to participate in one-on-one or dyad
discussions; each received $20 gift card and could prepare a "go bag" of food, water, and
hygiene supplies


List of organizations consulted:


Sonrise Project Connect


Section V Feed Analysis


Current Housing Choice


Where they live, experience getting their place to live, why picked location, etc.


Sonrise Staff perspective: Sonrise operates the County's Winter Shelter; this winter they served
400 individual guests. Significant barrier for many participants is disability and being unable to
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work due to the disability. People don't receive enough money from disability benefits to get 


into housing. There is a mental health crisis, and the Hawthorne walk-in clinic helps with that. 


Because of mental health issues and addiction, not all people succeed in the same types of 


housing arrangement. Some really don't do well in shared or group housing. Felons have the 


most difficult time getting into housing, even if they're working and can afford to pay the rent. 


CODA, the main detox in the region is located in Portland. CODA has programs in Washington 


County, but not detox. 


Guest perspectives-


I got kicked out of my house, and someone else moved in. It's my Dad's house, but I'm not 


allowed to live there, because of the nature of restraining orders. I have a camp. I grew up in 


Oregon, so I know how to camp. The best housing situation for me would be a rural community, 


with not a lot of people around, because of the voices. I need someplace quiet. I was raised by 
Native people, and I know how to live. 


I've been homeless for a year, living outside. 


I've been staying in a car since July. 


I have to live alone. Before I lived in the car, I had a good spot, but the people next door wanted 


to blast the TV all the time, and I could hear everything through the shared wall. I couldn't take 


it. 


I went to high school here. I need a place to go to get self-sufficient. But I'm afraid that if I get 


housing, I won't know what to do. I'll lose it. I think I'll need help learning how to be 


independent. With my camp, I don't have any responsibilities. I can get by, and I know how to 
do it. 


In Portland, this would be so much harder. Here I can go places to charge my phone. Here 


(Washington County), it's safer and more comfortable. It's where I grew up after 3 rd grade. I'm 


not sure how big the problem is out here, but there are a lot of homeless in Hillsboro. 


I used to have money and I lived in Hillsboro. When I settled my worker's comp, I could pay my 


lease, but that money ran out. I could barely pay my lease, my truck, comcast, and insurance, so 


I lost the place. I'm on disability now, so I can't actually do anything, or I'll lose that. I live in my 


truck, because my truck payment is $500 a month. I get $724 on SSDI, but they take out money 


for Medicare Part B so I really only get $567. Don't get me wrong, disability (SSDI) saved my life, 


but I'm suing the state over my worker's comp. I can't work, and I need to focus on my lawsuit. 


There are no easy answers. I came here a few weeks ago, desperate. I wasn't looking for 


anything, but they gave me a prepaid gas card. It was a miracle. Having access to that $20 gas 


card; I broke down crying, you can't believe how much it helped. It was what I needed more 


than anything. 


I like to say I'm homeless on purpose. I got a divorce, and I've just embraced being homeless. I 


am comfortable in the woods; I have no ties. I don't think I could handle living inside. When I 
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had a job, my wife paid the bills. What I would need would be a place in the community that 


would do all the paperwork. They could take my check and pay the bills for me, and I could just 


eat there and sleep there. They would do it for me. 


People who know me know where I'm at. So if they want to talk to me they come to my camp. 


When I got out of the army, I went to stay with my sister in Portland. She was on meth. I'd never 


even flirted with it, but then I did and that was that. 


I'm a felon. No matter what you've done, you're still not done paying. I can't get work. I can't get 


housing. No one will rent to me. After a certain amount of time, the conviction should come off 


your record. Maybe not for people who murder, but most of those never get out. And not 


people with sex assaults or kidnapping. But other convictions, they should come off your record 


after some time. You have no idea how much I want to work. 


I was in sober living for a while. Then, I don't know what happened, I went out and got drunk. 


I've been on the streets for five months. Both me and my wife are felons, but she got a place in a 


house out in Tigard, but I can't stay there. There aren't any places where me and my wife can 


stay together. I've thought about calling Community Action for help. Unless it's a personal 


reference, no one will rent to us. Someone has to rent a personal house to us. 


I was supposed to sign up at TPI (Transition Projects in Portland) for housing, but I got pissed 


about losing a job, so I just said, 'fuck it' and went to the woods. I don't see recovering from this. 


I thought I'd retire from doing gutters, but now I can't even work. I get so sick if I don't use. 


I wish I could live someplace quiet, a little boathouse somewhere. I could play my guitar. 


I've been living in my car on and off since 2013. I don't walk well and I'm in severe pain. I should 


have a wheelchair or a walker, but they don't fit in my car. So I make do with the cane and being 


in pain. I was renting a house in 2007 (in Beaverton area), and my roommate decided to keep 


living there but stop paying rent. I couldn't make him pay. One day I stepped into the shower 


and the whole floor of the shower was covered in baby oil. I slipped and almost died. I know my 


roommate did it. The landlord evicted him, but I couldn't pay the whole rent alone, so I ended 


up losing the house. Getting evicted. That started me living in my car. After a while, in 2013, I 


went home to family in Boston, but that didn't work out. Then, I got into transitional housing in 


Boston, after two years, my time was up and I had no where to go. So I bought a motor home 


and drove down to Florida. I traveled and stayed in my motor home, but I couldn't afford to 


camp. I found a free campground in Nebraska, but that closed. So I got back to Portland in July 


2017 and my motor home broke down, so I got a car. In February 2018 I got a place with 


roommates. After four months, I got notice that I had to leave so the girl's brother could move 


in. So, I'm back to my car. 


I need housing with no stairs. I need an apartment, but I need one with a subsidy because I'm on 


disability. The waiting lists are so long. I've been on the project-based list for six years. There 


needs to be more housing for people with disabilities. If I can't work and I'm on disability, I can't 


be living in the woods. I should have a wheelchair. 
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Examples of Housing Discrimination 


Include anything that seems like direct housing discrimination 


Access to Proficient Schools 


Include anything about neighborhood schools/school choice, etc 


I wish there were resources for children, like afterschool programs for kids. I've been here 


(Washington County) for 27 years. My kids went to these schools. I think any money the County 


gets should go to the kids who need it most. Afterschool programs. 


Access to Transportation 


How do they get around? Are they able to get to the places they need to go? What challenges do 


they experience? 


Bus service is ok. I can pretty much get where I need to go. 


I'm blessed; I have my truck. Gas is what I need. 


Access to Employment 


What is their experience related to employment? Able to get a job? Need training for a better job? 


Are there good jobs close to where they live? 


I fly a sign on the ramp. I do ok. Yesterday a guy gave me $100! I couldn't believe it. I'd like to 


work, but no one will hire me. I used to be in construction, but I got hurt, so I don't really know 


what I can do. The weather's good today, so I'll go to the ramp. 


Before I get a place, I have to get a job. Getting a job isn't that hard, it's keeping a job that's a 


problem. I had a good job at Burger King, but I couldn't find a place to take a shower, and they 


eventually had to let me go because I smelled and wasn't clean. 


Unpredictable stuff comes up that ends up in losing a job. I had a job that was working out, but 


one night I slept using my backpack as a pillow, and my toothpaste went all over my only clean 


clothes. So I couldn't go to work the next day because my clothes were covered in toothpaste. I 


lost the job. 


To get a job, you have to have a phone, and you have to charge your phone. Sometimes I feel 


like I spend all day charging a phone. And, with online applications and everything, it has to be a 


smart phone. Sometimes the Obama phones just break and you're out of luck. 


I used to deal cards. I made a really good living, but then they changed the law and I couldn't 


deal cards any more. So now, the only place I can work is Vegas. I've applied to a few places, and 


if I get that job, I can go down and make all the money I need to start over here. 


ROOT POLICY RESEARCH SECTION X, PAGE 4 







I'm a graphic artist by trade, but my business crashed in the recession. So, I started driving a 
semi. I slipped on a dock and tore up my wrist, and it was a big worker's comp issue. Worker's 


comp didn't pay for time lost, I needed several surgeries, and finally settled worker's comp. 


I had a job. I wanted to do it. But then everything fell apart and I went off the grid. 


I'm a canner now (collects cans for$). I'm a dumpster diver. I've always worked, but I've lost jobs 


because of differences with people. Now, I'm a scavenger. 


It would be great if the County money (CDBG) could help start DIV businesses. 


Access to Services 


Include anything related to health or human services 


I've been on supervision for three years in Washington County for meth. I was in a recovery farm 


for 70 days, then I went to a clean and sober home. But everyone there was using! So now, I 
camp. 


You can go to Lifeworks for help or CODA With LifeWorks, you have to be on time, every time, 


or they won't help you anymore. They'll talk your ear off even if you have PTSD. I've never been 
to CODA 


Really need storage for my things so that I could get a job. Everything I have is in these two 


backpacks. There need to be more places to take showers more often. 


There's Open Door-it's open four days a week, and it's just an open door policy. Anyone can 


go there. Down here (Sonrise), it's more cultured. There are rules. 


I don't qualify for any help. I'm young, I'm healthy, I'm not addicted to anything, I'm not a felon, 


I'm not a veteran, I'm a man, I don't have kids. There is literally no help that I qualify for. I don't 
have a family; they're all dead. All I need is a month off the streets, where I can shower every 
day, have a place to sleep, and can go to work. I could earn enough in a month for a deposit 


and I could get a place. I just need a month of help. 


Resources are spread all over the place. I wish there was just one place to go to get everything. 


For me, gas would be most helpful. If I have gas, I'm OK, because I live in my truck. I'd also like 


access to places to bathe, more than once a week. I signed up for SNAP; I didn't want to, but I 


had to. The Oregon Food Bank here should be shut down. When you get rotten or almost rotten 


food from them, eat it because you're hungry, and then you get sick. It's awful, especially since I 


don't have access to a bathroom. You don't want to be sick and not have that. 


Phones are really important. I used the Brookwood Library (Hillsboro) to get on the Internet for 


job applications and information. 


It's really hard to find doctors that take Medicare. OHSH (the med school) is the best resource to 


see a doctor or a dentist. They're students, but they'll take care of you. 
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There's a place behind Intel, the ORHS office, and that's where I applied for a SNAP card. 


My advice would be for people to not hesitate to ask for help. I wish I would have asked for help 


so long ago. I've never even gone to the VA. I haven't taken advantage of VA benefits. 


People don't come in from the woods. Maybe if you did something fun in the woods, like a 


small concert, or had hotdogs, make some noise, then maybe we would come in, and you could 


offer help. 


Access to Low Poverty Neighborhoods 


Is the neighborhood safe? Access to good quality fresh food? Sense of community? Other indicators 


of a healthy mixed income neighborhood? Access to park and recreation facilities? Libraries? Other 


public amenities? 


We're people, so I wish we were treated like people. Instead they judge us. I wish everyone had 


the attitude that we're all just people. To respect each other. I came here to pick up my guitar, 


and here (Sonrise), they treat me like a person. Like I'm a part of the community. 


I think the County is on the right track with how they help the homeless. They pay attention. 


The police are always looking for the homeless. The cops pull up on me for sitting in the truck. 


In some places, churches can have people stay in a parking space for up to 90 days. That would 


be safer. 


Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods 


Include anything related to environmental quality, both in the neighborhood and within a home or 


apartment building (e.g., mold, bed bugs, etc) 


Fair housing capacity and resources 


Include information about how accessing fair housing resources; if these are working and/or other 


resources are needed 


Section VI Feed Goals and Strategy Recommendations 


Example from Westwood group: We need a fund, or a community coop, where we can help each 


other pay rent when we need help, help each other purchase a home. 


Moderator ideas/solutions brainstorm: 


• Best practices for safe storage of belongings


• Expanded shower options (increase days of week, hours of service)


• Short term transitional housing-get on your feet program, not geared to those with more


severe barriers to stability, but to people who just need 30 or 60 days of a safe, predictable


place to sleep and eat while working to earn deposit and secure housing
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■ Get a better understanding of current status of outreach when winter shelter is not in


operation. Access to addiction services? Crisis and on-going mental health management?
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Focus Group/Pop Up Notes 


lfpossiole, try fb organize your notes by category, to make it easy to scan and incorporate into 
the AFH. 


Section Ill Feed Citizen Engagement 


Group Location/Date/Time/Host 


Sequoia Mental Health / April 17, 2019/3'.00-5:00pm/ Sequoia Mental Health Servic�s 


RECAP 


Demos: (approximate to the best of your ability) 


# of Attendees: 10 


# by race/ethnicity: 10 White 


# by disability: 


# by families w/ kids: All single individuals 


# by language other than English (and the language) 


Attendees: 10 


Language: English 


Typically under-represented population? People with psychiatric, emotional and developmental 
impairments 


How recruited: The discussions were held at Sequoia Mental Health Services - Clinical office 
during drop in hours. Interested adults participated and received a $20 WalMart gift card. 


List of organizations consulted: 


Sequoia Mental Health 


Section V Feed Analysis 


Current Housing Choice 


Where they live, experience getting their place to live, why picked location, etc. 


I live in a great apartment. I've been at Spruce place for 8 years and I was able to get into my 
home with the help of my advocate. 


I'm living at Tri-Haven and it's sometimes loud because of the people and the way the rooms 
are next to the tv. I wish I had my own place where I could just close the door and it would be 
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quiet. My advocate is trying to find me a new place, but it will take time. It's better to take the 


time than be out on the street. 


My place is too big. I have a two-bedroom unit and that is all they had. I need a smaller place, 


but all the one bedroom units are taken. 


The application process is too rigorous. Too many steps at each place. Doing it once would be 


easier to understand. 


Examples of Housing Discrimination 


Include anything that seems like direct housing discrimination 


Discrimination wasn't specifically noted. All have found current housing through their case 


manager. 


Access to Proficient Schools 


Include anything about neighborhood schools/school choice, etc 


Schooling was not addressed by this group 


Access to Transportation 


How do they get around? Are they able to get to the places they need to go? What challenges do 


they experience? 


My case worker takes me different places, but if I want to go on my own then I can take the bus. 


Sometimes the housing is way out in the rural area. The bus line to Forest Grove is spotty and 


makes it hard to access services and appointments 


Being too far away from services makes it hard. Sequoia helped me get into my apartment and 


they make sure some of the meetings and sessions are close by 


Access to Services 


Include anything related to health and human services 


We need to have some type of life skill training. Like, how do we keep our house clean and 


what should we use to clean it 


It's hard being alone. Maybe if there were companion services or more community events. I'd 


like to have a pet with me. 


I really need my case manager. She's really great and helps when I don't understand or can't 


get somewhere 


Compassion. I just wish everyone would give me a chance. 


It would be nice to find housing/services without having to go to the hospital 
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Access to Employment 


What is their experience related to employment? Able to get a job? Need training for a better job? 


Are there good jobs close to where they live? 


I can't work right now and get SSI 


It's tough to keep a job and stay sober 


Access to Low Poverty Neighborhoods 


Is the neighborhood safe? Access to good quality fresh food? Sense of community? Other indicators 


of a healthy mixed income neighborhood? Access to park and recreation facilities? Libraries? Other 


public amenities? 


The section 8 wait list is too long. It's too big for people like me to find a place to live without 


losing hope 


Need to have more choices on where to live 


Hard to find a place when you have a lack of rental history 


Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods 


Include anything related to environmental quality, both in the neighborhood and within a home or 


apartment building (e.g., mold, bed bugs, etc) 


Can't lump together mental health and substance abuse people, It's not healthy for us to have 


them combined because we each have different needs and conditions 


Need to make sure that background checks are done so it stays safe 


Fair housing capacity and resources 


Include information about how accessing fair housing resources; if these are working and/or other 


resources are needed 


Not sure where to go for help, I rely on my friend for information 


I rely on my parents/family for finding out who can help me 


I google it. 


Quotes: 


Example from Westwood: "We don't want more housing if it is small apartments. We want our 


children to be outside playing, to be creative, to enjoy nature." 


We are people too. Sometimes we get taken advantage of and we just want someplace safe. 
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Multifamily Affordable Housing Developers and Owners LIS Input Meeting 
May 15, 2019 


Introduction: 


Department of Housing Services facilitated a meeting of affordable housing developers within 
Washington County to receive feedback on the first draft of the county’s Local Implementation Strategy. 
The meeting included an overview of the Metro Bond, unit production targets, key components of the 
first draft of the County’s Local Implementation Strategy, as well as a timeline for revision and approval 
of the document. Developers were then divided into three smaller groups to discuss three key pieces of 
the Local Implementation Strategy: permanent supportive housing, advancing racial equity, and project 
selection criteria. Feedback from each of those small groups is listed below by area. 


Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) 
Challenges Group 1 
Screening People into PSH 


• Not able to check arrest records (LIS p. 5)
• How do we intake people with sex offences, Illegal drug activity, SPMI that is untreated?
• Housing first – house everyone?
• Risk Mitigation Pool or risky tenants
• Priority populations for PSH: older w/ disability, developmental disabilities, high needs SPMI
• Standards not eclipse landlord tenant law
• Carve out for sponsor to work with violent people with offender history
• Racial equity training at property screening/management


Operations 
• Will LIS provide target housing? All SPMI, drug/alcohol housing, etc?
• Service dollars – sustainable? LIS p 19 Count HHS and Partner – more specific if possible
• Service sustainability period such as 15 yrs, 30 yrs, 60 yrs, so 15 years for services and 30-60


years for sticks and bricks
• Definitions of services


Priority for PSH Units 
• 226 units tri-county for homeless
• <30% units for general population – who provide these services (non-homeless)


Challenges Group 2 
Screening People into PSH 


• Should PSH restrictive rights be 15 years and not 60 years?
• Need more services to manage tenancy supports
• What is county planning for PSH screening criteria? Eg landlord vs homeless system “Housing


First”
o Arrest records (LIS p 14)
o Support criteria – service money from county
o Sex offender – can consider


• Can treatment be required?
• Risk mitigation for high need populations


Priority for PSH Units 
• 226 units tri-county in Equitable Housing Plan
• Referral process?
• PBVs –







Multifamily Affordable Housing Developers and Owners LIS Input Meeting 
May 15, 2019 


2 


o what is allocation? Is it 8 per site (on p 5) or is there anther limit? Spell out
o If no limit to PBVs can more bond funds be allocated to pay for Davis-Bacon prevailing


wages?
Social Security # not check 


• Racial equity lens: do not ask
• Training for intakes to ensure equity
• Applications is multiple languages
• Call out the denial to appeal/reasonable accommodation process


Operations/Service Funding 
• P 19 does not talk about how
• Without flexible funds, how?
• Can’t expect provider/partners to cover costs
• How will this be monitored by the county once in housing
• Sustainable service dollars are needed
• Rules v Sustainable funding are two separate w/o commitment
• Integration with funders demands (banks, state)


Challenges Group 3 
Screening People into PSH 


• Screening from lens of Housing First is Landlord v Homeless System
• LIS does not clarify if bond can be used to build site for specific population like SPMI
• Does LIS preclude or require?
• Create Mitigation Pool/Fund
• Align decision and definition of Tri-County plan on PSH
• Connect with Tri-County report
• Align definitions of PSH, Residents Services, Homeless or create more flexible county definition


(?). Is this possible with PBV?
• Residential screening Criteria should be no more strict than department of housing services low


barrier criteria
Services funding 


• Where does the money come from to sustain the project, eg 15 yr, 30 yr, 60 yr
• PDX Bond language for 30% units, if no services and _____ convert to 30% non-PSH
• Incentive or RFQ to make it happen
• P 19 on county HHS and provider partnership is vague


Operations 
• Operationalize/Priority populations in PSH unit complexes
• Resident services on site
• LIS definitions on resident tenancy, client services, treatment


o Who will fund?
o Transportation? Navigation?


• 226 units in Tri-County for “Homeless”
• Priority for all PSH populations based on acuity
• Coordinate entry with Community Connect
• Will there be a required number of PSH units per project?
• Can we house people who self-identify as homeless or in need of PSH?
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Advancing Racial Equity 
Challenges Group 1 
Screening Criteria 


• Criminal history – are felonies included? Maybe including PHA Plan definition
• Look at nuance of eviction or all evictions. Don’t screen out if a tenant just can’t make


rent. Help property managers get more information.
• Nuisance crimes – when people are stabilized they are fine, such as with mental illness.


Partner with LifeWorks and Sequoia
• When thinking about policies, where there is a life/safety threat, don’t layer on more


obligations. It effects other tenants, such as people who attack with weapons don’t
belong in buildings


• Screening criteria – low barrier pre-qualification process
MWESB/Equity 


• The 10-20% MWESB criteria is an easy button that misses the target. The people who
need help are the low income ones who need training for a trade. Push more toward
workforce than the business ownership


• Concerned about meeting the 20% goal since the tri-county region will be spread thin
• Think about professional services and the specific workers
• GCs don’t do the work, the subs do. Subs can walk away due to red tape


o PHB requires workforce training and adds costs to all sub projects, not just the
PHB projects


• Certified payroll can work…
• Labor, materials, and equipment could be included to meet the goal, and services, not


just the construction workers portion
• Smaller subs cold have a continuing training so they could be more productive on a


smaller scale
• Wealth and capacity building in minority communities. Reflect in partnerships to meet


the goal. Property owners can bring that benefit to the community and create a larger
path.


Challenges Group 2 
MWESB/Equity 


• 10-20% criteria: in PDX they say anything over $300,000 in a project needs to be MWESB
• 20% is do-able but also need to work on workforce development They spend money


buying subs off of other jobs
o Professional services and contractors are where competition is
o Need our own pool of contractors


• Getting people qualified to be a subcontractor is needed. The pool is too small. They
also need to be aware of the pool. Subs may already be out there and need education
and awareness process to make them aware of opportunities


• CPAH set a 30% MWESB goal for their next two projects that are still ramping up. They
think they can get there.
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• The MWESB process is hard to get registered for, the paperwork, etc. A business self
sufficiency person at the county, possible, could help this.


• Also, people do have fear even if they are legally in the US
• Homeownership is a key to racial equity. Mobile home parks, too. Specifically call out as


a key for racial equity. Call out conversion of mobile homes parks as a homeownership
policy.


Screening Criteria 
• Limit SS# from screening process
• Can we say undocumented people can live in the Metro Bond housing since no HUD or


RD funding is being used? This bond funding is more flexible and we can create
opportunities.


Challenges Group 3 
MWESB/Equity 


• What are the mechanisms for accountability later with contractors who have experience
and can meet goals vs those who say they will?


• Certification for businesses is hard. Self-certification to report – she would ask everyone
• Make the % goal informal, ask if the subs/contractors intend to be certified and


encourage or incentivize to do so
• Get a meeting with contractors to ask about the % goal
• Innovative Housing used MCIP in PDX to access the subs to access minorities to convince


them to bid. It is also relationship building. Get help from culturally specific
organizations to access the minority owned businesses.


• Have a line item in the budget for MCIP (for example)
Screening Criteria 


• May need looser criteria that is appropriate to the population.
• Integrated communities concept tries to get away from segregating populations
• Do we need to mitigate projects with mixed incomes and populations?
• Community Action has a hard time imagining integrating the PSH population with other
• populations
• Physical or health related issues are different than SPMI population (Severe and


Persistent Mental Illness)
• Innovative Housing has done 1BR units for individuals; now they are housing families.


Struggling with relaxed criteria that screens our felonies and sex crimes because families
need to be protected


• SPMI, or SPMI + drug use or SPMI + ______, these are all different
• Innovative Housing is partnering with the Hispanic Council in Astoria during the design


phase of a project. Also contracting with them during lease-up. Hispanic Council is their
advocate. This is a nice model and needed in the Metro Bond. Bienestar likes this model,
too.
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Project Selection Criteria 


Challenges Group 1 
Workforce Development 


• Critical to bring people into the trades
• Adds cost
• Need to bring in new subcontractors to this type of construction
• Dollar amount vs. percentage goal. Goal for achieving this should be based on the full


leverage of Metro bond funds – the total development cost of a project. Also look at the
number of people who are provided an opportunity to work in the trades.


• There is a shortage of workforce and that varies throughout the region
• Work toward this goal should be evaluated at milestones in the Metro Bond


implementation timeframe.


Nonprofit Preference 
• Are you really trying to get at providing a preference for local developers or CHDOs


(Community Housing Development Organizations)?
• There is a difference in mission between nonprofit and for-profit developers.


Nonprofits more likely to reinvest profits and have different profit margins.
• Is there still a nonprofit capacity issue with all the bond resources that nonprofits need


this advantage?
• What is the county trying to achieve with this preference?


o Local reinvestment of project cashflow?
o Investment in services?
o Provision of resident services?


• Don’t forget that existing service providers are providing services already to some of
the people who will be housed. They are doing it with existing resources (e.g.
Medicaid).


Universal Design 
• Providing backing for grab bars is low cost universal design element.
• Universal design is better/less expensive than addressing it after the project is built


through reasonable accomodations.
• Universal design allows for longevity/support for tenants as well as sustainability.
• Design should be well=-fit to special needs population as needed. This depends on the


target population for a project and should be tied into community engagement work for
that project.


• Balance of cost of construction with durability of the projects.


Challenges Group 2 
Workforce Development 


• County should identify partners – create a flow of individuals
• Will there be reporting required? How will a project or developer or the county know it


is achieved?
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• It is important to look at the track record of a contractor and be aware of differences
within the region.


• MCIP and Best HQ can be resources.
• County should coordinate training around COBID to help contractors and subcontractors


certify as MWESB in advance of developments so that it doesn’t slow down individuals
projects (and inadvertently add cost).


General 
• Make project selection criteria more specific and based on a pool of projects competing


for funds rather than a particular scoring scale or rubric.
• Link Permanent Supportive Housing report to the Metro Bond.
• Time vs. production – will you have a certain percentage of bond funds set-aside for


fully-funded projects that can move forward more quickly, and also retain funding for
projects needing competitive gap funding?


Universal Design 
• Are you intending to prioritize buildings with elevators? This could limit projects to more


urban design and locations where that design is a good match.
• Universal design should promote creative design based on site constraints.
• Add in low-cost/no-cost universal design features


o Tub/shower enclosure that can support future grab bar installation
o Grab bar reinforcements


• Important to have appropriate marketing to connect accessible units with households
who need them.


Challenges Group 3 
Workforce 


• County should consider the contractor’s track record in achieving this.
• County should take the lead on helping subcontractors qualify as MWESB.
• There is a need for established apprenticeship programs (State of Washington has this).
• Metro has started Construction to Career Pathways program – the county should be


involved with it.


Nonprofit Preference 
• Establish a unit target by MFI level set-aside for nonprofits. Nonprofits don’t want to


have to provide all the 30% MFI units while for-profit developers produce those
targeted for higher income households.


Universal Design 
• Construction costs are now as high as $200/SF, every requirement adds to it (like


universal design). This limits the number of units that can be produced.
• Need to understand which items have the most value and where the most cost savings


can be had vs. having to retrofit units later.
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• Important to consider those items that allow tenants to age in place – colors, door
handles, wayfinding signs


General 
• Clarify the RFP/NOFA process for Washington County identified sites. There should be


an RFP process for high opportunity sites. Developers don’t want to inadvertently
compete with the county on purchasing sites.


• There should be an option for mixed-income housing.
• When the county does acquire a site, it should complete any zoning changes needed


before issuing an RFP for the site.
• Streamline the RFP process.
• Consider funding ADUs (Accessory Dwelling Units) that can be added to lots as a duplex


or quadplex.







Metro Affordable Housing Bond – Washington County Local Implementation Strategy Draft 1 
Outreach to City Councils – May 2019 – Feedback Summary 


Introduction: 


During the month of May 2019, the Department of Housing Services staff presented to each city council 
with the Washington County Metro Bond implementation area. The presentation included an overview 
of the Metro Bond, the unit production targets for Washington County, key components of the first 
draft of the County’s Local Implementation Strategy, as well as a timeline for revision and approval of 
the document. The slide deck from those presentations is included at the end of this summary. 


Cornelius City Council – Meeting May 6, 2019 


Questions: 
- How many people will be housed with those units?
- How will the lease-up process help ensure that people who were a part of the community


engagement process for a project have an opportunity to live in the housing once it is built?


Comments: 
- We would like to see more affordable housing in Cornelius, especially for families.
- The city has a large Hispanic population.
- The city is growing.


Sherwood City Council – Work Session May 7, 2019 


Questions: 
- How does 30%, 60%, 80% MFI compare to what a person earns working full-time at


minimum wage?
- What other community outreach have you done?
- How many units are targeted to serve households at 60% MFI?
- How will you make sure the units are built efficiently?


Comments: 
- Affordable housing is an important need.
- It will be important to determine a funding source for the supportive services before people


move into this housing that will be built.


Forest Grove City Council – Meeting May 13, 2019 


Questions: 
- How does 30%, 60%, 80% MFI compare to the method used to determine whether a family


qualifies for free/reduced lunch?
- How will these funds help existing affordable housing that does not have enough resources


to complete needed maintenance and repairs?
- In a rehab project, who owns the project once the work is completed?
- How does Project-Based Section 8 work?
- Do you think much funding/projects will come to smaller jurisdictions like Forest Grove?







Comments: 
- Half the school population qualifies for free/reduced lunch. There is a lot of need for


affordable housing here.
- Adelante Mujeres, Centro Cultural, and Virginia Garcia Medical Health Clinic are all good


resources in Forest Grove for the county to work with on this.
- Affordable housing is an important need throughout the region and the state, as well as in


Forest Grove.


Tigard City Council – Meeting May 14, 2019 


City of Tigard staff prepared a memo in advance of the meeting outlining their recommendations for 
revisions to the draft Local Implementation Strategy. That memo is attached.  


King City Council – Meeting May 15, 2019 


Questions: 
- When is the right time to be talking with the county about potential projects? How early is


too early?
- Are there environmental review requirements for Metro Bond projects?
- When will funds be available?
- Can Metro Bond funds be used to purchase sites?


Comments: 
- We have supported this bond and think it is important.
- There are only two lots of land available in current city boundaries. Their city is built out so


they have to build in the UGB.
- The City is interested in developing a mixed-use project in the new town center area (land


recently brought into the Urban Growth Boundary), that would include affordable housing,
along with a library, and possibly a new City Hall and TVF&R facility. The Cornelius Library
project is a good example of what they would like to do. This property still must be
purchased and go through a Master Planning process.


Tualatin City Council – Work Session May 28, 2019 


Questions: 
- When does Tualatin enter conversations with Washington County for what kind of assistance


can be offered for projects they are interested in?
- Is there an application cycle for Washington County bond funds?
- How would it work to acquire existing properties and do they have to be privately owned?
- Once LIS is in place, does Washington County screen them or is it metro, or the Housing


Authority? Who says yes to a project?
- Is Washington County expected to have harmony between the Washington County strategy and


the Metro strategy? If a project meets the Washington County LIS will in also meet Metro’s
requirements?


- Will the Housing Authority purchase buildings and operate them?
- Would Housing Authority maintenance costs come from the Bond funds?
- Are Project Based Vouchers an annual allocation or in perpetuity?
- What if funds are no deployed in 5-7 years?







- Will Washington County purchase land to develop with a non-profit or are we only interested in
existing buildings?


- How is the waiting list generated for those who wish to rent?
- What kind of outreach will be done with respect to various languages spoken? There are 47


languages spoken in the Tigard/Tualatin schools.
- If Tualatin builds 200 units who gets priority for those units? How is the criteria for entry laid out


so it’s an equitable process?
- Will some units be for people on disability?
- Tualatin has a plumbing/trades school. How does Washington County encourage partnerships


with organizations like that?
- Tualatin has just opened a day center for homeless families. Does Washington County know


these programs?
- Does Washington County anticipate sticking to the schedule presented or is there slipping


anticipated? Developers they are talking to are waiting on the LIS. When does Washington
County anticipate publishing the final LIS?


- 
Comments: 


- They have three possible projects/project sites


Durham City Council – Meeting May 28, 2019 


Questions: 
- Staff were asked to clarify the role of the Cities of Beaverton, Hillsboro, the Housing Authority


and the bond program implementation.
- Is the Metro Housing Bond a new approach for the region or is it tied into existing housing


efforts?
- Is there an estimate of the number of needed housing units for Washington County?
- Who are the underrepresented populations in Washington County that are targeted in the


Community Outreach Plan?
- How will the tax credit program will work? Do tax credits follow the tenant as they move to


different housing? How does the new tax credit program worked with Section 8 Housing
vouchers?


- What comes after this program expires in 5 years? Will there be a request to renew it? How will
the projects and programs continue?


- How will the funds would be dispersed throughout the jurisdictions in Washington County?
What factors will be used to site housing in the various jurisdictions. Are areas targeted for
affordable housing development?


- This program covers 10% of the affordable housing need in Washington County. How will the
remaining 90% of need will be addressed?


Comments: 







City of  Tigard 
Memorandum 


To: Honorable Mayor Jason Snider and Tigard City Council 


Cc: Komi Kalevor, Director, Housing Authority of Washington County 
Shannon Wilson, Housing Authority of Washington County  


From: Schuyler Warren, Associate Planner 


Re: Washington County Draft Local Implementation Strategy – Metro Bond 


Date: May 8, 2019 


The purpose of this memorandum is to provide staff comments on the draft Local 
Implementation Strategy (LIS) for Washington County. The LIS guides the use and allocation of 
funding to Washington County from the regional affordable housing bond passed by voters in 
November of 2018. 


Comment 1: Homeownership 
The strategy needs stronger language around affordable homeownership. Throughout the 
document, the focus is on rental, with little attention given to ownership. Page 3 includes the 
following introduction: 


“Housing developed will primarily be regulated affordable rental housing units, with the potential for regulated 
affordable home ownership units.” 


Recognizing that the income targets for the bond money will necessitate rental units for the lowest 
income bands, the targets for higher bedroom counts present an opportunity for affordable 
homeownership for families. Additionally, there will likely be significant competition for state 
subsidy to match bond dollars, meaning that bond dollars might be better spent in some cases on 
permanently affordable homeownership models that can utilize alternative subsidy and finance 
models to deliver units. Further, if the county is to truly follow the principles of racial equity as 
outlined on page 5 of the draft, then the history of racial segregation, redlining, and unfair lending 
practices that have disenfranchised minorities of the opportunities and wealth-building inherent in 
homeownership must be acknowledged and should begin to be at least partially rectified through 
this bond. None of these historic practices are mentioned or addressed in the section on racial equity 
for their contribution to the disproportionate minority need for affordable housing. While rental 
housing is important, it will not fully address the long-term ramifications for minority families of 
being excluded from the real estate market. Some level of commitment to addressing these issues is 
warranted. Finally, middle housing developments have been identified as a regional priority by Metro 
and many of the jurisdictions of Washington County. Regional bond dollars should be spent at least 







partially to demonstrate the viability of this regionally-prioritized housing type to help fill the gap in 
affordable homeownership. This is in line with the comment received on page 9 seeking “equitable 
distribution of housing in mixed-income areas with broad geographical dispersal.” 


City of Tigard staff recommend the following: 
• Address contributing factors to lower minority homeownership in racial equity


section.
• Acknowledge regional priority for middle housing.
• Include targets for ownership units in the “Framework Unit Production Targets for


Washington County” table.


Comment 2: Flexible Allocations 
City staff have some concerns about the operating principles agreed to by Washington County and 
the implementing jurisdictions of Beaverton and Hillsboro on page 4. The two entitlement cities 
each have an earmarked amount to allocate to developments within their jurisdiction. However, the 
following language makes those amounts flexible: 


“Second, each jurisdiction will have autonomy in project selection, commitment of bond resources, and oversight of bond 
funded projects. The jurisdictions may choose to collaborate on specific projects that will serve their individual as well as 
collective community needs. This may result in actual expenditure of the bond allocations across the three jurisdictions in 
a different blend than envisioned at the outset.” 


While some flexibility is warranted given that it would be difficult to spend the exact allocation amount 
in each implementing jurisdiction, the language in principle number 2 is overly broad and does not 
provide a guarantee that Beaverton and Hillsboro have an upper limit.  


City of Tigard staff recommend providing a specific flexibility target for each jurisdiction that 
cannot be exceeded. 


Comment 3: LIS Revision 
The LIS includes a provision for review and revision of the LIS after 18-24 months and 48-60 
months. Page 10 includes the following language: 


“…the review process will include community outreach and engagement, review and amendment by the Washington County 
Board of Commissioners, and submission to Metro’s Community Oversight Committee for review and approval.” 


This language does not specifically include outreach to the non-implementation jurisdictions. 


City of Tigard staff recommend including specific outreach and collaboration with non-
implementation jurisdictions in any review and revision of the LIS. 


Comment 4: Tigard Affordable Housing Targets 


Affordable housing need figures are identified in a table on page 11. Locally identified need 
figures were not included for Tigard. The Southwest Equitable Housing Strategy (2018) 







identified the following need in just the Southwest Corridor area of Tigard (along the planned 
SWC light rail alignment): 


• 730 constructed
• 850 acquired or converted
• Total: 1,580 homes


Based on these figures, the actual need throughout the city is much higher. 


City of Tigard staff recommend including the housing need identified in the Southwest 
Equitable Housing Strategy as a baseline need, acknowledging that citywide need is far 
higher. 


Comment 5: Metro Acquisition Funds 
One of the identified factors for evaluating potential projects (page 12) is land availability and 
cost: 


Land Availability and Cost. Buildable land that is also appropriately zoned and offered at a fair 
market price will be a high priority factor in determining the location of an affordable housing 
development. However, donated land meeting other factors will receive a very high priority. 


This factor does not specifically give weight to county or local jurisdiction coordination with 
Metro on land acquisition, using the funds earmarked from the bond for that purpose. 


Further, the section on the Metro acquisition program (page 15) states that the county will 
coordinate with Metro on identification of potential sites, but does not specifically state how 
local jurisdictions may participate in that process. 


City of Tigard staff recommend: 
• Including identifying the ability for the county, developers, and local jurisdictions


to coordinate for property acquisition with Metro as an evaluation factor.
• Include language affirmatively coordinating with and including local jurisdictions


in the identification process for potential Metro acquisition sites.







LIS Draft 1 Outreach to City Councils Slide Deck 5/17/2019


1


City Council Presentations
May 2019


Komi Kalevor, Executive Director
Shannon Wilson, Housing Development Coordinator


Housing Authority of Washington County


 $652.8 million in bond proceeds to be used in Washington,
Multnomah, Clackamas (area within the UGB)


 In Washington County - $188 million for housing projects; target
is to build or acquired 1,316 units of regulated affordable
housing in the county between 2019-2026 (5-7 years)


5/15/2019 Slide 2
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 Leading with Racial Equity and Community Engagement


 334 units (in Washington County) serving households at or
below 30% Median Family Income


 407 units for families (2+ bedroom units)


 Up to 81 units created serve ‘workforce households’ earning
61-80% Median Family Income


Household 
Size


30% Median 
Family 
Income


60% Median 
Family 
Income


80% Median 
Family 
Income


1 person $17,100 $34,200 $45,600
4 people $24,420 $48,840 $65,120


Source:  HUD.gov accessed on 9/10/2018


5/15/2019 Slide 3
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Key Features of LIS


 Each implementing jurisdiction develops their own strategy


 Outlines how the jurisdiction envisions achieving its unit
production target


 Four guiding principles


1. Housing development plan, including criteria and selection
process for projects


2. Strategy for advancing racial equity throughout
implementation


3. Engagement report summarizing how stakeholder input
shaped development of the strategy


4. Plan for ongoing community engagement


Slide 4
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 Each Implementing Jurisdiction develops its own
strategy
 Autonomy
 Collaboration
 Coordination


 Each Implementing Jurisdiction has a unique
strategy
 Land Availability
 Local Development Partners
 Major transportation and economic corridors
 High Opportunity Areas
 HUD –Qualified Census Tracts (QCTs) and Small Area Difficult to


Develop Areas (SADDAs)


5/15/2019 Slide 5


1) Housing Development Plan
 Targeted balance between HAWC-owned, private developer-


owned housing and non-profit developer-owned housing
 Geographic distribution of bond-funded projects
 Balance between new construction and acquisition/rehabilitation


of existing housing 
 Connection with supportive housing services


2) Strategy for advancing racial equity
 MWESB Contracting
 Affirmative outreach and marketing to target populations
 Low-barrier screening criteria
 Project Based Voucher (PBV) process


5/15/2019 Slide 6
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3) Community Engagement
 Coordinated outreach to communities of color
 Development community, public and private
 Identification of key issues and priorities for the community


4) Plan for Ongoing Community Engagement
 Phase 2 – contract with community engagement practitioner
 Focused on reaching underrepresented communities,


neighborhoods impacted by a proposed housing project, and
general community members


5/15/2019 Slide 7


 Maximize use of non-competitive resources


 Maximize use of private resources


 Maximize local resources
 Project Based Rental assistance
 Property tax exemption and/or PILOT agreement
 HAWC Conduit Bonds
 Housing Production Opportunity Fund and Washington County General


Fund
 Resources of partner jurisdictions


5/15/2019 Slide 8
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 4/23 – 30-day Public Comment period begins
 5/7 – Board of Commissioners Public Hearing
 5/1-5/31 – Presentations/Listening Sessions with each City


Council, Washington County Planning Commission and Policy
Advisory Board


 5/28 – Board of Commissioners Work Session to review LIS Draft 2
 6/11 – Board of Commissioners Work Session to review LIS Draft 3
 6/25 – Board of Commissioners considers approval of LIS
 7/24 – LIS review by Metro Community Oversight Committee
 8/1 – Metro Council considers approval of LIS


5/15/2019 Slide 9


For more information: 
https://www.co.washington.or.us/Housing/reg
ional-affordable-housing-bond.cfm


To provide public comment:
AffordableHousingBond@co.washington.or.us


5/15/2019 10Slide







Affordable Homeownership Developers LIS Input Conference Call 
June 4, 2019 
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Introduction: 


Department of Housing Services facilitated a conference call with affordable homeownership developers 
within Washington County to receive feedback on the draft of the County’s Local Implementation 
Strategy. The call included an overview of the Metro Bond, unit production targets, key components of 
the first draft of the County’s Local Implementation Strategy, as well as a timeline for revision and 
approval of the document. Metro staff also participated in the call to provide context and clarify specific 
requirements of bond funds when utilized for affordable homeownership.  


Key Comments: 


- Provide language in the Local Implementation Strategy that keeps the door open to
homeownership.


- Consider setting a unit target for homeownership.
- Developers can partner together and use a mixed income model to target lower Median


Family Income (MFI) levels.
- Donated land would help lower cost of projects.
- $100,000 per unit in Metro Bond funds would allow for the development of affordable


homeownership units (leveraged with other resources).
- Affordable homeownership developers do have a permanent affordability component,


upon every resale. It is also a shared equity model, and they utilize sweat equity.
- Using Metro bond funds to support affordable homeownership development helps achieve


Metro’s goal of advancing racial equity.







Washington County received five formal letters from individuals representing organizations that operate 
in the county. Letters were received from the following organizations are included in this appendix. 


- Bienestar
- Community And Shelter Assistance Corp. (CASA)
- Community Housing Fund (CHF)
- Community Partners for Affordable Housing (CPAH)
- Welcome Home Coalition
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June 11, 2019 


Washington County Chair Kathryn Harrington 


Board of Commissioners  


1551 N. 1st Avenue, MS-21 


Hillsboro, OR 97124 


Dear Chair Harrington and County Commissioners: 


I am writing to you regarding the most recent draft of Washington County’s Local 


Implementation Strategy (LIS) for the Metro Affordable Housing Bond.  I wish to commend the 


staff at Washington County’s Division of Housing Services for the hard work they are doing to 


develop the LIS and move along a process to ensure that the Metro Housing Bond funds benefit 


the community and serve those most in need of safe, stable and affordable housing.  


Bienestar has been a non-profit affordable housing developer operating in Washington County 


since the early 1980s. We got our start with a farmworker housing development in Forest Grove, 


to address the appalling conditions that existed in many farmworker housing camps. Over almost 


four decades of work, Bienestar has helped develop 13 multi-family properties that provide 


housing for farmworkers, working families and seniors. The organization has a long, rich history 


of doing the difficult work of affordable housing development in the County, at times even in the 


face of fierce resistance and even overt racism. Our commitment to provide housing, promote 


racial equity and build community in the properties we develop runs deep. 


Bienestar is also one of only two Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs) 


based in Washington County. Being a CHDO means we have a long-term commitment to this 


area, and that Bienestar exists not only to serve the community but to also be an important part of 


that same community. As a CHDO, Bienestar has embraced efforts to increase the funding for 


affordable housing in our County and worked hard to support the passage of the Metro Housing 


Bond. Our board of directors took the unusual step of endorsing the passage of the Metro 


Housing Bond, and several of our staff and residents worked to support the Metro Housing 


Bond’s campaign last fall.   


In that context, I would like to offer a few comments on the second draft of the LIS: 
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1) Bienestar supports consideration in Metro Housing Bond funding decisions for non-


profits and in particular non-profits with deep roots in the community and with a


demonstrated commitment to racial equity. The second draft of the LIS contains a set


aside for CHDOs and small non-profits, though I have heard that that set aside may


expand to include all non-profit developers. Although this set-aside is a good first step, I


would also ask that the County consider adding points for local non-profits in the scoring


of proposals through competitive projection-selection processes. Adding points in scoring


systems for local non-profits may achieve the same goal as a set aside but will ensure that


there is not a perception of a “ceiling” of funding for local nonprofit developers.


2) I am concerned by Appendix B in the draft LIS. The Appendix lists six projects for which


the County has apparently already selected sites and developers for projects, including


tentative commitments of Metro bond dollars, and lists seven other projects that appear to


be for illustration purposes only.  The list of six projects don’t seem consistent with the


principle of transparency that was central to the Metro bond’s framework and core


values. When Bienestar’s board endorsed the Metro bond and our staff and residents


advocated for it, we did so in part based on the promise of transparency. To me, the


following questions arise: How were these projects selected? What processes were used


to evaluate them? Why has there not been a public statement that the County is open to


receiving proposals even before the LIS is finalized and approved by the County


Commissioners?  I urge the County staff to be transparent about conversations being held


with potential developers who will access Metro bond dollars for their projects, and lay


out the process they intend to follow to select projects for Metro bond funding.


3) I also want to affirm Bienestar’s view that Washington County should be open to making


strategic investments of Metro housing bond dollars to support homeownership, when


appropriate. For low- and moderate-income working households, especially households


of color, homeownership not only provides housing stability and an opportunity to build


assets and create intergenerational wealth, but also frees up scarce units of affordable


rental housing for other households. Homeownership models that create permanent


affordability but allow homeowners to share in the appreciated value of their home


should be considered as an eligible use for Metro Housing Bond funds.


4) Finally, I urge the County staff to strongly consider how the LIS and Metro Housing


Bond implementation in Washington County will promote racial equity, and to lay down


clear markers and measurable outcomes for the promotion of racial equity. Bienestar has


been active in the Advancing Racial Equity work being undertaken by Vision Action


Network, the Coalition of Communities of Color, and other community-based partners.


The work being done by VAN should be considered complementary to the Metro


Housing Bond implementation that will roll out over the next several years. The impact
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of the Metro Housing Bond represents a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to promote racial 


equity in our community through the creation of housing opportunities for low-income 


families of color. However, this will only be effective if racial equity is made a priority in 


the implementation of the bond, as promised in the bond’s framework and core values. 


Thank you for taking the time to read my comments on the second draft of the LIS. I look 


forward to participating in upcoming meetings and providing testimony when the final draft of 


the LIS comes before the County Commissioners. Bienestar looks forward to deepening its 


commitment to providing affordable housing in Washington County as the Metro Housing Bond 


is implemented.  


Sincerely, 


Nathan Teske 


Executive Director, Bienestar 


503-481-0529


nteske@bienestar-or.org



mailto:nteske@bienestar-or.org





May 20, 2019 


Washington County Chair Kathryn Harrington 
Board of Commissioners 
155 N. First Avenue, MS-21 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 


RE:  Metro Affordable Housing Bond – Local Implementation Strategy 


Dear Chair Harrington and Members of the Commission: 


I want to thank the Housing Authority of Washington County (HAWC) and County staff for the 
time and effort put into the County’s Local Implementation Strategy (LIS).  Given the short time 
frame in which the LIS came together, we appreciate that significant effort went in to the public 
engagement strategy and look forward to seeing the next two iterations before the draft is 
finalized.   We also know that the engagement strategy is ongoing and that the plan specifically 
spells out additional checkpoints that will allow the plan to “trued up” as needed. 


A key stipulation of the bond is to ensure positive outcomes in serving culturally-specific 
populations.  CASA of Oregon has been serving communities of color in the county for more than 
three decades and is looking forward to working to ensure the equity work undertaken by the 
county will serve many of these populations.   


We want to make sure that the populations that are typically least likely to be served by the 
county have an opportunity to: 


 participate in the county’s analysis of need,
 are included in marketing efforts,
 are considered when planning for all aspects of the housing,
 apply for the housing and are not immediately “screened out” by high barriers or culturally


inappropriate management companies
 are considered when designing services and
 are eligible to receive culturally appropriate services


HOMEOWNERSHIP 
A key to closing the disparity in wealth between whites and people of color (POC) is giving POC 


the opportunity to gain wealth via homeownership.  Since advancing racial equity is a priority for 


implementation of the bond proceeds, providing home ownership opportunities is one of the best 


ways to achieve it.  Yet homeownership is barely mentioned in the first draft of the LIS   When it is 







mentioned in the introduction, it is only identified as a “potential”   There is additional language 


that alludes to the “possibility that homeownership units may be supported” but no language that 


shows the county is serious about closing the racial wealth gap via homeownership. 


We think the plan needs to specifically call out homeownership and to put some numbers on it.   


By ignoring homeownership as a strategy within the plan, the county is missing an opportunity at 


truly creating equity for communities of color.  While the investment per unit for home ownership 


might be higher than for rental units, the trade-off is worth it.  The studies are clear of the benefits 


of homeownership not only as a wealth-building tool but also in the social outcomes of children 


and the civic engagement of owners. Homeownership is a tool that the dominant culture has been 


able to avail itself of and one that COC have been systematically been denied access to.   


The HAWC has a self-sufficiency program where it’s clients can access funds to use for 


homeownership.  In addition, a number of organizations in the county provide homeownership via 


Individual Development Accounts.  The plan should identify these additional funding sources and 


the opportunity they present to be coupled with the bond money for homeownership. 


CASA also assists residents in manufactured home communities (MHCs) to purchase their 


communities and own them as resident-owned cooperatives (ROCs).  The ROCs serve a majority of 


folks earning at or below 60% of AMI.  A significant number are also at or below 30%.  This makes 


calling out the preservation of MHCs a particularly appropriate strategy for serving the 


households being targeted by the bond. 


We believe that there are many opportunities within the LIS to call out homeownership as an 


opportunity to advance racial equity.  We encourage the county to be explicit about why some of 


the bond funds must be committed to the creation and preservation of home ownership. 


RESOURCING SERVICE PROVIDERS 


A key to successful projects, particularly serving the population envisioned by the bond (ie, those 


earning less than 30%  and POC) means that projects will need to resource culturally-specific and 


culturally-serving organizations.  These are the organizations that will do the outreach, service 


provision, assist in lease up and other activities that will lead to successful outcomes. 


While the plan talks about “ …(utilizing) its project-based vouchers in different ways to leverage 


and support providers who can bring services to the table” and the goes on to also state that the 


“provision of supportive services is essential”, the plan does not detail what this means.  Without 


clarity on how services are to be provided, they are likely to be the first thing cut from a budget.  







Service provision must be a priority and should be clearly spelled out who is providing the 


services and what those services entail and how those services will be resourced.     


There is further discussion in the plan about the “formation of culturally specific partnerships” 


and the “linking of supportive services” yet no actual promises are made to pay for either of these.  


Without any promises to actually resource this work, culturally-specific and culturally-serving 


organizations will likely be asked do the work for little or no money.  This is stark contrast to a  


discussion about the Organizing Plan for Implementation which discusses resourcing the HAWC 


but says nothing about resourcing the existing local community non-profits and the organizations 


that are currently providing supports.  


Community Engagement: We are pleased that the county is looking at community engagement as 
an ongoing strategy.  We anticipate that this strategy will continue beyond the life of the bond as 
the need for culturally specific services will continue long into the future. 


 The County’s plan to contract engagement services is welcome.  We hope that this means
using organizations that are already respected in the community and that have the
culturally-specific lens necessary to make the engagement meaningful.


 In our experience of developing housing for farmworkers and their families, each stage of
the housing development process requires an equity lens:


o the community engagement strategy to determine where and what to build
o the process of designing the buildings
o the engagement of community organizations to provide services
o the marketing plan for the units
o the low-barrier screening process
o the implementation of the screening process and ultimate rent up.


Without being intentional at all of these stages, the default option is that the units will end up 
being occupied by the dominant population.  Please include in the plan that local organizations 
will be resourced and deliberate and intentional steps will be taken to use an equity lens on each 
housing project. 


Thanks for the opportunity to comment and we look forward to continued discussions on how to 
deploy this significant new resource in Washington County.  


Kind Regards, 


Peter Hainley 
Executive Director 







Community Housing Fund 
3700 SW Murray Blvd., #190 


Beaverton, OR 97005 
503.846.5790 


May 6, 2019 


Washington County Chair Kathryn Harrington 
and Board of Commissioners 
155 N. First Avenue, MS-21 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 


RE:  Comments of Draft 1/Metro RAHBP, Washington County LIS 


Dear Chair Harrington and Members of the Board: 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the first draft of the County’s Local Implementation 
Strategy (LIS) for the recent Metro housing bond. We sincerely appreciate the amount of work that 
multiple departments and jurisdictions have put into this draft strategy over the past six months. We 
know that you will have a relatively short time to review drafts prior to finalization and submission to 
Metro in June. We are pleased to see that there will be at least two additional checkpoints for you as 
bond experience is accumulated and needs reports are updated over the next five years. 


There is no doubt that meeting the targets outlined in the LIS will be a heavy lift that will require a variety 
of existing and new resources. As a long-term Washington County partner in the housing arena, the 
Community Housing Fund (CHF) looks forward to both the challenges (increased housing production and 
services alignment) and opportunities (to create minority contracting targets, increase culturally specific 
outreach and services, revise tenant screening criteria)—which will help us address many of the historic 
inequities that our housing policies at the local, state and federal levels have created and reinforced.  


We have several comments for consideration as you move forward with the LIS: 


Community Engagement: We appreciate the new and additional community engagement strategies the 
County is employing, on a broader basis, and for the LIS in particular:  


• The County’s new consolidated on-line calendar is a valuable tool and adding the housing bond to
the County’s home page makes comment opportunities much more visible—which is appropriate
given the level of resources being deployed.


• With the LIS Phase I outreach, staff visited a wide variety of groups at their regular meeting times
during the day. Most of these meetings took place before a draft LIS was available, so we are
pleased that DHS/HAWC has arranged another meeting for housing sponsors next week to
provide more detailed feedback.







• Most County boards and commissions meet during the day. For cities within the county, boards
and commissions more frequently meet in the evening, with “technical advisory committees” of
stakeholder held during the day. This may impact the breadth of involvement. Some cities have
reported that 40% of recent applicants to boards and commissions have self-reported as
members of communities of color. With commitment to programs such as Civic Leaders, it
appears the County’s diversity on boards and commissions will similarly grow. At least one well-
advertised evening or weekend open house or public hearing related to the LIS would go a long
way towards demonstrating the County’s intentionality in gathering the broadest feedback.


Project Selection Criteria: Given the variety of priorities under consideration, the 8-10 projects 
anticipated with this funding may not fall into any particular areas related to need, geography, or target 
population. This is not a new dilemma—housing policies at local, state and federal levels have historically 
struggled with preferences to target resources to particular communities (i.e. areas with minority or 
poverty concentrations) vs. the desire to building housing in areas of high opportunity. Hence, the 
question asked repeatedly during Phase I outreach: If housing prices were not a barrier, which community 
would you choose to live in?  


• Given higher need estimates in certain communities (i.e. Tigard and Forest Grove), it might be
appropriate to provide geographic preference points that would prioritize some resources. Since
we know a beta project is currently under review in Tigard, this may happen organically, but is an
important consideration.


Threshold Requirements:  


• 10% MWESB is a lower target than many other jurisdictions will establish for Metro bond funds.
While this is a new arena for contractors working in Washington County, setting a stretch goal
may be what is needed to achieve real change. We know that the current beta project would be
built by a sponsor who has set a voluntary target of 20%, by a contractor who has often exceeded
that on other projects. We would prefer to see this set at 20%.


• Affirmative outreach and marketing, as well as revision of screening criteria will require extensive
work with sponsors and management agents. Some of the administrative resources associated
with the bond will likely need to be targeted to this work.


Competitive Selection Criteria: 


• Nonprofit Preference: We appreciate the preference for nonprofit sponsors, particularly for
special needs projects, but want to ensure that consideration is given to both the housing and
services budgets to make sure these projects are “whole” and can function successfully for the
long run. It would be unfair and unwise to assume nonprofits can/will work to fill gaps not filled
by the bond or County.


• Permanent Supportive Housing: Reflecting on the Tri-County Report, we know how important the
coordination of resources is for successful PSH. We would like to see a definitive link between the
bond resources and the development of these units. Services required for this population go
beyond those provided “in general” for units targeted to those at 30% of area median income
and below.


• Culturally Specific Services: We lack a strong infrastructure in Washington County, especially in
the property management arena for marketing to diverse populations. With the County’s







leadership in this arena, this will need to focus on grassroots distribution of information, not 
depending on the usual print and electronic. 


• Universal Design: How will we increase the number of accessible and visitable units through the
development of bond projects? Will this be based on education and outreach, preference points?


Maximizing Non-Competitive Resources: 


This is a good approach, but with 8-10 projects we know there will be a variety of financing plans, some 
including competitive resources (9% LIHTC, HOME), and others structured solely with local incentives and 
Metro and 4% bonds. Maintaining a pipeline of “other” projects may be challenging, given that we know 
there will be gaps to fill even in these “non-competitive” models. The County’s Housing Production 
Opportunity Fund is a more critical resource than ever, and we appreciate your creation of this critical 
resource a few years ago. We support an increased allocation in this year’s County budget. 


In short, we look forward to continued discussion on this exciting new resource in Washington County, 
and how it can most effectively be deployed. We know that staff are working hard with limited resources 
and a short time frame.  


We look forward to partnering with you, and the Cities of Beaverton and Hillsboro, to develop thousands 
of new homes in the coming decade, many of which would not have been possible without the Metro 
housing bond. We know there are many stretch goals and new initiatives to refine to ensure that the 
funds address longstanding racial disparities in our housing markets. As Washington County’s Vision 
notes: “…the fulfillment of our community vision will require governments, business, nonprofits, religious 
and civic organizations to align passion and resources to serve our community…” The Metro bond 
provides an excellent opportunity for us to work towards that end. 


Sincerely, 


Sheila Greenlaw-Fink 
Executive Director 
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June 7, 2019 


Washington County Chair Kathryn Harrington 
Board of Commissioners 
155 N. First Avenue, MS-21 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 


RE: Metro Affordable Housing Bond - Local Implementation Strategy 


Dear Chair Harrington and Members of the Commission: 


Thank you so much for the work you are doing to support the development of affordable housing 
in Washington County. At Community Partners for Affordable Housing (CPAH), we are 
looking forward to the implementation of the bond, along with other housing resources, to 
address some of the great need in the community. 


CP AH has been part of the Washington County community since 1993 and is dedicated to safe, 
healthy and sustainable housing for families, seniors and people with disabilities. We are deeply 
committed to a world of housing justice, where everyone has a safe and healthy home to live in. 
CP AH has been building and rehabilitating rental housing, managing that housing, and providing 
service to our residents. We are currently about to break ground (this year) on two projects - one 
in the Tigard Triangle and the other in Beaverton. 


We thank the board and staff for the attention paid to supporting local non-profits in this work. 
We have been here a long time and our intention is to stay. As a Community Housing 
Development Organization (CHDO), we take our commitment to Washington as an important 
part of our organizational goals. We work hard to stay connected to local planning efforts and 
projects, participating in numerous committee meetings and planning opportunities. We have 
partnerships with local agencies and service organizations and dedicate time and effort to 
maintaining those relationships for the benefit to our current residents and future residents. 


Along with our appreciation to staff and elected officials for the work that has gone into the 
Local Implementation Strategy, we have some additional comments and concerns that we would 
like to share. 


1- We are pleased that there is some commitment to working with housing non-profits. In
the Local Implementation Strategy (LIS), you call out a set-aside for CHDO's and I
understand that may broaden to housing non-profits in general. As a CHDO, we do have
a special role to serve this community and to represent low-income people who live here.
However, regardless of this, our hope is that any set-aside is a floor, not a ceiling. It is
our belief that housing non-profits bring with them rich benefits that include strong
partnerships, a commitment to low-barrier housing, and ongoing support for our
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community partners in housing efforts. We think that these qualities should assist our 
organizations in scoring during a selection process. We believe that there are ways to 
prioritize non-profits that recognize the added important benefits we bring to the projects. 


2 - We are very concerned about the long list of projects included in the LIS as an 
attachment. From this list, it appears that decisions or early commitments have been 
made to a number of projects. However, based on previous information, we were under 
the impression that there would be some notice of funding available to the community 
that would include opportunities to apply. We were also under the impression that there 
would be a clear and transparent process for most of the funds involved and that funds 
would be available starting in the late fall or early winter, not all at once. 


While we are totally on board with the need for a "Phase One Project", the appearance of 
early commitments is off key. The overall goals of the Metro bond, including leading 
with racial equity, are best achieved through open and clear processes. Additionally, we 
think early commitments do not support the thoughtful portfolio planning approach that 
the LIS intends, as indicated in the strategy. 


3 - We urge the county to be more specific as you think through how to operationalize equity 
and supportive housing. How will you measure success? These goals will not be 
achieved simply through intentions. And while priorities are hard to set regarding project 
selection criteria, without being more specific those priorities will shift to be the easiest 
projects to complete. 


Again, thank you for your efforts, successes with community engagement, and dedication to this 
issue. The county staff we work with are passionate and believe strongly in the benefits of 
affordable housing. 


We look forward to continuing our long partnership with Washington County. 


�-v[.c.--_)� 
Rachael Duke 
Executive Director 
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June 11, 2019 


Washington County Chair Kathryn Harrington 
Board of Commissioners 
155 N. First Avenue 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 


RE: Second Draft of Washington County’s Metro Housing Bond Local Implementation Strategy 


Chair Harrington and Members of the Commission: 


Thank you for your work and for the work of the County staff in drafting the County’s Local 
Implementation Strategy (LIS) for Metro’s affordable housing bond. As a coalition of dozens of 
organizations — many from Washington County — committed to finding dedicated revenue sources that 
increase the supply of and access to affordable housing, the Welcome Home Coalition is excited to see 
this work unfold.  


In your consideration of potential changes made to the third version of the draft LIS, we would encourage 
the items below. 


1. Expand housing for our most vulnerable neighbors


The current version of the LIS has Washington County aiming to develop 334 units for
households at 30 percent area median income (AMI) and below, the threshold identified in
Metro’s bond framework. This threshold ought to be a floor, and we would encourage the County
to look for ways to increase the development of units for our most vulnerable neighbors beyond
this threshold.


Similarly, the current LIS has Washington County developing 407 units with two or more
bedrooms. Again, this is the threshold that we would consider a floor outlined in the Metro bond
framework. We would urge the County to seek ways to increase this number, as it will be critical
for improving housing security for vulnerable families.


We are glad to see language that projects with higher percentages of units at or below 30 percent
AMI or with 2+ bedrooms being given a larger share of available funding. That is a worthy
component that we would hope to see in the finalized LIS.


2. Lead with racial equity


Generally speaking, the second draft of the LIS makes improvements on the first version,
particularly in the use of more affirming language in the County’s commitment to racial equity. As
the County aptly notes, Washington County is our state’s most racially diverse county. As such, it
is particularly critical that Washington County’s racial equity plan be one that is actionable and







measurable. There are several ways in which the second version of the LIS could be strengthened 
to this point. 


First, we would urge the County to strengthen its minority, women, and emerging small business 
(MWESB) goals. We are encouraged to see the County increase its aspirational goal to 20 percent 
of contracting done with MWESB businesses, but that goal ought to be a standard, not simply 
aspiration. We should maximize the available bond dollars to their fullest extent by addressing 
the housing crisis while investing in historically marginalized communities.  


Second, the most recent draft of the LIS appears to add additional screening requirements for 
tenants, particularly by increasing barriers for individuals who have been convicted of a criminal 
offense. Because of the historical and current systemic racism in our criminal justice system, a 
disproportionate number of people of color have had involvement with the justice system and 
thus are disproportionately screened out of housing. We appreciate the effort to reduce barriers 
to tenant access but feel that the first draft of the LIS tenant screening criteria better advances 
racial equity, with its emphasis on only considering convictions that may impact tenant success 
and excluding arrests from consideration. As currently written, the LIS is unclear whether 
documentation of a disability and evidence of rehabilitation must be shown for all convictions, or 
only recent ones. We recommend that this language be clarified so that project sponsors must 
consider the nature of the underlying conduct for any conviction, and limiting the "look-back" 
period for criminal convictions. By tying consideration of convictions to those which most greatly 
impact tenant success, the County can better achieve its goal of racial equity.  


Lastly, we would urge the County to continue finding ways to conduct outreach to communities of 
color and culturally-specific organizations. To date, it appears that outreach has been split 
between service providers and people affected by housing insecurity. We would urge the County 
to continue outreach to people affected by housing insecurity, particularly those in communities 
of color, and ensure that outreach is done using materials in people’s first languages.  


3. CHDO set aside


We were encouraged to see a $25 million set aside for Community Housing Development
Organizations (CHDO’s) in the most recent draft of the LIS. As you likely know, CHDO’s receive
their designation in part by having at least one-third of their board made up of representatives of
the low-income community. Moreover, CHDO’s must create formal processes for input from the
communities they serve regarding the design of projects, where they are sited, how properties are
managed, and other critical factors. We would hope to see this set aside remain in the final LIS as
part of the County’s broader equity strategy, as it would ensure a level of community input and
control over those projects.


4. Project financing


The current draft of the LIS indicates the County has added 9 percent Low Income Housing Tax
Credits (LIHTC) as a possible funding source As you know, 9 percent credits are competitive, and
the application process is time consuming. The modeling for the bond was done with the
assumption of using only 4 percent LIHTCs and we would encourage the County to not rely too
heavily on financing that ultimately might not be available, would take much longer to implement
and is a primary source of funding for non-bond funded projects.







5. Ongoing transparency


We are concerned about the contents of Appendix B. It is not clear whether this is indeed the
case, but the level of specificity in the table suggests that a process for developing certain
projects may already be underway. If that is the case, we would urge the County to pause and
allow for the LIS to be finalized, particularly in light of the racial equity goals spelled out in the
draft LIS. It is important that those goals be clear and quantifiable prior to any decisions
regarding specific projects being made, and it will be crucial that communities feel like they have
input into project implementation.


Again, we want to thank you and the County staff for your dedication to this important work. We know this 
implementation is a major undertaking, and we appreciate your consideration for the items raised above. 
We look forward to working with you to ensure the successful implementation of these bond dollars.  


Sincerely, 


Tyler Mac Innis, Coalition Director 







In Spring 2019, Metro conducted a regionwide online survey on housing. 77 individuals from 
Washington County responded to the survey. Metro has provided the following summary of the survey 
results for Washington County.  


In additional Metro staff also coordinated with the Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon (APANO) 
to conduct one-on-one interviews with individuals from that community between April 17-April 24. A 
summary of those interviews is provided following the survey results.  
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Q2 What other things about the area you picked (beyond what's close by)
make it a good location for new affordable housing?
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Q6 What types of services, programs, and/or support are needed to
overcome these challenges?
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Q7 What other advice do you have for housing providers to make sure
the people who most need affordable homes can be successful?
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Q8 What is your current zip code?
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What:​ Summary of 7 one-on-one interviews based on questions from Metro regarding housing, 
transportation, and parks  
Who: ​Interviews conducted by Jairaj Singh - Community Outreach Manager at APANO - with 
South Asian identified adults in Washington County, Oregon  
When:​ Interviews conducted between April 17th - April 24th, 2019 


Questions/Topics and Responses: 
What makes a place great? 


● Walking distance to work and access to public transit
● Ease of access to workplace, grocery store, recreation activities, close to friends, and


airport
● Any place that meets children's needs, an area that also suits families, young


professionals, and couples with no kids
● Quality schools, opportunities for after school activities, recreational centers, mixed use


and also single family homes, places to volunteer, stores for all income levels, diverse
housing


● Access to quality parks, libraries, places to gather and celebrate events - festivals and
markets - developments such as Orenco station - T.O.D. sites


● Lack of traffic congestion and close to nature


Housing
How do people in your community find affordable housing? 


● “Generally hard to find”, internet, real estate agents, city resources, or drive around
different places


What are the biggest challenges people face when trying to find a place to live? 
● Minumum income requirements, past circumstances, high cost of housing/rent, property


taxes are too high, and discrimination for loan approvals


What are the biggest challenges people face when trying to find a place to live? 
● Not having a steady employment and paycheck, lack of financial resources and support -


ex. those in retirement
● Past or changing circumstances - health issues, loss of job, rise in cost of housing, as


well as property taxes and utilities, more wealthier people moving in and displacing
lower-income residents
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What services, programs, and/or support are needed to overcome these challenges? 
● Housing resource centers that are quick, efficient, and practical for community members


and immigrants seeking stable housing - making mortgages possible
● More governmental/professional advocates, policy changes - especially around zoning


laws and regulations in order to allow for the development of community centers and
affordable housing in communities of color


● Rent assistance programs, stop-gap measures on property taxes for long-time owners
● Language translation and interpretation, support with technology, financial literacy -


especially around refinancing


Parks 
● Funding for the long-term ranked the highest on average for the one-on-one interviews


conducted, specifically making playgrounds with environmentally friendly materials and
use displays to teach visitors about nature and how to protect it for future generations


○ This criteria was followed by: Reduce Pollution, Disability Accessibility, Metro
Destinations, Contracting


Transportation 
● What makes trips difficult or uncomfortable?


○ Traffic congestion at peak hours and length of commute
○ Low frequency of buses and overcrowding, lack of connectivity and affordability


in regards to public transit
○ Lack of separated sidewalks
○ Concern for houseless population on trails


● Cleaner buses: replacing diesel buses with clean and quiet electric buses ranked on
average the highest from the one-on-one interviews - the main concern is that it is
expensive and should not be funded on the backs of low income residents


● Safety improvements: wider and separated sidewalks, more bus shelters to protect from
cold and rain


● Technology: wifi at transit stops was not a priority, but expanding the use of traffic lights
that work together to keep traffic moving, and more time for elderly to cross through
crosswalks


● During several interview discussions there was a general need and demand for a more
extensive, affordable, comfortable and efficient public transit system
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Appendix D – Glossary 


Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) 
An ADU is a second living unit, limited in size, allowed with a single family home. ADUs may be built 
within a primary residence (as in an attic or basement), attached to the primary residence (an addition), 
or detached from the primary residence (such as conversion of a detached garage or construction of a 
new free-standing unit). 


Affordable housing 
Housing is considered affordable when housing costs total no more than 30 percent of the household’s 
gross income. Housing costs include: rent or mortgage payments (including insurance and taxes), and 
basic utility costs (electricity, water, garbage, etc.). 


Appropriately zoned 
Property that is zoned for the intended use versus requesting a zoning change which can be time 
consuming and costly. 


CHAS data 
CHAS stands for Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy. These data are comprised of custom 
tabulations of American Community Survey (ACS) data from the US Census Bureau and are received 
annually by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). These data demonstrate the 
extent of housing problems and housing needs, particularly for low-income households.  


Chronically homeless 
Chronically homeless means: (1) A ‘‘homeless individual with a disability,’’ who: (i) Lives in a place not 
meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter; and (ii) Has been homeless 
continuously for at least 12 months or on at least 4 separate occasions in the last 3 years the combined 
occasions equal at least 12 months; (2) An individual who has been residing in an institutional care 
facility, including a jail, substance abuse or mental health treatment facility, hospital, or other similar 
facility, for fewer than 90 days and met all of the criteria in paragraph (1) of this definition, before 
entering that facility; or (3) A family with an adult head of household (or if there is no adult in the family, 
a minor head of household) who meets all of the criteria in paragraph (1) or (2) of this definition, 
including a family whose composition has fluctuated while the head of household has been homeless. 
(24 CFR 578.3) 


Community engagement 
Community engagement is a way of developing a working relationship between public bodies (such as 
local governments) and community groups. 


Consolidated Plan 
The Consolidated Plan is a five-year housing and community development strategic plan that is based on 
quantitative and qualitative data collection combined with community engagement (involving county 
departments, city partners, state agencies, non-profit partners and community members) to inform how 
to best utilize the scarce federal resources over the five year period. The U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) requires that jurisdictions receiving Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships and Emergency Solutions Grant program funds produce 
the Consolidated Plan in order to receive their federal funding allocation. 
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Culturally specific  
The term is used usually in connection with a “thing” such as “outreach” or “services” and means that 
the outreach or services are designed for and conducted by the cultural group being targeted. 


Density bonus 
A density bonus allows a greater number/percentage of dwelling units on a site than code standards 
would normally allow. When a jurisdiction allows a density bonus it is commonly in exchange for a 
developer’s commitment to provide a share of affordable housing units and/or certain other amenities 
intended to benefit the public. If affordable housing is the goal, some jurisdictions may pair the density 
bonus allowance with other incentives such as reduced development fees. 


Fair Housing Act 
The Fair Housing Act, or Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, originally prohibited housing 
discrimination based solely on race, color, religion or national origin. In 1988, Congress expanded the 
law to include people with disabilities as a protected category within the terms of the Fair Housing Act. 


Fair market value 
The price a property would sell for on the open market, which is based on an appraisal comparing the 
values of other similar, nearby, recently sold properties.   


Gentrification 
Most often defined as redevelopment of deteriorating neighborhoods that results in displacement of 
current residents (who often represent lower income and/or minority populations) by more affluent 
residents. Some research suggests that gentrification does not always result in displacement and other 
factors can be at play, such as existing resident incomes rising, higher income housing is built in 
deteriorating neighborhoods, or low income residents moving out due to regular reasons such as 
marriage/divorce, job change, children, etc. (A Picture of Gentrification, December 2017, Reid Ewing, 
Planning Magazine) although there are many who disagree with this research. 


HUD 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, which oversees the Community Development 
Block Grants (CDBG), HOME, Public Housing and Housing Choice Voucher programs, to name a few. 


Low-income household 
As widely defined by governmental and nonprofit organizations, a household with an income at or 
below 80 percent of area median income. The numbers are determined by HUD and adjusted for family 
size. See “Median Family Income.” 


Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 
A tax incentive created in the Tax Reform Act of 1986 that is designed to attract equity capital for 
investment in rent restricted affordable housing. The program encourages the production of affordable 
housing by offering owners tax credits for a ten year period based on the cost of development and the 
number of low income units produced. 


Market rate housing 
Rental or for-purchase housing that is not regulated by a government agency and the market 
determines the price. 
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Median Family Income (MFI) 
A term used by most federal programs to describe published income standards for various areas of the 
country that are used as benchmarks for determining households’ eligibility for federally funded 
programs. “Median” means that half of all households in the area are estimated to have more than this 
amount of income and half have less; a household is everyone living within the home and they do not 
have to be related. Washington County is in the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro OR-WA Metropolitan 
Statistical Area which consists of Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah, Washington, and Yamhill Counties 
in Oregon, and Clark and Skamania Counties in Washington. 


Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) 
Low-barrier, deeply affordable housing with supportive services to help people live with stability, 
autonomy and dignity. Supportive housing is for highly vulnerable people who have complex health 
needs, including those with untreated or undertreated mental illness and addictions and have long-term 
homelessness in their background. Qualification to live in the housing does not expire after a certain 
amount of time therefore the housing in permanent. 


Project Based Voucher (PBV) 
Project Based Vouchers (PBVs) are part of the Housing Choice Voucher Program, which is the federal 
government’s major program providing rental assistance to eligible families, the elderly, and the 
disabled that allows them to rent units in the private rental market. Housing choice vouchers are 
administered locally by public housing agencies. The subsidy is paid directly to the landlord and the 
difference is paid by the tenant. Project based vouchers are issued to a specific property and the project 
based units are rented to income qualified families. The voucher stays with the property whose 
construction and/or operations are usually funded through local, state and federal programs and 
already has rent restrictions. The project based vouchers allow these properties to serve people and 
families at extremely low incomes (<30 percent MFI). 


Project cost efficiency 
Instituting best practices in order to build affordable housing at a lower cost without sacrificing quality. 


Racial equity 
Inequity that results from structural racism (policies, practices and cultural norms). When skin color no 
longer determines socioeconomic outcomes, racial equity will be achieved. 


Equitable Housing 
Diverse, quality, physically accessible, affordable housing choices with access to opportunities, services 
and amenities. 


Equity 
Addressing people where they are at and providing what is needed to be successful. Often described 
along with equality, which gives everyone the same assistance whereas equity acknowledges people are 
starting from different places and people need differing levels of help to in order to succeed. 


Regulated affordable housing 
Income-restricted or regulated housing, generally funded by state, local or federal government, that is 
available only to residents who earn less than the area median income (AMI), usually 60 percent AMI, 
but sometimes up to 80 percent AMI. 
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Rental assistance 
Participants pay a portion of their adjusted gross income (i.e. income after standard 
deductions) for rent and the remainder of the rent is paid by a voucher that is funded by local, 
state, federal, or sometimes private, funding sources. Examples are Section 8, Housing Choice 
Vouchers, and short term rental assistance that prevents eviction and homelessness. 


Resident services 
Services available to residents of “regulated affordable housing” that are often required by government 
funders when they supply construction and/or operating funds for a project. Services provided can 
include classes such as how to balance a budget or be a good renter, how to cook healthy meals, after 
school homework clubs and mobile medical exams. 
Section 8 
One of the Housing Choice Voucher Program Voucher programs in which participants pay a portion of 
their adjusted gross income (i.e. income after standard deductions) for rent and the remainder of the 
rent is paid by HUD. Section 8 is either project based or tenant based. See “Housing Choice Voucher 
Program.” 


System Development Charges (SDCs) 
A system development charge is a one-time fee imposed on new development to equitably recover the 
cost of expanding infrastructure capacity to serve new customers. SDCs are not taxes—they are 
collected for a specific purpose and provide a distinct benefit to the persons who pay the fee. SDC 
revenue is restricted by statute, and SDC revenue must be used to provide needed capital 
improvements. SDCs are generally paid at the same time as development permits. 


Target population 
The people for whom housing is intended whether the criteria is income based, such as <60% MFI, or a 
population based such as farmworkers or those with Severe and Persistent Mental Illness (SPMI). 


Trauma informed outreach 
Trauma informed engagement opportunities and environments allow for the acknowledgment of the 
existence of community-level trauma which stems from historic and structural conditions of racism, 
disenfranchisement, and isolation and encourages transparency about what partners representing 
traditional positions of power (such as government agencies) are offering or asking.  Examples of trauma 
informed engagement opportunities might include:  acknowledgment of harm done in the past; 
ensuring consistency with process; peer to peer approaches and/or facilitation by peers; and, barrier 
free participation such as location (government building vs. library or community center), childcare, 
accessibility, and compensation. 
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LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY REQUIREMENT S CHECKLIST  

Meets 
requirements? 1. Development Plan to 

achieve the Unit 

Production Targets that 

includes the following 

elements: 

 
 
 
Metro Staff Notes Oversight Committee Notes 
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  1a. Anticipated number, 

size, and range of project 

types (estimates are 

acceptable) and cost 

containment strategies to 

achieve local share of unit 

production targets 

(including 30% AMI and 

family-size unit goals and 

the cap on units at 61-80% 

AMI) using local share of 

eligible funding; 

Anticipated Project Types:  
The Housing Authority of Clackamas County (HACC) is eligible to receive up to $116,188,094 in Housing Bond funds to support at least 
812 units of affordable housing, including 333 units of housing affordable for households with incomes at/below 30% of area median 
income (AMI) and at least 406 units sized for families, with two or more bedrooms. HACC expects that the Bond funds may provide 
support for a total of approximately 8-12 projects. HACC intends to directly develop/own approximately 450 units of bond financed 
housing (55% of their total unit target) and to work in partnership with skilled developers owners to provide the remaining units. 
Approximately $63.9 million of the County’s eligible share of bond funding (55% of total bond funding available in the county) will 
support projects sponsored by HACC, while the remaining $52.5 million will be available for projects sponsored by non-profit or for-
profit developers inside Metro’s jurisdictional boundary.  HACC recognizes that in order to accomplish the overall unit target, it will need 
to have an average Housing Bond expenditure per unit of approximately $143,000. Some projects may receive significantly fewer Bond 
funds than this amount, while others may receive significantly more.  
 
HACC will focus its Bond financed affordable housing on new construction multi-family rental projects and may also consider multi-family 
acquisition/rehabilitation projects. Additionally, HACC is considering investing Bond resources in homeownership strategies should the 
right location and opportunity arise. In the community engagement, participants from communities of color strongly emphasized a desire 
to see Bond resources promoting access to home ownership among communities of color in Clackamas County.  
 
HACC is working on master plans to re-position its existing public housing portfolio. There are currently three primary public housing 
sites—Hillside Park, Clackamas Heights, and Oregon City View Manor. Long-term plans for these sites may include possible sales of 
current land holdings associated with these sites, possible purchases of adjacent sites and ultimately the re-development of the bulk of 
the existing 300 units into new communities. These projects are some of the oldest public housing in Oregon. They have a number of 
problems including poor physical condition, poor use of land, poor locations and over concentration of lower income households. HACC’s 
goal is to embark on community-based input and planning exercises that result in well-built mixed-income communities with modern 
levels of density.  

The Housing Authority expects that the new master plans will result in substantially more units of affordable housing. Use of Bond funds 
to support this re-positioning effort is consistent with Metro requirements that Bond financing only be used for existing affordable 
housing sites that are part of the redevelopment of a residential property with existing public affordability restrictions, as long as the 
redevelopment results in a substantial net increase in the total number of affordable homes. In such cases, Bond funds may only be used 
for the portion of new homes that are not replacing regulated affordable homes currently on the site. HACC expects that it will use some 
portion of the Bond funds in these re-development projects. While the specific sites, the number of units and characteristics of those units 
are not set at this time, it is expected that the projects selected for Bond funding will emphasize large family and deeply affordable units. 

Should the Housing Authority identify public housing redevelopment sites under this Implementation Strategy, it will determine whether 
to develop/own the project themselves or to select a developer/owner; HACC anticipates acting as a developer on at least 300 of our 
public housing units. Should HACC decide to select a developer/owner it may use an RFQ, RFP, or sole source selection process. 

(See pp. 9-14) 
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Cost Containment:  
HACC recognizes that in order to accomplish the overall unit target, it will need to have an average Housing Bond expenditure per unit of 
approximately $143,000. Some projects may receive significantly less than this amount, while others may receive significantly more. (See 
p. 14).  
 
Because the need for affordable housing crosses many income levels, and because serving moderate-income households can effectively 
provide a source of cross-subsidization for lower-income households, HACC may also explore options to include units that have rents 
appropriate for households with incomes from 61% to 80% of area median income. No more than 81 Bond financed units will have rents 
at this level. The need for affordable housing crosses income levels, and serving higher-income households can create cross-subsidization 
for very low-income households. (See p. 4) 
 
Distribution of Family-Sized Units:  
HACC does expect that most projects will include some units that are two bedrooms or larger. The ratio of small and large units will 
reflect the characteristics of the target population of specific projects, and that in turn, should reflect characteristics of a site in terms of 
whether it is best suited to families with children or smaller families. (See p. 11) 
 
Distribution of 30% AMI Units:  
HACC does expect that most projects will include some units with rents at 30% AMI. In some cases, projects will be targeted to low wage 
earners, while others may be targeted to people with disabilities or other special needs, or people who have experienced homelessness. 
Some projects may be designed exclusively to have 30% units or have high concentrations of 30% units with corresponding supportive 
services.  HACC hopes to include 61%-80% AMI units when that helps to cross-subsidize lower income units or reduces the amount of 
Bond financing needed for the project. (See p. 12). Additionally, at least 200 of the County’s targeted 333 units affordable at/below 30% 
AMI will be supported by rental assistance provided by HACC, allowing them to be targeted to the most fragile households. This rental 
assistance will be made available via competitive applications at several points throughout the life of the bond. It is currently anticipated 
that at a minimum, 2/3 of the vouchers will be offered for use on sites that are not public housing redevelopment sites. (see p. 4). 
 
Distribution of Units affordable to households making 61-80% AMI: 
Because the need for affordable housing crosses many income levels, and because serving moderate-income households can effectively 
provide a source of cross-subsidization for lower-income households, HACC may also explore options to include units that have rents 
appropriate for households with incomes from 61% to 80% of area median income. No more than 81 Bond financed units will have rents 
at this level. The need for affordable housing crosses income levels, and serving higher-income households can create cross-subsidization 
for very low-income households. (See p. 4) 
 

  1b. Consideration for how 

new bond program 

investments will 

complement existing 

regulated affordable 

housing supply and 

pipeline; 

Summary of existing need/supply: 
Currently, HACC has 2,806 existing regulated affordable housing units within the Metro boundary, including 543 public housing units. In 
2018, Clackamas County contracted ECONorthwest to develop an in-depth understanding of housing needs in the county including 
estimated (new) affordable rental housing needs. This forecast estimated additional need for 4,007 units within the Metro boundary over 
the next twenty years, including 1,177 homes affordable to households with extremely low incomes (30% MFI or below). 
(See pp. 2-3) 
 
Pipeline: 
While much of HACC’s efforts during the implementation of the Affordable Housing Bond will be focused on moving the pipeline of Bond 
funded projects forward, the ongoing availability of other Federal, State, and local affordable housing resources means that there is a 
likelihood other projects may move forward during the same timeframe. HACC will monitor the pipeline of projects proposed and funded 
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throughout Clackamas County and will collaborate with developers and jurisdictions throughout the county to identify the most 
appropriate funding packages and other support that can be allocated to those projects. (See p. 10) 
 

  1c. Goals and/or initial 

commitments for leveraging 

additional capital and 

ongoing operating and/or 

service funding necessary to 

achieve the local share of 

Unit Production Targets; 

Leveraged funding: 
The LIS describes leveraging “principles” including maximizing the use of non-competitive and private resources, maximizing local 
resources, and seeking federal/state/county resources. HACC will prioritize projects developed on County/HACC-owned or other publicly 
owned sites. The ability of HACC or other jurisdictions to donate the full value of the sites may vary, but discounted values would likely be 
available. The Clackamas County Board and HACC will work with bond-eligible jurisdictions to identify local resources that support bond 
financed projects in an effort to encourage bond developments in jurisdictions committed to affordable housing. Additionally, where 
bonds may be used for homeownership opportunities, the owners’ mortgages are an example of leveraging private sources.  
 
The Housing Bond funds allow HACC to leverage its resources to continue its work on other affordable housing strategies and in other 
parts of the county that aren’t eligible for Bond proceeds These include working with property owners to identify ways to improve the 
housing stock while avoiding forced displacement of tenants, collaborating with market-rate developers and nonprofits to also consider 
development in non-Metro boundary communities, prioritizing Community Development resources to support non-Metro boundary 
developments, working with homebuilders to increase affordable homeownership stock.   
 
(See pp. 10-12) 
 
Leveraged services: 
Funding for resident and supportive services. HACC will work with regional and state partners to identify a consistent funding source to 
serve vulnerable homeless or at risk populations. It is through consistent funding of resident and supportive services that vulnerable 
populations can remain housed and help the project succeed financially. (See p. 10) 
 

 

  1d. Strategy for aligning 

resident or supportive 

services with housing 

investments, including 

[optional] any local goals or 

commitments related to 

permanent supportive 

housing; and  

Supportive Services: 
At least 200 units will be supported with rental assistance provided by HACC. In order to ensure that residents are stable and secure, 
HACC will work with social service agencies and other community partners to link supportive services to these affordable housing units.  
(See p. 4) 
 
Resident Services: 
HACC expects that Resident Service Coordination will be provided at all projects, appropriate to the level of need of the target population. 
Resident Services will focus on eviction prevention, helping residents access to mainstream services for which they may be eligible, 
empowerment services and community building activities. (See p. 13) 
 

 

  1e. Description of project 

selection process(es) and 

prioritization criteria, 

including anticipated timing 

of competitive project 

solicitations and how 

existing or new governing 

or advisory bodies will be 

involved in decisions 

regarding project selection. 

Project selection process: 
HACC describes selection consideration within the following categories: 

 Furthering the County’s affordable housing goals: geographic distribution, priority focus on new construction of multi-family 
rental housing while exploring/considering homeownership and acquisition/rehabilitation projects to prevent displacement, 
investing in high-opportunity neighborhoods to create inclusive mixed income neighborhoods, focusing on target population 
goals, and complementing other affordable housing activities 

 Racial equity: Increasing affordable housing in areas with existing underserved diverse populations, providing new housing in 
high opportunity neighborhoods, and supporting project teams with a track record of participation of minority and women owned 
contractors, engagement of historically marginalized communities, and inclusive tenant screening processes 

 Connection to services: HACC will evaluate ta project’s target population and service plan to ensure that it is appropriate and 
durable. HACC will approve resident service fees in project operating expense budgets. 

 Project Cost/Leverage: HACC will evaluate all projects to ensure that costs are reasonable and appropriate to the specific project.  
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 Capacity/Readiness to Proceed: HACC will prioritize projects that have appropriate zoning, have secured other financing sources, 
or have secured needed service partnerships and have a clear and achievable racial equity plan. 

 
HACC will establish a set of expectations for developers/owners to ensure that both the framework goals and racial equity outcomes are 
achieved. These are requirements that will apply to all developer/owners; they will not be competitive selection criteria. Requirements 
will include such things as the period of affordability, the inclusion of MWESB contractor participation in the development process and 
the use of best practice outreach and tenant selection criteria.  
 
HACC anticipates that a Notice of Funding Award (NOFA) process will be used to provide early access to bond resources for projects that 
can demonstrate project readiness. A NOFA is expected to be released as early as fall of 2019. Request for Qualification (RFQ) or Request 
for Proposal (RFP) are anticipated to be used by HACC for the redevelopment of HACC’s public housing portfolio. Though subject to 
change, HACC anticipates that the first of our public housing redevelopments, Hillside Park in Milwaukie, will begin in 2021. Following 
Hillside Park, HACC expects that Clackamas Heights in Oregon City (also a public housing site) would begin its process for redevelopment 
approvals in 2021 with an RFP for bond resources available sometime after final redevelopment approvals have been granted.  
 
In some instances, HACC may choose to engage in a negotiated agreement or unsolicited proposal. An example of this type may be the 
acquisition and rehabilitation of an existing building that provides an opportunity to further Clackamas County’s affordable housing 
stock. In all cases, any proposed use of bond resources will be reviewed first through HACC staff and then via the Housing Advisory Board 
(HAB) before any recommendation to the HACC board and Metro.  
 
(See p. 8) 
 
Role of governing/advisory bodies: 
 
Bond-funded projects will go through a multi-stage review and approval process that starts with: 
 
HACC concept endorsement. To be forwarded to Metro for concept endorsement a project must, at a minimum, have site control, a 
preliminary development plan, the preliminary estimate of total development costs, a preliminary estimate of needed Housing Bond 
funds, and an identified development team. HACC will process concept endorsements first at the staff level, then review by the Housing 
Advisory Board, and review by the HACC Board work session. (See p. 15) 
 
The Housing Authority will utilize the Clackamas County Housing Advisory Board (HAB) as a review committee. The HAB is comprised of 
Clackamas County residents and industry experts from the fields of affordable housing finance, resident services, homelessness, 
affordable housing development, real estate management, culturally specific service providers, the elder community and the construction 
general contracting industry. The HAB will provide feedback to staff and advise the HACC Board regarding proposed Housing Bond 
projects. The project selection process will include public and open solicitations via Notice of Funds Availability (NOFA), Requests for 
Qualification (RFQ) and Requests for Proposals (RFP), and may also consider unsolicited proposals or negotiated agreements. 
 
(See p. 7) 
 
Project selection criteria 
HACC will evaluate all proposed projects to ensure that the costs are reasonable and appropriate to the specific project. In doing this 
evaluation HACC will focus on the amount of Bond funds needed rather than the total development costs of projects. This evaluation may 
consider: 

 Scale appropriate to the target population. 
 Scale appropriate to the neighborhood in which the project is located. 
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 Costs associated with mixed-use projects. 
 Quality of construction materials. 
 Costs associated with the service needs of the target population. 
 Reasonable fees and reserves. 

 
Timely implementation of the Housing Bond is critically important and was a point of emphasis throughout our community engagement 
activities. In its selection process, HACC will prioritize projects that have a clear path to timely completion. HACC may prioritize projects 
that have appropriate zoning, have secured much or all of the other financing sources, have secured needed service partnerships, have a 
clear and achievable racial equity plan, etc. (See p. 15) 
 

 2. Strategy for advancing 

racial equity in 

implementation that 

includes:  

 

  2a. Location strategy that 

considers geographic 

distribution of housing 

investments, access to 

opportunity, strategies to 

address racial segregation, 

and strategies to prevent 

displacement and stabilize 

communities; 

Geographic Goals 
HACC looks to support projects in opportunity neighborhoods that have good access to transportation, commercial services, community 
amenities, and provide the opportunity to create inclusive mixed-income neighborhoods (See p. 12) 
 
Target Population Goals 
During the Listening phase, we received reminders of the need for senior housing, family housing (to include three and four-bedroom 
units), housing accessible to high needs populations, housing that is compliant with the American with Disabilities Act (ADA), and housing 
for individuals exiting the foster care system. Due to limited resources and the small number of projects to be funded under the Bond, 
addressing all these needs will not be feasible, but HACC will strive to assist as many of these needs as possible. (See p. 12) 
 
Strategy 
 

 Increasing affordable housing in areas with existing underserved diverse populations, especially in areas that may be subject to 
gentrification. 

 Providing new affordable housing in high opportunity neighborhoods and sites. This would include sites that have good access to 
transit, jobs, quality schools, commercial services, parks & open space, etc. 
 

 

  2b. Fair housing strategies 

and/or policies to eliminate 

barriers in accessing 

housing for communities of 

color and other historically 

marginalized communities, 

including people with low 

incomes, seniors and people 

with disabilities, people 

with limited English 

proficiency, immigrants and 

refugees, and people who 

 
HACC will support project teams that have a proven track record of: 

 Outreach, engagement, and ensuring participation of minority and women-owned contractors in pre-development and 
construction of the project, as well as the ongoing maintenance of the building 

 Engaging targeted and/or marginalized communities, communities of color as part of its leasing process 
 Creating an inclusive tenant screening criteria process, minimizing barriers to housing experienced by communities of color  

(See p. 13) 
 
Affirmative Marketing, Tenant Selection & Lease-Up 
Consistent with Metro policy, HACC will work to ensure that Bond financed housing serves communities of color, families with children 
and multiple generations, people living with disabilities, seniors, veterans, households experiencing or at risk of homelessness, and 
households at risk of displacement. HACC will require that project developers/owners make best faith efforts to make units available to 
minorities and disadvantaged populations using best practice strategies. In general, this will require: 
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have experienced or are 

experiencing housing 

instability; 

 Affirmative outreach and marketing to target populations. Developers/owners, and their property management companies (if 
applicable) will be expected to engage in proactive efforts to make disadvantaged populations aware of the availability of units, 
and the process and timeline for application. HACC will work with project sponsors to identify specific target populations for each 
project and will review the proposed outreach and marketing strategy for each project. 

 HACC will require that project sponsors use low-barrier screening criteria that balance access to target populations, project 
operations, and community stability. Typical requirements may include less than standard market apartment income-to-rent 
ratios, reduced credit history requirements, and criminal history requirements that only consider recent convictions that are most 
directly tied to tenant success. Project sponsors will be required to review appeals to denials of standard screening criteria that 
take into consideration the efforts of applicants that demonstrate stability and potential for tenant success. Project sponsors are 
also required to review appeals if the disqualifying aspects of denial are related to a disability and make reasonable 
accommodations as appropriate. 

(See pgs. 16-17) 
 
Monitoring: 
Monitoring will include tracking outcomes for low-barrier screening and lease up at the following points: initial lease up period, 1-year 
anniversary, 3-year anniversary. (See p. 19) 
 

  2c. Strategies and/or 

policies, such as goals or 

competitive criteria related 

to diversity in contracting 

or hiring practices, to 

increase economic 

opportunities for people of 

color; 

MWESB Contracting 
Project sponsors will be required to make best faith efforts to achieve 20% participation of subcontracting of development hard and/or 
soft costs to certified minority, women, emerging small businesses. Project sponsors will be required to provide documentation of 
subcontracting efforts and results. (See p. 16)  
 
Workforce and Apprenticeship Participation.  
The Housing Authority is interested in encouraging participation in project workforce hours by minorities, women and disabled veterans. 
While specific programs to further this goal are not developed at the time of writing this Implementation Strategy, the Housing Authority 
will work with Metro, other implementing jurisdictions, and with project sponsors to explore ways to maximize outreach to diverse firms 
and diverse workforce participation. (See p. 16) 
 
Monitoring: 
Monitoring will include tracking MWESB and workforce outcomes at 50% and 100% project completion. (See p. 19) 
 

 

  2d. Requirements or 

competitive criteria for 

projects to align culturally 

specific programming and 

supportive services to meet 

the needs of tenants. 

Project selection consideration 
HACC will prioritize projects addressing the historical racial disparity and lack of housing access experienced by communities of color, 
whether that is represented by projects sponsored by culturally specific organizations, or projects sponsored by partnerships in which 
culturally specific organizations have a meaningful role in project design and operations, or sponsors that provide sufficient proof of their 
ability to connect with communities of color.  
 
Projects serving high needs populations will require robust supportive services to ensure resident stability and positive outcomes. HACC 
currently provides limited supportive services.  HACC will work closely with other County departments to help connect 
developer/owners to public and private service providers in the community to create needed partnerships. HACC will evaluate a 
project's’ target population and service plan to ensure that it is appropriate and durable. HACC will approve resident service fees in 
project operating expense budgets.  
 
HACC heard throughout our community engagement with historically under-represented communities, the importance space and place 
play in regards to the development of a site; importance that moves a building from simply housing to a place called home. To that end, 
HACC will require that developers/sponsors of bond-financed units detail within their proposals and design how they intend to meet and 
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promote community gathering space opportunities. These may be opportunities both internal to their developments or through site 
locations that emphasize access to community building through existing amenities such as: parks, libraries, community centers, and other 
place-making opportunities.  
 
(See pp. 13-14) 
 
Monitoring: 
Monitoring will include tracking outcomes connection to services in the community at 1-year lease-up anniversary. (See p. 19) 
 

 3. Engagement report 

summarizing 

engagement activities, 

participation and 

outcomes, including:  

 

  3a. Engagement activities 

focused on reaching 

communities of color and 

other historically 

marginalized communities, 

including people with low 

incomes, seniors and people 

with disabilities, people 

with limited English 

proficiency, immigrants and 

refugees, and people who 

have experienced or are 

experiencing housing 

instability; 

Overview 
Clackamas County staff from Heath, Housing & Human Services (H3S) and Public and Government Affairs (PGA) initiated outreach and 
engagement efforts around the Metro Affordable Housing Bond after voters approved the measure in November 2018. Building upon the 
county’s strong relationships with local jurisdictions, affordable housing developers and service providers, county staff organized a series 
of engagement events targeting those respective stakeholder communities. The county also contracted with a culturally specific provider, 
Unite Oregon, to partner on engagement efforts with low-income community members, communities of color, people with limited English 
proficiency, immigrants and refugees, and people with disabilities. Similar exercises and questions were used across these various 
engagement events, which reached a broad and diverse cross section of Clackamas County residents.  (See p. 19) 
 
Focused outreach 
The “Our Housing, Our Communities!” engagement sessions held on May 23 and June 20 were conducted in partnership with Unite 
Oregon, whose staff did extensive community outreach to historically marginalized communities to invite attendees. Interpretation was 
available and actively utilized in Spanish, Vietnamese, and Arabic. Childcare and dinner were provided and gift cards were distributed to 
all community members in attendance. Events utilized interactive activities to capture in-depth feedback. Attendees represented recent 
immigrants, longtime residents, multiple nationalities, different age groups, and multiple ethnicities and races. 
 
At the request of the community, the May forum included information about tenant’s rights and basic information about what affordable 
housing is before the bond portion of the event began. A participatory budgeting exercise was conducted at the June meeting. The two 
Unite Oregon meetings saw roughly 45 and 60 attendees, respectively.  
 
(See p. 26) 
 
Participation 
HACC’s engagement summary provides detailed information regarding engagement participation by the following groups: 

 Low-income individuals 
 Seniors 
 Youth experiencing housing instability 
 Individuals with physical disabilities 
 Service providers for individuals with developmental disabilities  
 Service providers for individuals with mental health concerns  
 Individuals with limited English proficiency 
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 Immigrants and refugees 
 Individuals with current or previous experience of housing instability 
 Residents of low-income housing 
 Service providers for justice-involved individuals, people on probation, and currently incarcerated people 
 Tribal community members 

 
(See pp. 22-25) 
 
Demographic information was requested at the 6/11/19 Unite Oregon engagement event but not all participants responded. Though age 
wasn’t captured, older adults were in attendance and have attended several events thus far. Of particular interest has been the welcome 
attendance of non-native English speakers. The goal from our community engagement consultants, Unite Oregon, was to cast a wide net 
to attract as much feedback from as many different people as we could. Primary to that goal was to recruit people of color, immigrants, 
and refugees.  
 
Not all who were in attendance have been willing to provide full demographic information but we have received direct feedback and 
information from: six Arab-Speaking immigrants/refugees; three Vietnamese speakers; 4 identifying as Spanish-speaking or Latino; an 
individual who identified as mixed race; one native Hawaiian.  
 
(See p. 25) 
 

  3b. Summary of key 

community engagement 

themes related to local 

housing needs and priority 

outcomes for new 

affordable housing 

investments, approach to 

geographic distribution and 

location strategies, 

acknowledgement of 

historic/current inequitable 

access to affordable housing 

and opportunities for 

stakeholders to identify 

specific barriers to access, 

and opportunities to 

advance racial equity 

through new investments; 

Summary of outreach event themes 
Participants advocated for the need for affordable housing development for a diverse range of populations. This included people with 
disabilities (including those in recovery), seniors, and families with children, and single individuals. 
 
Key themes specific to what communities need for success emerged from engagement efforts across all stakeholder groups. Those 
included: 

 The need for improved countywide access to multimodal transportation systems (especially in the more rural areas, but also 
increased connectivity between rural and urban areas)  

 Increased affordable housing with access to services and jobs 
 Improved access to health services (including mental health and addiction services) 
 Increasing affordable housing in areas with existing underserved diverse populations, especially in areas that may be subject to 

gentrification 
 Safety and access to community amenities, such as grocery stores, green spaces, childcare and good schools.  

 
Additional themes emerged specifically from conversations with communities of color, underrepresented and historically marginalized 
communities: 

 Promoting opportunities for homeownership  
 Access to community spaces (community rooms in buildings, shared gardens, housing near parks or green spaces, community 

amenities, and the like).  
 Access to free or low-cost educational opportunities, and family-friendly and culturally-specific activities.   

 
(See p. 19) 
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  3c. Summary of how the 

above themes are reflected 

in the Local Implementation 

Strategy. 

How engagement themes are incorporated 
During the Listening phase, we received reminders of the need for senior housing, family housing (to include three and four-bedroom 
units), housing accessible to high needs populations, housing that is compliant with the American with Disabilities Act (ADA), and housing 
for individuals exiting the foster care system. Due to limited resources and the small number of projects to be funded under the Bond, 
addressing all these needs will not be feasible, but HACC will strive to assist as many of these needs as possible.  
 
(See p. 12) 
 
Engagement theme helped to inform key elements of project selection considerations, including: 

 Increasing affordable housing in areas with existing underserved diverse populations, especially in areas that may be subject to 
gentrification. Throughout the community engagement process, the needs of those historically underserved in growing areas of 
gentrification were heard. Priority will be placed on developments that provide by location and amenities the ability to create 
long-term affordable housing with the following criteria considered: 

o Providing new affordable housing in high opportunity neighborhoods and sites. This would include sites that have good 
access to transit (e.g. bus, rail, bike paths and pedestrian corridors), jobs, quality schools, commercial services, parks & 
open space, etc. 

 Consideration of investing Bond resources in homeownership strategies should the right location and opportunity arise 
 Supporting project teams that have a proven track record of: 

o Outreach, engagement, and ensuring participation of minority and women-owned contractors in pre-development and 
construction of the project, as well as the ongoing maintenance of the building 

o Engaging targeted and/or marginalized communities, communities of color as part of its leasing process 
o Creating an inclusive tenant screening criteria process, minimizing barriers to housing experienced by communities of 

color 
HACC will prioritize projects addressing the historical racial disparity and lack of housing access and opportunity to build equity and 
generational wealth experienced by communities of color., whether that is represented by Addressing these disparities may be through 
projects sponsored by culturally specific organizations, or projects sponsored by partnerships in which culturally specific organizations 
have a meaningful role in project design and operations, or sponsors that provide sufficient proof of their ability to connect with 
communities of color to promote housing access and/or affordable homeownership opportunities. 
 
(See p. 14) 
 
Additional key elements informed by engagement themes: 
 

 Affirmative Marketing, Tenant Selection & Lease-Up. Consistent with Metro policy and feedback provide throughout our 
community engagement (please see targeted engagements to specific populations in Exhibit 1), HACC outreach sessions, HACC 
will require that project developers/owners make best faith efforts to make units available to minorities and disadvantaged 
populations using best practice strategies. In general, this will require: 

o Affirmative outreach and marketing to target populations. Developers/owners, and their property management 
companies (if applicable) will be expected to engage in proactive efforts to make disadvantaged populations aware of the 
availability of units, and the process and timeline for application. HACC will work with project sponsors to identify specific 
target populations for each project and will review the proposed outreach and marketing strategy for each project. 

o HACC will require that project sponsors use low-barrier screening criteria that balance access to target populations, 
project operations, and community stability. Typical requirements may include less than standard market apartment 
income-to-rent ratios, reduced credit history requirements, and criminal history requirements that only consider recent 
convictions that are most directly tied to tenant success. Project sponsors will be required to review appeals to denials of 
standard screening criteria that take into consideration the efforts of applicants that demonstrate stability and potential 
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for tenant success. Project sponsors are also required to review appeals if the disqualifying aspects of denial are related to 
a disability and make reasonable accommodations as appropriate. 

(See p. 17-18) 
 

 4. Plan to ensure ongoing 

community engagement 

to inform project 

implementation, 

including: 

 

  4a. Strategies for ensuring 

that ongoing engagement 

around project 

implementation reaches 

communities of color and 

other historically 

marginalized community 

members, including: people 

with low incomes, seniors 

and people with disabilities, 

people with limited English 

proficiency, immigrants and 

refugees, existing tenants in 

acquired buildings, and 

people who have 

experienced or are 

experiencing housing 

instability;  

Expectations for Developers 
HACC will establish expectations for developers owners to ensure that framework goals and racial equity outcomes are achieved. These 
requirements will include expectations for community engagement in predevelopment. (See p. 7) 
 
HACC will require that project sponsors of bond developments are holding at least two engagement sessions during predevelopment to 
actively engage with the community surrounding the sites location and to provide listening and feedback sessions to the potential 
residents that may live there.  (See p. 13) 

   

  4b. Strategy for ensuring 

community engagement to 

shape project outcomes to 

support the success of 

future residents. 

Engagement to inform tenant needs 
Engagement requirements and monitoring will focus specifically on achieving racial equity goals and reaching out to potential residents. 
 
Monitoring 

 Post-Completion Monitoring. In addition to monitoring of operations, HACC will revisit each developments engagement plan at 
“natural” stages of completion and stabilization to check proposed goals against actual achievements. The intent of this stage is to 
reconnect with our community stakeholders to report on outcomes to date and to assess whether we need to revisit the goals of 
our LIS. Areas of significant interest may be in the following categories and times 

o MWESB proposed outcomes versus actual (50% and 100% construction completion); 
o Workforce participation (50% and 100% construction completion); 
o Low-barrier screening and outreach to communities of color as it pertains to lease up activities (initial lease up period, 1-

year anniversary, 3-year anniversary); 
o Connection to services in the community (1-year lease-up anniversary) 

(See p. 19) 
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I. Introduction 
Clackamas County sits south of the Portland metro area in the Willamette Valley and in 
the shadow of Mt. Hood. Here we have national forests, hideaway lakes, winding rivers, 
thriving agriculture, bustling cities, and small town communities. 
 
We’re a county with a rich history dating back to 1843 when the early settlers created the 
four original districts that made up Oregon, naming Clackamas County after the 
Clackamas Indians.  
 
Today, our county covers nearly 1,900 miles with a little more than 400,000 residents, 
making us the third largest county in the state by population. 

More than half of our residents live in 16 cities; the rest live in unincorporated areas. We 
are a county of diverse and welcoming communities, where all residents are essential. 
Diversity, equity, and inclusion are of great importance in our county, but due to the high 
cost of housing and increasing wage gap, many residents increasingly struggle to remain 
housed.  

This Local Implementation Strategy (LIS) aims to sustain Clackamas County’s livability, 
particularly for those most in need. This LIS will serve as a guide for the county and our 
partnering communities as we create affordable housing using the Metro Affordable 
Housing Bond. As a county without entitlement cities (cities with a population of at least 
50,000), all bond resources will run through the Housing Authority of Clackamas County 
(HACC).  
 
Clackamas County is excited to be an implementing jurisdiction of the Metro Bonds. 
These resources will play a critical role in creating opportunities and will expand our cities 
racial and cultural and economic diversity while meeting a range of important housing 
needs that will provide increased stability for decades to come. Our highly skilled staff 
and committed elected officials will work collaboratively with our community and 
jurisdictional partners to expedite review periods for projects that come our way in order 
to capitalize on this exciting resource and get housing built as quickly as we can. 

Clackamas County Housing Needs 

In 2018, Clackamas County embarked on an ambitious look at a countywide Housing 
Needs Analysis (HNA). To undertake this endeavor required the collaboration and 
cooperation of all Clackamas County cities as well as our unincorporated communities. 
The study was contracted with ECONorthwest with the goal of developing an in-depth 
understanding of the housing needs in our county, as well as where we need to focus 
additional resources (monetary or partnership driven) to create opportunities and provide 
a lasting impact for residents that have been historically marginalized.  
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To date, Clackamas County has 2,806 existing regulated housing units within the Metro 
boundary. Of these regulated units there are 543 Public Housing units operated by 
HACC. The information below represents data provide to HACC through a county-wide 
Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) and is representative of new affordable rental 
housing needs. 

Estimated (New) affordable rental housing needs, based on Median Family Income (MFI), 
forecasted for the next twenty years (2019-2039) in the urban unincorporated areas of 
Clackamas County. 

Unincorporated*
Urban Areas 

Extremely Low 
Income (<30% 
MFI Need) 

Very Low 
Income (30-50% 
MFI Need) 

Low Income (50-
80% MFI Need) 

Total affordable 
rental housing 
need between 0-
80% MFI 

All Urban 1,175 1,166 1,666 4,007 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
19001.  
*The data provided is still in DRAFT form and will be updated once finalized. 
 
Estimated rental housing needs, based on Median Family Income (MFI) forecasted for 
the next twenty years (2019-2039) within the Metro boundary of incorporated cities of 
Clackamas County.  
 

City* Extremely Low 
Income (<30% 
MFI Need) 

Very Low 
Income (30-50% 
MFI Need) 

Low Income (50-
80% MFI Need) 

Total affordable 
rental housing 
need between 0-
80% MFI 

Gladstone 62 72 51 185 

Happy Valley 473 548 1,025 2,046 

Lake Oswego 198 167 198 563 

Milwaukie 256 167 274 316 

Oregon City 441 353 599 1,393 

West Linn 98 164 102 364 

Wilsonville 333 592 347 1,272 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
19001. 
*The data provided is still in DRAFT form and will be updated once finalized. 
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Available Resources and Framework Targets 
This Implementation Strategy focuses on the housing that will be developed within the 
eligible Metro boundary in Clackamas County. Bond resources are designated for use 
within Metro jurisdictional boundaries and are not applicable to incorporated and 
unincorporated communities outside of this boundary; see Attachment 1 for a detailed 
map of the applicable Metro boundary for Clackamas County. Bond revenues dedicated 
to HACC are $116,188,094. The goal for HACC is to support at least 812 units of 
affordable housing in the community. These can be newly built units or existing units 
that are at risk of rapidly rising rents. While many of these units are expected to provide 
rental housing, affordable homeownership opportunities units may also be supported with 
the bond resources. 
  
Recognizing that our lowest income neighbors have the greatest challenges in securing 
affordable housing, and consistent with the Metro Bond Framework, HACC has set a goal 
that at least 333 of these units will be affordable for households with incomes at or below 
30% of area median income. These units may serve people with special needs as well as 
people who earn low wages or have fixed incomes. At least 200 of these units will be 
supported with rental assistance provided by HACC, allowing them to be targeted to the 
most fragile households. To aid this process, HACC will provide opportunity for 
developers to access site-based rental assistance via competitive applications at several 
points throughout the life of the bond. It is currently anticipated that at a minimum, 2/3 of 
the vouchers will be offered for use on developments that are not the redevelopment of 
HACC public housing sites. In order to ensure that residents are stable and secure, 
HACC will work with project sponsors and developers to connect social service agencies 
and other community partners as a link to supportive services for these affordable 
housing units. 
  
Because the need for affordable housing crosses many income levels, and because 
serving moderate-income households can effectively provide a source of cross-
subsidization for lower-income households, HACC may also explore options to include 
units that have rents appropriate for households with incomes from 61% to 80% of area 
median income. No more than 81 Bond financed units will have rents at this level. The 
need for affordable housing crosses income levels, and serving higher-income 
households can create cross-subsidization for very low-income households. 
  
The private rental housing market has always been concentrated on small unit sizes, 
while the need for rental housing crosses a range of household sizes. This mismatch 
between need and available units is especially difficult for lower-income households. As a 
result, the Metro Bond Framework has set a goal that half of the units developed under 
the bond program must include two or more bedrooms. For HACC, this means that at 
least 406 units will include two or more bedrooms. 

Advancing Racial Equity 
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The Housing Authority of Clackamas County prioritizes advancing racial equity for all its 
activities. This is an ongoing priority of HACC to mitigate decades of government policy 
from the federal to the local level that contributed to disparate outcomes for communities 
of color. People of color struggle disproportionately with unaffordable housing, 
displacement and homelessness. The implementation of the Affordable Housing Bond 
provides an opportunity to work to address this inequity and to meet the needs of 
historically marginalized communities. 

Efforts and opportunities to address racial equity occur at many points in the 
implementation of the Affordable Housing Bond. Opportunities to advance racial equity 
include community engagement and plan development, project selection, the inclusion of 
minority businesses and workforce in the design and construction of housing, the 
formation of culturally specific partnerships for outreach and services, accessible tenant 
selection/screening criteria processes, contracting opportunities post construction, and 
ongoing reporting of outcomes. The specific implementation strategies HACC will employ 
are discussed in the various sections below. 

II. Strategy Development 

HACC has developed this LIS by engaging in a comprehensive outreach and review 
process during the spring and early summer of 2019. Meaningful community engagement 
is the basis for this LIS. The outreach process resulted in hearing from hundreds of 
community members and dozens of local stakeholder agencies and jurisdictional 
partners. This resulted in perspectives on housing needs across Clackamas County 
especially focused on special needs populations. Exhibit 1 provides a detailed report on 
the outreach and engagement process; the highlights are included below. 

Listening Phase 

To inform our LIS, Clackamas County and HACC recognize the importance of community 
engagement. To help us outline this process, we began active outreach efforts to inform 
the public about the forthcoming Affordable Housing Bond and the impact it will have on 
critical housing needs throughout the communities in Clackamas County. Utilizing 
advisory boards already in place, feedback from our County Commissioners, jurisdictional 
partners, and our residents, HACC established several opportunities for information 
sessions detailing our countywide state of housing needs and the guidelines and 
outcomes expected through the Affordable Housing Bond program. During these 
information sessions, county staff asked “key” questions of our audiences to help inform 
how the formation of our LIS and how best to organize implementation. Below represents 
findings from these sessions.  

Review Draft Feedback 

This LIS was drafted using the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Work Plan adopted in 
February of 2019, as well as with feedback from HACC Board, our Housing Advisory 
Board (HAB), and feedback during various listening sessions held by HACC over several 
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months. HACC staff will present the draft LIS to the HACC Board for feedback on June 
18, 2019. At that point, the LIS draft was  made available for community feedback, as well 
as comments from Metro staff, members of the Metro Housing Bond Oversight 
Committee, and community groups engaged in the Listening phase. 

Local Implementation Strategy Approval 

It is anticipated that a final LIS will be reviewed by the Metro Housing Bond Oversight 
Committee on August 7, 2019, and subsequently by Metro Council on September 5th, 
2019. It will be considered by the HACC Board for final County approval on September 
10th, 2019. 

      
III. Implementation Phases 

Implementation of Bond funded projects is expected to occur over a period of four to 
seven years. This timeline will allow for the identification of sites, securing needed 
resources for capital and services, forming partnerships with developers and service 
providers, procurement of projects through public solicitations, and completing 
construction. During this period, community needs and opportunities may change. New 
census data will become available, new community planning efforts may be initiated or 
completed, and new resources or opportunities may become available while other 
resources or opportunities may not materialize as anticipated. In addition, certain 
framework goals may be easily fulfilled, while others may prove more challenging. 
Because of the dynamic nature of this work, HACC proposes to periodically review, and 
potentially reset this Implementation Strategy. 

HACC proposes to take a portfolio approach to implementing Bond resources, monitoring 
and adjusting the LIS when appropriate (Exhibit 2). Because the pace of implementation 
is uncertain, review points will not occur at specific points in time but instead will be based 
on the commitment of Bond resources to specific projects. 
HACC will use Exhibit 2 as an addendum to this Implementation Strategy. As project 
commitments are made, the tracking worksheet will be updated to show balances of 
funds available and progress toward framework goals. This will provide a real-time update 
that can guide the selection of the subsequent projects to ensure that overall goals and 
resource commitments are consistent with the Metro framework. Should the tracking 
worksheet indicate that a modification to the adopted Implementation Strategy is 
advisable; the amendment process will include community outreach and engagement, 
review by the HAB and amendment by the HACC Board with submission to Metro for 
review and approval. 

IV. Organizational Plan for Implementation 
HACC will use a combination of staff and consultants to administer this Implementation 
Strategy. In-house staff will be responsible for coordinating community engagement and 
outreach, project selection process, project documentation and funding processes, as 
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well as overall program monitoring and reporting. The Housing Authority may engage 
consultants with expertise in financial packaging of affordable housing to review proposed 
projects during the selection and commitment phases. Similarly, HACC may engage 
consultants or collaborate with other project funders to leverage their expertise in 
construction management to help oversee project development. 

Some aspects of implementation will require the development of new systems for HACC. 
Depending on the activity, HACC will either create its own tracking/compliance system or 
may work with Metro or other jurisdictions to create effective implementation strategies.  

In addition to the county general fund, Metro has committed $2,446,065 of one-time funds 
to be spent over five years to augment and support Clackamas County’s development 
team and pre- development activities directly related to bond implementation and bond 
funded projects. Initially, Clackamas County anticipates that these funds will support 
additional staffing for our Finance and Community Development departments to 
implement, track and monitor bond resources over the term of the bonds. In addition, 
these resources will also support our ongoing community outreach engagement 
strategies. 

 

V. Project Selection Process 

HACC will work in partnership with developers/owners that are skilled and interested in 
providing affordable housing throughout the County’s Metro boundary. In addition, the 
Housing Authority itself intends to be a developer or owner of housing funded under the 
Bond. HACC expects that the Bond funds may provide support for a total of 
approximately 8-12 projects. HACC expects that it will be the developer/owner of 
approximately 450 units of bond-financed housing and will use approximately $63.9 MM 
or 55% of the total bond resources with the remaining balance, $52.5MM or 45%, 
available for projects sponsored by non-profit or for-profit developers throughout the 
eligible bond boundary within the county. 

HACC will establish a set of expectations for developers/owners to ensure that both the 
framework goals and racial equity outcomes are achieved. These are requirements that 
will apply to all developer/owners; they will not be competitive selection criteria. 
Requirements will include such things as the period of affordability, the inclusion of 
MWESB contractor participation in the development process, community engagement 
during predevelopment, and the use of best practice outreach and tenant selection 
criteria. The specific requirements are described in the Project Selection Criteria and 
Project Implementation sections below. 
  
The Housing Authority will utilize the Clackamas County Housing Advisory Board (HAB) 
as a review committee. The HAB is comprised of Clackamas County residents and 
industry experts from the fields of affordable housing finance, resident services, 
homelessness, affordable housing development, real estate management, culturally 
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specific service providers, the elder community and the construction general contracting 
industry. The HAB will provide feedback to staff and advise the HACC Board regarding 
proposed Housing Bond projects. The project selection process will include public and 
open solicitations via Notice of Funds Availability (NOFA), Requests for Qualification 
(RFQ) and Requests for Proposals (RFP), and may also consider unsolicited proposals or 
negotiated agreements.  

The selection process will include a set of expectations for all developers/owners to 
ensure selected projects achieve both the framework goals and racial equity outcomes. 
These requirements include a 60-year affordability covenant, inclusion of minority and 
women-owned contractor participation in the development process and the use of best 
practice outreach and tenant selection criteria. Specific requirements are fully described 
in the Project Selection Criteria and Project Implementation sections below. 
 
HACC anticipates that a Notice of Funding Award (NOFA) process will be used to provide 
early access to bond resources for projects that can demonstrate project readiness. A 
NOFA is expected to be released as early as fall of 2019. Request for Qualification (RFQ) 
or Request for Proposal (RFP) are anticipated to be used by HACC for the 
redevelopment of HACC’s public housing portfolio. Though subject to change, HACC 
anticipates that the first of our public housing redevelopments, Hillside Park in Milwaukie, 
will begin in 2021. Following Hillside Park, HACC expects that Clackamas Heights in 
Oregon City (also a public housing site) would begin its process for redevelopment 
approvals in 2021 with an RFP for bond resources available sometime after final 
redevelopment approvals have been granted.  
 
In some instances, HACC may choose to engage in a negotiated agreement or 
unsolicited proposal. An example of this type may be the acquisition and rehabilitation of 
an existing building that provides an opportunity to further Clackamas County’s affordable 
housing stock. In all cases, any proposed use of bond resources will be reviewed first 
through HACC staff and then via the Housing Advisory Board (HAB) before any 
recommendation to the HACC board and Metro.  

An exception to this process is the Gladstone SRO affordable housing project which had 
been identified as a potential Bond funded project prior to the development of this LIS. 
This project is expected to be the first project to be funded with Housing Bond resources 
in Clackamas County and the reasons for being exempted from this selection process are 
detailed below. 

Phase 1 Project – The Gladstone SRO Affordable Housing site 

Consistent with Metro and Clackamas County’s hopes to demonstrate timely progress in 
Bond implementation, HACC has identified a Phase 1 Project. The project, located in 
Gladstone, is the re-development of an older special needs housing site that can provide 
up to 45 units. HACC will be the developer/owner of the project. 
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The site is currently controlled by HACC and has been vacant for a number of years. It 
had previously been used as a nursing home and then a residential facility for youth. The 
site can be easily re-adapted, has good service spaces, is close to commercial services, 
transportation, and is affordable. The development of the Gladstone Single Room 
Occupancy (SRO) can fill a gap in the existing continuum of housing in Clackamas 
County by providing property for a singles population with deeply affordable rents and 
wrap around supportive services. 

HACC envisions the project will provide single room occupancy units to single adults with 
special needs. All of the units will have tenant rents at or below 30% AMI and will have 
project-based rent assistance. HACC is continuing to explore whether the project would 
be targeted to a specific special needs sub-population or available to a range of income-
qualified singles. HACC will explore the opportunity for partnerships with service 
providers who may have clientele needing housing and/or providers who may have 
valuable services to offer to residents. The space configuration allows the possibility of 
locating a medical clinic on site as well as on-site food preparation services available to 
residents. 

The bond funds in this project will be leveraged with 4% tax credits and the site is located 
in a qualified census tract, increasing the resources generated by the tax credits. Other 
leverage sources may include the Multifamily Energy Program (MEP), Permanent 
Supportive Housing (PSH) resources, and a permanent mortgage. 

Public Housing Re-Positioning 

The Housing Authority is working on master plans to re-position its existing public housing 
portfolio. There are currently three primary public housing sites—Hillside Park, 
Clackamas Heights, and Oregon City View Manor. Long-term plans for these sites may 
include possible sales of current land holdings associated with these sites, possible 
purchases of adjacent sites and ultimately the re-development of the bulk of the existing 
300 units into new communities. These projects are some of the oldest public housing in 
Oregon. They have a number of problems including poor physical condition, poor use of 
land, poor locations and over concentration of lower income households. The Housing 
Authority’s goal is to embark on community-based input and planning exercises that 
result in well-built mixed-income communities with modern levels of density. 

The Housing Authority expects that the new master plans will result in substantially more 
units of affordable housing. Use of Bond funds to support this re-positioning effort is 
consistent with Metro requirements that Bond financing only be used for existing 
affordable housing sites that are part of the redevelopment of a residential property with 
existing public affordability restrictions, as long as the redevelopment results in a 
substantial net increase in the total number of affordable homes. In such cases, Bond 
funds may only be used for the portion of new homes that are not replacing regulated 
affordable homes currently on the site. HACC expects that it will use some portion of the 
Bond funds in these re-development projects. While the specific sites, the number of units 
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and characteristics of those units are not set at this time, it is expected that the projects 
selected for Bond funding will emphasize large family and deeply affordable units. 

Should the Housing Authority identify public housing redevelopment sites under this 
Implementation Strategy, it will determine whether to develop/own the project themselves 
or to select a developer/owner; HACC anticipates acting as a developer on at least 300 of 
our public housing units. Should HACC decide to select a developer/owner it may use an 
RFQ, RFP, or sole source selection process. 

 
Sites Identified by Metro 

The allocation of Affordable Housing Bond funds includes an allocation for land 
acquisitions carried out by Metro rather than by the implementing jurisdictions. Metro has 
allocated an estimated $12 million for acquisition in Clackamas County. We will 
encourage Metro to purchase sites throughout the eligible boundaries in the county to 
further leverage our allocation of bond funds. HACC is committed to working closely with 
Metro should such sites be identified. When such sites are identified, HACC and Metro 
plan to select a developer/owner through a competitive process. 

Sites Proposed by Developers 

The Housing Authority may accept unsolicited proposals from developers for projects to 
be funded under the Bond. Developers should be aware that, depending on progress 
against the Bond framework, such proposals may need to achieve specific targets for 
income levels, cost, unit types, geographic area, racial equity, accessibility, or other 
characteristics. Developer/owners are encouraged to work closely with HACC to ensure 
that their proposals are responsive to the evolving needs of HACC’s Implementation 
Strategy. 

 

VI. Leveraging Other Affordable Housing Resources 

While the Metro Bond resources are substantial, in order to accomplish the unit targets of 
the Bond, these funds will need to be blended with other public and private funding 
sources, including other HACC resources. A number of principles will guide efforts to 
leverage the Bond funds: 

● Maximize the use of non-competitive resources. The 4% LIHTC program is available 
on a non-competitive basis to provide equity for affordable housing development. This 
program is especially useful for larger projects or scattered site projects that can be 
bundled to achieve the scale desired by equity investors. Developing projects in 
Qualified Census Tracts (QCTs) or Difficult to Develop Areas (DDAs) can maximize the 
usefulness of the 4% tax credits. 

● Maximize use of private resources. Many projects will generate sufficient rental 
income to be able to make debt service payments on loans from private banks. While 
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ensuring that projects have appropriate operating budgets and reserves, private debt 
should be secured for projects whenever feasible. Additionally, where bonds may be 
used for homeownership opportunities, the owners’ mortgages are an example of 
leveraging private sources.  

● Maximize local resources. A variety of local resources may be available to support 
capital and operating expenses: 

○ Project-based rental assistance. HACC has committed project-based rental 
assistance for 200 units to Bond projects. This assistance will allow residents to 
pay based on their household income, while the project will receive a set rental 
income based on the rental assistance payment standard. 

○ Property tax exemption. For project developed/owned by HACC, it will take 
advantage of property tax exemption under the provisions of ORS 307.092--this 
is the statute that provides property tax exemptions for housing authorities.  It 
may also consider this exemption to projects under co-development agreements 
with HACC. 

○ Publicly owned land. HACC will prioritize projects developed on County/HACC-
owned or other publicly owned sites. The ability of HACC or other jurisdictions to 
donate the full value of the sites may vary, but discounted values would likely be 
available. 

○ Explore other local resources. The Clackamas County Board and HACC will 
work with bond-eligible jurisdictions to identify local resources that support bond 
financed projects in an effort to encourage bond developments in jurisdictions 
committed to affordable housing.  

○ Seek other existing affordable housing resources (Federal, State and 
County resources). HACC recognizes that despite the substantial amount of 
Bond funding, projects may have financing gaps that are best filled with other 
traditional affordable housing program resources. Though it is not anticipated that 
these competitive resources will be utilized to support bond-financed 
developments, sources outside the purview of HACC may be needed to 
complete financing packages for specific projects. In partnership with the 
selected developer, HACC will work with other funders in a transparent way to 
find the most effective and efficient way to bring these resources to Bond funded 
housing projects as necessary. 

○ Support the pipeline of other affordable housing projects. While much of 
HACC’s efforts during the implementation of the Affordable Housing Bond will be 
focused on moving the pipeline of Bond funded projects forward, the ongoing 
availability of other Federal, State, and local affordable housing resources means 
that there is a likelihood other projects may move forward during the same 
timeframe. HACC will monitor the pipeline of projects proposed and funded 
throughout Clackamas County and will collaborate with developers and 
jurisdictions throughout the county to identify the most appropriate funding 
packages and other support that can be allocated to those projects. 

○ Funding for resident and supportive services. HACC will work with regional 
and state partners to identify a consistent funding source to serve vulnerable 
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homeless or at risk populations. It is through consistent funding of resident and 
supportive services that vulnerable populations can remain housed and help the 
project succeed financially. 

      

VII. Project Selection Criteria and Metro Framework 
HACC will consider a number of factors in the selection of Housing Bond projects. The 
first consideration will be how each project contributes to the accomplishment of the goals 
in the Metro Framework. Under the Framework, HACC has the following targets: 
  

Framework Targets 

Total Units           812 

Minimum number of 30% AMI Units 333 

Maximum number of 61% to 80% AMI 
Units 

            81 

Minimum number of 2 Bedroom & Larger 
Units 

          406 

  
HACC does not expect that each project will reflect the ratios expressed by these targets, 
but instead that the overall portfolio of funded projects will achieve this mix. 
  
HACC does expect that most projects will include some units that are two bedrooms or 
larger. The ratio of small and large units will reflect the characteristics of the target 
population of specific projects, and that in turn, should reflect characteristics of a site in 
terms of whether it is best suited to families with children or smaller families. 
  
HACC does expect that most projects will include some units with rents at 30% AMI. In 
some cases, projects will be targeted to low wage earners, while others may be targeted 
to people with disabilities or other special needs, or people who have experienced 
homelessness. Some projects may be designed exclusively to have 30% units or have high 
concentrations of 30% units with corresponding supportive services. 
  
HACC hopes to include 61%-80% AMI units when that helps to cross-subsidize lower 
income units or reduces the amount of Bond financing needed for the project. 

HACC will focus its Bond financed affordable housing on new construction multi-family 
rental projects and may also consider multi-family acquisition/rehabilitation projects. 
Additionally, HACC is considering investing Bond resources in homeownership strategies 
should the right location and opportunity arise. In our community engagement, 
participants from communities of color strongly emphasized a desire to see Bond 
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resources promoting access to home ownership among communities of color in 
Clackamas County.  

Furthering Clackamas County’s Affordable Housing Goals 

In addition to fulfilling the LIS, HACC will work to align the affordable housing developed 
with the Bond to support a variety of local goals. These include: 

● Working to create housing opportunities across the geographic area of this 
Implementation Strategy. This includes the cities and unincorporated areas of 
Clackamas County that are in the Metro area. 

● Focusing its Bond-financed affordable housing on new construction of multi-family rental 
projects and explore homeownership opportunities. 

● Considering acquisition/rehabilitation projects to prevent displacement. 
● Geographic Goals – HACC looks to support projects in opportunity neighborhoods that 

have good access to transportation, commercial services, community amenities, and 
provide the opportunity to create inclusive mixed-income neighborhoods. 

● Target Population Goals – During the Listening phase, we received reminders of the 
need for senior housing, family housing (to include three and four-bedroom units), 
housing accessible to high needs populations, housing that is compliant with the 
American with Disabilities Act (ADA), and housing for individuals exiting the foster care 
system. Due to limited resources and the small number of projects to be funded under 
the Bond, addressing all these needs will not be feasible, but HACC will strive to assist 
as many of these needs as possible. To do so, HACC will require that project sponsors 
of bond developments are holding at least two engagement sessions during 
predevelopment to actively engage with the community surrounding the sites location 
and to provide listening and feedback sessions to the potential residents that may live 
there.   

● Complementing other affordable housing-related activities – The Housing Bond funds 
allow HACC to leverage its resources to continue its work on other affordable housing 
strategies and in other parts of the county that aren’t eligible for Bond proceeds These 
include working with property owners to identify ways to improve the housing stock while 
avoiding forced displacement of tenants, collaborating with market-rate developers and 
nonprofits to also consider development in non-Metro boundary communities, prioritizing 
Community Development resources to support non-Metro boundary developments, 
working with homebuilders to increase affordable homeownership stock. 

● HACC supports the principle that housing created with the bond should maximize 
housing choice for tenants.    
      

Racial Equity 

HACC’s approach to racial equity in project selection will take into consideration factors such as: 

● Increasing affordable housing in areas with existing underserved diverse populations, 
especially in areas that may be subject to gentrification. Throughout our community 
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engagement process, the needs of those historically underserved in growing areas of 
gentrification were heard. Priority will be placed on developments that provide by 
location and amenities the ability to create long-term affordable housing with the 
following criteria considered:  

o Providing new affordable housing in high opportunity neighborhoods and sites. 
This would include sites that have good access to transit (e.g. bus, rail, bike 
paths and pedestrian corridors), jobs, quality schools, commercial services, parks 
& open space, etc. 

● Supporting project teams that have a proven track record of: 
○ Outreach, engagement, and ensuring participation of minority and women-owned 

contractors in pre-development and construction of the project, as well as the 
ongoing maintenance of the building 

○ Engaging targeted and/or marginalized communities, communities of color as 
part of its leasing process 

○ Creating an inclusive tenant screening criteria process, minimizing barriers to 
housing experienced by communities of color 

  
HACC will prioritize projects addressing the historical racial disparity and lack of housing 
access and opportunity to build equity and generational wealth experienced by 
communities of color. Addressing these disparities may be through projects sponsored by 
culturally specific organizations, or projects sponsored by partnerships in which culturally 
specific organizations have a meaningful role in project design and operations, or 
sponsors that provide sufficient proof of their ability to connect with communities of color 
to promote housing access and/or affordable homeownership opportunities  

Connection to Services 

HACC expects that Resident Service Coordination will be provided at all projects, 
appropriate to the level of need of the target population. Resident Services will focus on 
eviction prevention, helping residents access to mainstream services for which they may 
be eligible, empowerment services and community building activities. 

Projects serving high needs populations will require robust supportive services to ensure 
resident stability and positive outcomes. HACC currently provides limited supportive 
services.  HACC will work closely with other Clackamas County departments to help 
connect developer/owners to public and private service providers in the community to 
create needed partnerships. HACC will evaluate a project's’ target population and service 
plan to ensure that it is appropriate and durable. HACC will approve resident service fees 
in project operating expense budgets. 
 

     HACC heard throughout our community engagement with historically under-
represented communities, the importance space and place play in regards to the 
development of a site; importance that moves a building from simply housing to a place 
called home. To that end, HACC will require that developers/sponsors of bond-financed 
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units detail within their proposals and design how they intend to meet and promote 
community gathering space opportunities. These may be opportunities both internal to 
their developments or through site locations that emphasize access to community 
building through existing amenities such as: parks, libraries, community centers, and 
other place-making opportunities. 
Project Cost/Leveraging Funds 

HACC plans to use Bond funds to support a portfolio of projects that provide the best 
return on investment in the form of long-term sustainable housing. These projects will be 
characterized by efficient design and durable construction. They will use cost-effective 
green building measures to create efficient use of energy and water, and select materials 
to create healthy living spaces. They will be well aligned with the needs of the target 
households in terms of space, amenities and service requirements, and will be valuable 
assets in the communities in which they are located. 

The blend of funding sources will have an impact on both hard and soft costs. Hard costs 
will be impacted by development standards of investors, lenders and other public funders. 
Soft costs will vary with requirements for specific legal, accounting, reserve requirements, 
and fees. Leverage will also be impacted by the service needs of the residents. 

HACC will evaluate all proposed projects to ensure that the costs are reasonable and 
appropriate to the specific project. In doing this evaluation HACC will focus on the amount 
of Bond funds needed rather than the total development costs of projects. This evaluation 
may consider: 

● Scale appropriate to the target population. 
● Scale appropriate to the neighborhood in which the project is located. 
● Costs associated with mixed-use projects. 
● Quality of construction materials. 
● Costs associated with the service needs of the target population. 
● Reasonable fees and reserves. 

HACC recognizes that in order to accomplish the overall unit target, it will need to have 
an average Housing Bond expenditure per unit of approximately $143,000. Some projects 
may receive significantly fewer Bond funds than this amount, while others may receive 
significantly more. The Bond funding levels available for specific projects or funding 
processes will be clear in the Exhibit 2 tracking worksheet that is attached to this 
Implementation Strategy. 

Capacity/Readiness to Proceed 

Affordable housing is a specialty business that differs in many ways from market-rate 
housing or other real estate development. HACC will seek to partner with non-profit, for-
profit, or governmental organizations that have demonstrated skills as affordable housing 
developer/owners. Expertise with the framework target unit types and with the specific 
population proposed by a project will also be considered. 
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Timely implementation of the Housing Bond is critically important and was a point of 
emphasis throughout our community engagement activities. In its selection process, 
HACC will prioritize projects that have a clear path to timely completion. HACC may 
prioritize projects that have appropriate zoning, have secured much or all of the other 
financing sources, have secured needed service partnerships, have a clear and 
achievable racial equity plan, etc. While HACC may not make concept endorsements until 
projects meet benchmarks that indicate the likelihood of projects coming to fruition, HACC 
suggests that interested developers begin conversations with the Housing Authority at the 
earliest stages of pre-development to ensure that project programming aligns with the 
Implementation Strategy. 

VIII. Project Implementation  

Review & Approval of Projects 
Bond-funded projects will go through a multi-stage review and approval process as 
follows: 

● HACC concept endorsement. To be forwarded to Metro for concept endorsement a 
project must, at a minimum, have site control, a preliminary development plan, the 
preliminary estimate of total development costs, a preliminary estimate of needed 
Housing Bond funds, and an identified development team. HACC will process concept 
endorsements first at the staff level, then review by the Housing Advisory Board, and 
review by the HACC Board work session. 

● Metro concept endorsement. HACC staff, in conjunction with Metro staff, will present 
the project to Metro for endorsement by the Metro COO. Metro will review the project for 
conformance to the adopted Local Implementation Strategy. 

● HACC project approval & funding authorization. As the project completes due 
diligence and moves to financial closing, HACC will process project approval by asking 
the HACC Board to take action. 

● Metro project approval & funding authorization. HACC staff, in conjunction with 
Metro staff, will present the project to Metro for final approval and funding authorization. 

● Release of Funds. Once a project has received approval by HACC and Metro, funds 
will be released to the Housing Authority and disbursed to the project in accordance with 
the provisions of the project documents and the Metro Intergovernmental Agreement. 

Project Closing 

● Metro-Approved Regulatory Agreement. All projects will be required to execute a 
Metro-approved Regulatory Agreement that acknowledges the use of Metro Housing 
Bond funds and the restrictions associated with the use of such funds. The Regulatory 
Agreement shall be recorded against the project at or prior to closing. 

●  Period of Affordability. The Regulatory Agreement will generally specify a 60-year 
period of affordability. For acquisition projects that are more than 10 years old, HACC 
may consider a shorter period of affordability, but no less than 30 years. The Regulatory 
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Agreement will provide a first right of refusal for qualified nonprofit organizations or 
government entities to acquire the project upon expiration of the affordability period. 

● The accomplishment of Framework Targets. The Regulatory Agreement will also 
specify the level of affordability and the unit bedroom sizes of the project 

● Reporting Requirements & Monitoring During Operations. The Regulatory 
Agreement or similar agreement will also provide requirements for periodically providing 
information relating to the project’s financial performance, physical condition, occupancy, 
tenant income verification, and voluntarily collected tenant demographics. The 
agreement calling for these reports shall provide that reports will be made for the benefit 
of both Metro and the Housing Authority of Clackamas County. The agreement shall also 
provide physical access to the property when requested by Metro, HACC, or other 
project financing partners. 

● Jurisdiction Documents. HACC will require a variety of other documents relating to the 
project. These may include: 

○ Development & Disposition Agreements. In the case of properties controlled by 
HACC, the Housing Authority will develop agreements relating to the transfer of 
property to the developer/owner. 

○ HACC will develop documents relating to the form of investment of Bond Funds. 
These may vary depending on the projected cash flow of different projects and 
may take the form of cash flow dependent loans or grants. In general, HACC will 
support the allocation of modest amounts of program income to restricted 
reserve accounts dedicated first to the provision of Resident Services. Projects 
that are expected to have more significant program income may have 
requirements for cash flow dependent distributions to the Housing Authority. 

○ HACC will specify requirements relating to the implementation of racial equity 
strategies. Strategies will be developed for each project, and requirements will be 
documented in agreements with the Housing Authority. This will include: 

■ MWESB Contracting. Project sponsors will be required to make best 
faith efforts to achieve 20% participation of subcontracting of 
development hard and/or soft costs to certified minority, women, 
emerging small businesses. Project sponsors will be required to provide 
documentation of subcontracting efforts and results. 

■ Workforce Participation. The Housing Authority is interested in 
encouraging participation in project workforce hours by minorities, women 
and disabled veterans. While specific programs to further this goal are not 
developed at the time of writing this Implementation Strategy, the Housing 
Authority will work with Metro, other implementing jurisdictions, and with 
project sponsors to explore ways to maximize participation in project 
workforce hours. 

■ Affirmative Marketing, Tenant Selection & Lease-Up. Consistent with 
Metro policy and feedback provide throughout our community 
engagement (please see targeted engagements to specific populations in 
Exhibit 1, pg. 23) outreach sessions, HACC will work to ensure that Bond 
financed housing serves communities of color, families with children and 
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multiple generations, people living with disabilities, seniors, veterans, 
households experiencing or at risk of homelessness, and households at 
risk of displacement. HACC will require that project developers/owners 
make best faith efforts to make units available to minorities and 
disadvantaged populations using best practice strategies. In general, this 
will require: 

● Affirmative outreach and marketing to target populations. 
Developers/owners, and their property management companies (if 
applicable) will be expected to engage in proactive efforts to make 
disadvantaged populations aware of the availability of units, and 
the process and timeline for application. HACC will work with 
project sponsors to identify specific target populations for each 
project and will review the proposed outreach and marketing 
strategy for each project. 

● HACC will require that project sponsors use low-barrier screening 
criteria that balance access to target populations, project 
operations, and community stability. Typical requirements may 
include less than standard market apartment income-to-rent 
ratios, reduced credit history requirements, and criminal history 
requirements that only consider recent convictions that are most 
directly tied to tenant success. Project sponsors will be required to 
review appeals to denials of standard screening criteria that take 
into consideration the efforts of applicants that demonstrate 
stability and potential for tenant success. Project sponsors are 
also required to review appeals if the disqualifying aspects of 
denial are related to a disability and make reasonable 
accommodations as appropriate. 

Project Monitoring 

Projects will be subject to monitoring throughout the development process and period of 
affordability. The monitoring process and expectations will be documented in agreements 
with the City. In general, this will include: 

● Monitoring During Development & Lease Up. HACC will require monthly reports 
during the project development and lease-up period and will conduct monthly site 
inspections in coordination with other funding partners to ensure progress to on-time and 
on-budget completion. HACC will sign off of any change orders and on monthly draw 
requests. 

● During Operations. HACC will require annual reports that include information about 
project physical condition, fiscal condition, occupancy, tenant income verification, and 
voluntarily collected tenant demographics. HACC will conduct periodic site inspections in 
coordination with other funding partners. 

● Post-Completion Monitoring. In addition to monitoring of operations, HACC will revisit 
each developments engagement plan at “natural” stages of completion and stabilization 
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to check proposed goals against actual achievements. The intent of this stage is to 
reconnect with our community stakeholders to report on outcomes to date and to assess 
whether we need to revisit the goals of our LIS. Areas of significant interest may be in 
the following categories and times 

o MWESB proposed outcomes versus actual (50% and 100% construction 
completion); 

o Workforce participation (50% and 100% construction completion); 
o Low-barrier screening and outreach to communities of color as it pertains to 

lease up activities (initial lease up period, 1-year anniversary, 3-year 
anniversary); 

o Connection to services in the community (1-year lease-up anniversary) 
  

IX. Reporting on the Implementation Strategy 

Annual Report 
HACC staff will prepare an annual report to the Housing Advisory Board and the HACC 
Board on the overall progress of the Local Implementation Strategy. This information will 
be made available to the public and interested stakeholders using a variety of strategies 
such as published reports, newsletter articles and website postings. The report will 
include information on committed and completed projects (e.g. project status, Bond 
funding amounts, total project cost, and units produced by unit size, type and income 
level served). The report will also include information on overall progress toward 
achievement of the framework goals.  
 
Reporting is a critical step for HACC and Clackamas County to address the impact of our 
efforts. To that end, each development will be revisited and measured against its 
outcomes to determine whether proposed levels of engagement and participation were 
met. Some of this information may be immediately available after project completion and 
some, like lease up and retention statistics may take a year or more to fully understand. 
The information gleaned will be valuable to our long term efforts throughout the life of the 
bond. It is HACC’s intention to revisit these criteria, through annual reporting of the 
project sponsor, so that we can make periodic changes to our strategies under the LIS 
and to provide feedback and reporting to our residents, stakeholders, and Metro.   

  
Reporting to Metro 

HACC will submit annual reports to Metro in accordance with the Intergovernmental Agreement. 
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Exhibit 1 
OUTREACH & ENGAGEMENT REPORT 

 
Clackamas County staff from Heath, Housing & Human Services (H3S) and Public and 
Government Affairs (PGA) initiated outreach and engagement efforts around the Metro 
Affordable Housing Bond after voters approved the measure in November 2018. Building 
upon the county’s strong relationships with local jurisdictions, affordable housing 
developers and service providers, county staff organized a series of engagement events 
targeting those respective stakeholder communities.  
 
The county also contracted with a culturally specific provider, Unite Oregon, to partner on 
engagement efforts with low-income community members, communities of color, people 
with limited English proficiency, immigrants and refugees, and people with disabilities. 
Similar exercises and questions were used across these various engagement events, 
which reached a broad and diverse cross section of Clackamas County residents. A 
calendar of events and detailed summaries of each key engagement activity are provided 
below. 
 
Summary of outreach event themes 

Participants advocated for the need for affordable housing development for a diverse 
range of populations. This included people with disabilities (including those in recovery), 
seniors, families with children, and single individuals. 
 
Key themes specific to what communities need for success emerged from engagement 
efforts across all stakeholder groups. Those included: 

● The need for improved countywide access to multimodal transportation systems 
(especially in the more rural areas, but also increased connectivity between rural and 
urban areas)  

● Increased affordable housing with access to services and jobs 
● Improved access to health services (including mental health and addiction services) 

 
Other recurring themes included safety and access to community amenities, such as 
grocery stores, green spaces, childcare and good schools. 
 
Additional themes emerged specifically from conversations with communities of color, 
underrepresented and historically marginalized communities. Promoting opportunities for 
homeownership was a top priority, as was access to community spaces (community 
rooms in buildings, shared gardens, housing near parks or green spaces, community 
amenities, and the like). There was also a desire for access to free or low-cost 
educational opportunities, and family-friendly and culturally-specific activities. Detailed 
accounts of each engagement event are outlined below.  
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Calendar of engagement events 
Outreach and engagement was primarily information sharing presentations to local 
jurisdictions and community fora. In May and June county staff and Unite Oregon held a 
series of engagement events at which extensive feedback was gathered, summarized 
further below. An online survey (English only) was also available for community members 
to anonymously fill out.  
 
Informational Meetings Presenting Preliminary Bond Information to the Larger 
Community 

11/28/18 and 
ongoing at 
monthly 
meetings 

Discussion of Bond and implications with CC Affordable Housing 
and Homelessness Task Force 

11/29/18 Presentation on homelessness and the Bond to Lake Oswego 
City Council and staff 

12/6/18 Discussion at Milwaukie Housing Forum  

1/8/19 Presentation to Gladstone City Council  

1/8/19 Handout and brief information shared at Clackamas County’s 
Legislative Dinner 

1/10/19 Presentation to the Court Appointed Special Advocates for 
Children  

2/19-5/19 
Worked with Community Alliance of Tenants and the Institute for 
Portland Metropolitan Studies on a community engagement plan 
for our Phase I project in Gladstone 

2/26/19 Presentation to Jennings Lodge Community Planning 
Organization  

4/14/19 Presentation to Milwaukie Housing Town Hall  

 
Community Engagement Events to Solicit Feedback for LIS 
 

Date Event Type Number of 
Attendees 
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May 
14th 

Housing Forum  Targeted outreach to jurisdictional 
partners 
  (including city officials, CPOs) and 
developers 

56 

May 
15th 

ClackCo Academy resident 
outreach 

Community members (not targeted). 
Class made 
  up of community members 

19 

May 
23rd 

Our Housing, Our 
Communities 

General and Targeted outreach to 
diverse community members. Sought to 
engage non-english speaking and POC.  

Approx. 40  

June 
11th 

Homeless Solutions 
Coalition of Clackamas 
County (HSCCC) 
Community Meeting 

Service Providers Approx. 45 

June 
15th  

Clackamas County 
Coordinated Committee (C4 
Retreat) 

Targeted outreach to Mayors, elected 
officials, Metro 

53 

June 
20th  

Our Housing, Our 
Communities 

General and Targeted outreach to 
diverse community members. Sought to 
engage non-English speaking and POC. 
Discussion around equity.  

52 

  
 
Targeted engagement to specific populations or organizations that serve them   

Participating Populations Focus Groups or Events 

Low-income individuals HSCCC, Unite Oregon meetings (5/23, 6/20) 

Seniors HSCCC, Unite Oregon meetings (5/23, 6/20) 
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Youth experiencing housing instability United Oregon meetings (5/23, 6/20), and service 

providers of this population at HSCCC (6/11) 

Individuals with physical disabilities 6/20 Unite Oregon meeting, and service providers 
of this population at HSCCC meeting (6/11) 

Individuals with developmental 
disabilities (service providers) 

HSCCC 

Individuals with mental health concerns 
disabilities (service providers) 

HSCCC 

Individuals with addictions issues 
disabilities (service providers) 

HSCCC 

Individuals with limited English 
proficiency 

Both Unite Oregon meetings (5/23, 6/20) 

Immigrants and refugees Both Unite Oregon meetings (5/23, 6/20) 

Individuals with current or previous 
experience of housing instability 

HSCCC (6/11) and Unite Oregon meetings (5/23, 
6/20) 

Residents of low-income housing HSCCC (6/11) and Unite Oregon meetings (5/23, 
6/20) 

Justice-involved individuals disabilities 
(service providers) 

HSCCC meeting (6/11) 

Service providers for people on 
probation and currently incarcerated 

HSCCC meeting (6/11) 

Community Participation Organization 
(CPO) members 

2/26 Jennings Lodge CPO meeting 
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Tribal community members 6/20 Unite Oregon meeting 

 

Demographic information was requested at the 6/11/19 Unite Oregon engement event but not 
all participants responded. Though age wasn’t captured, older adults were in attendance and 
have attended several events thus far. Of particular interest has been the welcome attendance 
of non-native English speakers. The goal from our community engagement consultants, Unite 
Oregon, was to cast a wide net to attract as much feedback from as many different people as 
we could. Primary to that goal was to recruit people of color, immigrants, and refugees.  

Not all who were in attendance have been willing to provide full demographic information but we 
have received direct feedback and information from: six Arab-Speaking immigrants/refugees; 
three Vietnamese speakers; 4 identifying as Spanish-speaking or Latino; an individual who 
identified as mixed race; one native Hawaiian.   

Additionally, Unite Oregon provided outreach to people experiencing housing instability. Their 
feedback regarding increased information and resources relating to housing helped HACC 
shape the format of our engagement meetings. 

 
Below is a list of jurisdictions we have had conversations with about the bond, or 
who have participated in a formal presentation. 

● West Linn 
● Sandy 
● Tualatin 
● Molalla 
● Wilsonville 
● Happy Valley 
● Lake Oswego 
● Canby 
● Oregon City 

● Milwaukie 
● Gladstone 
● Estacada  
● Fire Districts 
● Beavercreek 
● Johnson City 
● Rivergrove 

 
Staff had informal listening sessions with the following nonprofit and for-profit 
developers and community groups. These discussions helped HACC staff frame 
topic areas and priorities within the LIS:

● Geller Silvis 
● Strategies 360 
● Sera Design 
● Key Bank 
● MHA of Oregon 
● Milwaukie Floors 
● Community Development Partners 

● Rose Community Development 
● Columbia Care Services 
● Related Companies 
● Todos Juntos 
● Healthy Families Oregon, 

Clackamas County 
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● Community Development Partners 
(CDP) 

● Community Partners for Affordable 
Housing (CPAH) 

● Otak 
● Columbia Care 
● Bridge Housing 
● Reach Community Development 
● Northwest Housing Alternatives 
● Northwest Family Services 

● Pedcor 
● Dominium 
● Structure Development 
● Related Northwest 
● Portland Habitat for Humanity 
● Proud Ground 
● NEDCO 
● Strategies 360 

 

      
The “Our Housing, Our Communities!” engagement sessions held on May 23 and June 
20 were conducted in partnership with Unite Oregon, whose staff did extensive 
community outreach to historically marginalized communities to invite attendees. 
Interpretation was available and actively utilized in Spanish, Vietnamese, and Arabic. 
Childcare and dinner were provided and gift cards were distributed to all community 
members in attendance. Events utilized interactive activities to capture in-depth feedback. 
Attendees represented recent immigrants, longtime residents, multiple nationalities, 
different age groups, and multiple ethnicities and races. 
 
 At the request of the community, the May forum included information about tenant’s 
rights and basic information about what affordable housing is before the bond portion of 
the event began. A participatory budgeting exercise was conducted at the June meeting. 
The two Unite Oregon meetings saw roughly 45 and 60 attendees, respectively.  
 
 

Detailed Engagement Summaries 
 

May 14th Housing Forum: Targeted outreach to jurisdictional partners and developers 
 
This event was an opportunity to hear from city representatives and Community Planning 
Organizations (CPOs) as key stakeholders in successful implementation of the Metro 
Housing Bond in Clackamas County. Marketing strategies for this event included posting 
on the County Events Calendar, as well as email invitations sent to all elected city 
representatives, CPO Constant Contact List, as well as a list of active community 
developers. 56 people attended this event, which was held at Clackamas County’s 
Development Services Building. 
 
Participants identified a strong need for countywide public transportation improvements in 
order for affordable housing to be the most effective in serving the community, in addition 
to rent caps and a need for accessible wrap around services. In addition, fee waivers 
were recommended, as well as further community education around housing need. 
Participants also recognized the importance of community spaces such as gardens, 
parks, and community rooms. 
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What needs to be in place for housing to be successful? 

● Countywide public transportation  
● Rent caps 
● Wrap around services 
● Fee Waivers 
● Education on housing need 
● Community Spaces (shared gardens, parks, community rooms, etc.) 

 
When looking at what populations are in greatest need of affordable housing, participants 
identified seniors and older adults, Workforce community members, and people with 
mental health challenges. Other populations identified were people with other types of 
disability (including people in recovery) and immigrants.  
 
What population in your community is in greatest need of housing?  

● Seniors and older adults 
● Work Force 
● People with Mental Health Challenges 
● People with Disabilities 
● People in Recovery 
● Immigrants 

  
Improved access to multi-modal transportation (including accessible public 
transportation). Other top 5 needs included access to affordable childcare, health 
services, and housing that includes supportive services. 
 
What is your community’s greatest need? 

● Affordable housing 
● Transportation 
● Affordable childcare 
● Access to Health Services 
● Supportive Housing 

 
When asked about values that should shape the County’s approach to housing 
development, participants discussed the importance of opportunity areas, mixed income 
housing, increasing opportunities for homeownership, and providing quality housing. 
Racial equity was also stressed as a crucial part of smart development policies and 
practices. It was expressed that leadership needed to keep promises to voters around 
affordable housing development, by getting it done on an efficient timeline.   
      

May 15th Input from ClackCo Academy participants 
 
ClackCo Academy gives members of the community the opportunity to learn more about 
county services and programs. This was a closed group, with direct email invites sent to 
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ClackCo Academy participants. Members must live, work, own a business, or work full 
time in Clackamas County. Space is limited to 25 participants, with an additional five 
seats reserved for youth ages 16-20.  
 
While the class is made up of community members, this engagement event was not open 
to the larger community. 
      
What is your community’s greatest need? 

● Access to Jobs 
● Access to services 
● Transportation 
● Affordable Housing 

 
What population in your community is in greatest need of housing?  

● Families with children 
● People with disabilities 
● Houseless community members 
● Very Low Income 
● Single Parents 

 
What needs to be in place for housing to be successful? 

● Access to multi-modal transportation options (including walkable streets) 
● Access to services 
● Access to jobs, training/adult education 
● Public space/place-making, green space 
● Government support and policy evaluation (land use, zoning, etc.) 

 
May 23rd Our Housing, Our Communities! 
 
This was the first event held in partnership with Unite Oregon. Conducted in the evening 
at the Wichita Center for Family and Community in Milwaukie, this event began with 
presentations about renters’ rights and housing resources, a presentation about the 
Affordable Housing Bond, and ended with an engagement exercise. Food, childcare, and 
interpretation in three languages (Spanish, Vietnamese, and Arabic) were provided by 
Unite Oregon.    
 
What needs to be in place for housing to be successful? 

● More food banks nearby 
● Gas heating instead of electric, because of the lower utility bill costs associated with gas 

heat 
● Nearby community/cultural centers, as well as parks and natural areas 
● Good parking 
● High-quality schools 
● Accessibility (both of housing and the surrounding neighborhood) for residents with 
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● Accessible transportation, especially public transit 
● Community gardens 
● Family-sized housing (3+ bedrooms) for larger families 

 
What population in your community is in greatest need of housing?  

● People with disabilities 
● Seniors and older adults 
● People in recovery  
● Low income families 
● Single parents 
● Domestic violence survivors 
● Students 
● Larger families 
● Families with young children 

 
What is your community’s greatest need? 

● Transportation: Frequent bus service; affordable housing near transit stations; 
accessible 

● Food: housing close to shopping centers; access to healthy food like co-ops like in 
Portland; free food resources for people with low incomes; access to community gardens 
to grow own food 

● Health services: proximity to hospitals and clinics 
● Affordable housing: cheaper rents for families with children; cheaper rent in general 
● Other: child care; educational programs; tutoring or similar activities for children; security 

and safety at schools; proximity to playgrounds; low-cost home-buying opportunities; 
safe and friendly environments; close to stores/shopping opportunities; day care 
services; space to own a pet; well-ventilated housing units 

 
Attendees gave a list of locations where they would like to see affordable housing in their 
communities: 

● Oak Grove, especially near Fred Meyer 
● Milwaukie 
● Wilsonville, near major employment areas 

 
June 11 Homeless Solutions Coalition of Clackamas County (HSCCC) Meeting 

 
The HSCCC is a grassroots coalition comprised of more than 200 citizens, agency staff, 
government officials, church affiliates, and community members in Clackamas County. 
The mission is to find compassionate and respectful solutions to homelessness through 
community partnerships. On June 11th, members of HSCCC were invited to provide input 
on how they think the Metro Affordable Housing Bond dollars should be spent in 
Clackamas County.  
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What needs to be in place for housing development to be successful (amenities, services, 
etc.)?  

● Need for more accessible case management and other supportive services. 
● Access to resources including child care and schools, jobs and training/placement, food. 
● Access to mental and physical health services 
● Access to multi-modal transportation options 
● Place Making/Public Spaces (community building, public art, places for community 

empowerment) 
  
During the dot voting, the following top 5 were prioritized (in order from most votes to 
least): 

1. Support services 
2. Access to transportation (walking, bike, bus, car) 
3. Access to schools/childcare 
4. Close access to services (medical, dental, etc) 
5. Green Space/Play Place 

  
Help us shape our county values around housing.  

●  Compassion, understanding acceptance. Educating community 
● Equity and Inclusion 
● Trauma Informed approach to providing services 
● Safety 
● Community oriented spaces and activities. Community participation 
● Sustainability (social, environmental, etc.) 
● Accessibility 
● Respect, dignity, self-determination, and empowerment 
● Provision of and access to support services 

·           Education and youth services 
  
During the dot voting, the following top 5 were prioritized (in order from most votes to 
least): 

1. Compassion/understanding. Dignity, respect 
2. Equity 
3. Trauma Informed 
4. Community Education 
5. Access to Resources 

 
Additionally, inclusion, sustainability, safety, and young children were called out as 
important priorities. Participants also pointed to the importance of community self-
determination and empowerment as important to sustainable development practices, and 
expressed an interest in seeing more and improved community spaces. 
  
What is your community’s greatest need? 
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Participants were asked to provide input on the following predesigned categories: 
Transportation, Access to Health Services, Affordable Housing, access to food, and 
other. While a majority of participants did not put their city on a sticky note, the following 
were some of the areas identified: 
 

● Transportation 
○ Oregon City rural areas 
○ Rural areas (county wide) 
○ Milwaukie 
○ Oregon City 
○ Wilsonville 

 
●   Access to Health Services 

○ Oregon City 
○ Canby 
○ Aurora 

 
● Affordable Housing 

○ Milwaukie/Oak Grove 
○ The Whole Portland Metro Area 
○ Milwaukie 
○ Happy Valley 
○ Oregon City 
○ Wilsonville 
○ Estacada 
○ West Linn 
○ Sandy 

 
●  Access to Food 

○   Milwaukie 
 

● Other 
○ Walkability 
○ Access to essential services 
○ Better understanding of homeless by community 
○ Peer support services 
○ Access to affordable childcare 
○ Access to good jobs, wages, and training 
○ LGBTQ+ resources 
○ Youth resources 
○ Financial education 

  
During the dot voting activity, the following 7 were prioritized as greatest community 
needs: (in order from most votes to least): 
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1. Affordable Housing 
2. Mental Health & Physical Care 
3. Transportation 
4. Substance Abuse/Addiction Services 
5. Support Services 
6. Community Outreach/Awareness 
7. Child Care 

 
What population in your community is in greatest need of housing? 
 Of the predetermined categories, participants prioritized the following (from most to least 
votes): 

1. People with mental health challenges 
2. People in recovery 
3. People with disabilities 
4. Seniors and older adults 

 
The largest number of votes, however, were in the “Other” category. Some of the greatest 
needs identified included: 

● Single adults 
● Single parent households 
● Youth 
● LGBTQ+ community members 
● Families with children 
● Veterans 
● Those with criminal backgrounds and those recently incarcerated 
● Houseless community members 
● Domestic Violence survivors 
● People of Color 

  
During the dot voting activity, the following 8 were prioritized as greatest needs: (in order 
from most votes to least): 
1.       Mental Health Challenges 
2.       Families with children (ranked top along with Mental Health Challenges) 
3.       People in recovery 
4.       POC/LGBTQ+ 
5.       Young people (teens and 20s) 
6.       Low Income 
7.       People with disabilities 
8.       Seniors/Older Adults 

  
When asked how people receive their housing news, participants answered as follows: 

● Social Media (Twitter, OCCH Chat, Next Door, MACG, etc.) 
● Email or E-Newsletter 
● Community Group/Meetings 
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● Government agency communications 
● Networking 
● Non-profits, day centers/shelters 
● Libraries 
● Health clinic communications 

 
June 15th Clackamas County Coordinated Committee (C4) Retreat  

 
The Clackamas County Coordinating Committee (C4) meets to provide coordination and 
cooperation between jurisdictions within Clackamas County and to form unified positions 
on land use and transportation plans.  Membership is comprised of elected officials from 
Clackamas County, cities, representatives from unincorporated communities, and 
representatives from transit, sewer, water, and safety districts. At its June retreat, County 
staff presented the C4 with information on the Affordable Housing Bond and conducted a 
similar engagement activity to those described above. Responses listed below are in 
order of most to least.     
 
 What needs to be in place for housing development to be successful? 

● Transportation access 
● Services nearby 
● Meaningful connections to existing neighborhood 
● Green spaces 

 
What population in your community is in greatest need of housing?  

● Low income households 
● Families with children (especially single parent households) 
● Single adults experiencing homelessness 
● People with behavioral health needs 

 
What is your community’s greatest need? 

● Access to affordable housing 
● Access to services (including health-both mental and physical) 
● Improved access to transportation 
● Access to jobs and job support/training 

 
Help us shape our county values around housing. 

● Commitment to mixed income integration 
● Educate community (combat stereotypes, build support and acceptance) 
● Living wages/access to employment 
● Housing First/low or no barrier housing 

 
 

June 20th Our Housing, Our Communities! 
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At the second engagement meeting in partnership with Unite Oregon, we began by 
debriefing participants about what we had discussed in May. We then provided a short 
overview of local housing resources with an opportunity for participants to ask questions. 
Next, we provided a longer training on the concept of participatory budgeting, and then 
closed with a discussion of how participants define racial equity in affordable housing. 
 
Breakout groups in the following discussion provided feedback on their perspective in 
what racial equity means in terms of housing. They reported the following: 

● Public housing as a utility, not as an investment; a way to start place-making. 
● There are lots of subsidies for owners but not renters 
● Ownership should occur through multiple ways 

○ Low income assistance to ownership 
○ Expand down payment assistance 

● Barriers to contracting 
● Vietnamese participants shared a model of peer-to-peer lending in Vietnam to finance 

housing. Could there be a revolving fund to finance home purchases at reduced interest 
rates? How can affordability be passed on to the next owners? 

● Clackamas County should hire within the community to build housing with an emphasis 
on hiring workers connected to families that would be housed. 

● Housing opportunities could be prioritized to first-generation owners. 
● Buy properties and housing now while it is less expensive and then figure out how to 

make it affordable to low-income buyers later. In other words, land bank if necessary. 
 

 
Metro Bond Survey Results 

From June 4th to June 26th the County hosted an online survey about the Affordable 
Housing Bond on its website. Participants were asked to imagine the entire county, and 
think of a place where they would put new affordable housing before answering the 
questions below. 
 
Why did you pick that location for affordable housing development? 

1. Bus/Max 
2. Affordable Grocery Store 
3. Job 
4. Food Bank, social service agency, other service 
5. Where I live now (in my community) 
6. Local Park/open space/trail 

 
What are some other things about the area that you picked? 

1. Safety 
2. Open space/available land/rural/away from the city 
3. Accessibility by car (including access to freeways, drivability, parking) 
4. Central location (accessible to amenities, groceries, services, near city center etc.) 
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5. Accessible transportation options, and accessible green space 
6. Access to jobs/employment opportunities 

 
What are the biggest challenges people face when trying to find a place to live? 

1. Rent is too expensive 
2. Move-in costs are too expensive 
3. Strict application and screening fee (income requirements, criminal and credit reports, 

rental history, etc.) 
4. Distance from job, school, friends, family, school, etc. 
5. Doesn’t accept pets 
6. Not enough space for a family 

 
How do people find affordable housing? 

1. Family/Friends 
2. Craigslist 
3. Social Media 
4. Social Services Providers 
5. 211 

 
What do you think are the biggest challenges people have keeping their housing? 

1. They can’t afford to pay rent 
2. Lack of good transportation options 
3. The apartment isn’t safe of habitable 
4. The apartment isn’t located where they want to live 
5. Not enough support services provided or near the apartment 

 
What types of services, programs, and/or support are needed to overcome these 
challenges? 

● Quality affordable housing county wide 
● Accessible support services (including addiction services, mental and physical health 

services) 
● Better multi-modal transportation infrastructure and services 
● Access to jobs and job training/employment services 
● Rent control, government and stakeholder buy-in/support 
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Exhibit 2 
FRAMEWORK TRACKING WORKSHEET 

 
 

    
                         Metro Bond 

  
% of Total 

Clackamas County 
Allocation 

  
$116,188,094 

 
100.0% 

  
Utilized to date 

18000 Webster 
Road   

Balance Remaining $113,488,094  98% 

  

  Unit Production Targets % of Total 

Clackamas County Total 
  
812 

30% AMI 
  
333 

Family size 
  
403 

  
 
100%  

  
18000 Webster 
Road SRO 

  
45 

  
45 

  
0 

  
6% of Total units; 
14% of 30% AMI 

Balance Remaining 762 288 0 94% 
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Attachment 1 
Clackamas County Eligible Bond Placement per the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 
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LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY REQUIREMENT CHECKLIST   

Meets 
requirements? 1. Development Plan to 

achieve the Unit 

Production Targets that 

includes the following 

elements: 

 
 
 
Metro Staff Notes Oversight Committee Notes 
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  1a. Anticipated number, 

size, and range of project 

types (estimates are 

acceptable) and cost 

containment strategies to 

achieve local share of unit 

production targets 

(including 30% AMI and 

family-size unit goals and 

the cap on units at 61-80% 

AMI) using local share of 

eligible funding; 

The Site Acquisition Program includes $62,016,000 of program funds to be used for site acquisition and project development throughout the 
region. Projects developed on Metro-acquired properties will contribute to each jurisdiction’s existing unit targets. In most cases, projects 
developed on Metro-acquired properties will require additional funding assistance from each implementing jurisdiction’s bond allocation.  The 
following table shows unit targets, eligible share of bond funding available, the Metro Site Acquisition Program acquisition funds, and the 
estimated number of property acquisitions Metro currently anticipates in each jurisdiction. 
 

 
 
(See p. 15) 
 
Gap funding: 
The estimated acquisition estimates shown in the table above assume Metro will use its funds for a mix of land purchases and gap funding on 
Metro owned properties. Metro may use its regional funds to provide additional gap funding for bond-funded affordable housing projects 
developed on any Metro-owned property, if Metro and the local jurisdiction agree that developing the property would support the community’s 
Local Implementation Strategy.  If Metro acquires a property in an implementing jurisdiction for less than that jurisdiction’s targeted allocation 
of Site Acquisition Program funds, the remainder may be used to supplement the funding necessary to develop a feasible project on the 
property that supports the Local Implementation Strategy. (See p. 15) 
 
Acquisition Due Diligence and Approval 
Metro staff is committed to working with partners to coordinate acquisitions that meet Metro’s site criteria and support the Local 
Implementation Strategies.  Prior to submitting inquiries or letters of intent for a property eligible for site acquisition, Metro will confer with 

 

Proposed Metro Site Acquisition Program Regional Investment Distribution

Total 30% AMI

Family-

Sized

Local Eligible 

Share

Metro Regional  

Site Acquisition 

Funds

Estimated 

Acquisitions

Beaverton 218     89          109        $31,140,595 $3,460,066 1

Clackamas County 812     333        406        $116,188,094 $12,909,788 1-2

Gresham 187     77          93          $26,756,995 $2,972,999 1

Hillsboro 284     117        142        $40,657,081 $4,517,453 1

Home Forward* 111     46          55          $15,879,123 $1,764,347 1

Portland 1,475  605        737        $211,056,579 $23,450,731 2-3

Washington County* 814     334        407        $116,465,532 $12,940,615 1-2

Total 3,900  1,600     1,950    $558,144,000 $62,016,000 8-11

* Balance of County

Unit Targets
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local jurisdiction staff to determine if developing the property will support the Local Implementation Strategy.  Metro will manage property 
searches and will communicate and cooperate with jurisdiction staff throughout this process.  

 

Developer Selection 
Metro anticipates creating developer solicitation processes for acquired properties jointly with implementing jurisdictions.  Solicitations should 
be conducted competitively and in a manner that provides transparency and open access to qualified developers. Metro is committed to 
working with local jurisdictions to define individual project goals in a manner that meet Housing Bond and Local Implementation Strategy goals.  
 
(See pp. 15-16) 
 

Anticipated Timeline for Acquisition  
Metro’s goal is to acquire approximately 8-11 sites through the life of the Site Acquisition Program, averaging approximately two to three sites 
per year that meet the program’s priority location criteria and can support regional distribution targets.  Solicitations for site development will 
be released in conjunction with local jurisdictions on a rolling basis.  Final acquisitions are anticipated to be made in approximately the fifth year 
of the Housing Bond Program, with development of those sites completed within the following two to three years.   
 
(See p. 17) 
 
 

  1b. Consideration for how 

new bond program 

investments will 

complement existing 

regulated affordable 

housing supply and 

pipeline; 

Introduction 
Of the region’s nearly 700,000 housing units only 37,000 or five percent are regulated and reserved for low-income households.  
 
(See p. 1) 
 
Advancing Racial Equity 
Metro will prioritize sites in area lacking historical investments in affordable housing. For the Site Acquisition Program’s location criteria, this 
means prioritizing the purchase of properties that address segregation, create fair housing opportunities, and stabilize communities at risk of 
displacement. In addition, the feedback received during community engagement pointed out the importance of building new affordable housing 
in the communities and neighborhoods where people already live and have developed friend and family networks. 
 
(See pp. 8-10) 
 
Site Acquisition and Development Process 
Metro intends to invest regional funds proportionately in implementing jurisdictions based on the share of regional assessed value.  Projects 
developed on Metro-acquired properties will contribute to each jurisdiction’s unit targets.  Metro will confer with local jurisdiction to determine 
if acquisition property would result in a project that supports a jurisdictions Local Implementation Strategy. 
 
(See p.14) 
 

 

  1c. Goals and/or initial 

commitments for leveraging 

additional capital and 

ongoing operating and/or 

service funding necessary to 

Maximize other funding 
 
The Site Acquisition Program will prioritize site purchases in areas throughout the region that are able to utilize additional funding sources 
outside of the Metro bond for affordable housing development.  Coordinating development within Qualified Census Tracts (QCT) and Difficult to 
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achieve the local share of 

Unit Production Targets; 

Develop Areas (DDA) will enable projects to earn additional equity in the form of tax credits and reduce the overall burden on regional bond 
funds to cover development costs.  
 
(See p. 13) 
 
Ideally local, federal, and Metro funding sources can be leveraged to maximize the affordability of homes developed through the Site 
Acquisition Program.  Local jurisdictions’ ability to contribute location-based local funding sources like TIF for additional gap funding or 
supportive infrastructure improvements can help reduce project costs and increase affordability.  Local policies that help reduce the impact of 
system development charges or property taxes on affordable housing developments can also help boost overall affordability.  Local 
requirements that allow for reduced parking or increased density for affordable projects can also help the region meet the bond’s production 
goals.  (See p. 14) 
 

  1d. Strategy for aligning 

resident or supportive 

services with housing 

investments, including 

[optional] any local goals or 

commitments related to 

permanent supportive 

housing; and  

Fair Housing Strategies 
Metro and partner jurisdictions will evaluate development teams based on their proposed approach to eliminating barriers in accessing housing 
for communities of color and providing necessary culturally specific programming and supportive services.  Metro will coordinate with 
implementing jurisdictions and their Local Implementation Strategies to guide these evaluation criteria (in a developer solicitation).  
 
(See p. 16) 

 

  1e. Description of project 

selection process(es) and 

prioritization criteria, 

including anticipated timing 

of competitive project 

solicitations and how 

existing or new governing 

or advisory bodies will be 

involved in decisions 

regarding project selection. 

Regional Site Acquisition Program Criteria: 
 
The Site Acquisition Program will support Metro’s policies to advance racial equity by addressing segregation, preventing displacement, and 
stabilizing communities while reinforcing already established polices related to growth management, climate action, and transportation.  The 
program will prioritize sites purchases: 

 In areas where there are existing marginalized communities including communities of color, English language learners, and low-
income households.  

 In areas lacking investments in affordable housing 

 In neighborhoods where displacement is occurring or has occurred. 

 Within designated 2040 Growth Areas that support Metro’s regional growth management policies.  These include areas the 2040 
Growth Concept identifies as the central city, town centers, main streets, regional centers, and corridors. 

 Along established bus and rail transit routes or areas where future transit, parks and nature investments are planned. 

 Near amenities identified as priorities in Metro’s community outreach process. 
 
Participants in Metro’s community outreach process identified transit proximity as their number one priority and will be a program focus.  Also 
reflecting comments from the outreach process, Metro will prioritize sites with convenient access to full service and culturally specific grocery 
stores, particularly those that offer affordable prices for food.  Some local farmer’s markets may also offer access to affordable produce, but 
may not operate year round. For projects with family size units, the program will make efforts to secure sites with access to schools, parks, and 
daycare. 
 
 
(See p. 12) 
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Technical Site Criteria: 
 
Metro will need to ensure that properties acquired through the Site Acquisition Program can be developed functionally and efficiently into 
future affordable homes by a qualified developer.  The highest priority properties will be able to address the following characteristics:  

 Alignment with Local Implementation Strategy - Metro will coordinate with local implementation partners to identify sites that align 
with the approved local implementation strategy.   

 Property size and zoning - Priority sites should be large enough and appropriately zoned to allow for multifamily housing development.  

 Land and site preparation costs - Land and site preparation costs should support the achievement of housing production targets in each 
jurisdiction’s Local Implementation Strategy and should be reasonable to allow the production of the targeted number of units. Site 
preparation costs include but are not limited to environmental remediation, grading, and infrastructure improvements.   

 Maximize other funding sources - The Site Acquisition Program will prioritize site purchases in areas throughout the region that are able 
to utilize additional funding sources outside of the Metro bond for affordable housing development.  Coordinating development within 
Qualified Census Tracts (QCT), Difficult to Develop Areas (DDA), and parts of jurisdictions that are able to leverage Tax Increment 
Financing (TIF), tax exemptions, system development charge financing, and other local programs will be a vital strategy that will help the 
Metro Housing Bond meet its housing production goals.   

 
 
(See p. 12) 
 

 2. Strategy for advancing 

racial equity in 

implementation that 

includes: 

 

  2a. Location strategy that 

considers geographic 

distribution of housing 

investments, access to 

opportunity, strategies to 

address racial segregation, 

and strategies to prevent 

displacement and stabilize 

communities; 

Location Strategy 
 
For the Site Acquisition Program’s location criteria, this means prioritizing the purchase of properties that address segregation, create fair 
housing opportunities, and stabilize communities at risk of displacement. In addition, the feedback received during community engagement 
pointed out the importance of building new affordable housing in the communities and neighborhoods where people already live and have 
developed friend and family networks. Metro can help address segregation through the Site Acquisition Program by prioritizing sites in areas 
lacking historical investments in affordable housing. (See p. 8) 
 
Metro’s Site Acquisition Program can help prevent displacement by prioritizing investments in areas where communities of color live, in 
neighborhoods where displacement is occurring or has occurred, and in areas where future investments are planned.  (See p. 9) 
 
 
With access to parks being a key community priority of where housing should be located, the Site Acquisition Program will coordinate with 
future parks investments, local nature projects, and community projects that could provide value to affordable housing residents.  (See p. 12) 
 

 

  2b. Fair housing strategies 

and/or policies to eliminate 

barriers in accessing 

housing for communities of 

color and other historically 

 
 Fair Housing Strategies - Metro and partner jurisdictions will evaluate development teams based on their proposed approach to 

eliminating barriers in accessing housing for communities of color and providing necessary culturally specific programming and 
supportive services.  Metro will coordinate with implementing jurisdictions and their Local Implementation Strategies to guide these 
evaluation criteria.     
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marginalized communities, 

including people with low 

incomes, seniors and people 

with disabilities, people 

with limited English 

proficiency, immigrants and 

refugees, and people who 

have experienced or are 

experiencing housing 

instability; 

 Diversity in Contracting - Metro will encourage the use of minority-owned businesses, woman-owned businesses, and businesses 
owned by service disabled veterans and emerging small businesses, as defined under State law in ORS in Chapter 200 and as certified by 
the Certification Office of Business Inclusion and Diversity (COBID).  Projects developed on properties purchased through the Site 
Acquisition Program will have an aspirational goal of twenty percent of hard construction costs for subcontract utilization of COBID firms 
on projects. Development teams will be requested to propose their approach to reaching this goal based on applicable project costs and 
will be required to assist Metro in reporting and monitoring on progress towards the goal during construction.  

  Workforce Development - Greater Portland is growing and to help meet the demand for skilled construction workers, the region needs 
to improve construction career pathways for women and people of color.   Metro’s Construction Career Pathways Project (C2P2) has 
worked with stakeholders throughout the region to learn about this problem and identify strategies to provide reliable career pathways 
for women and people of color into this industry. Metro’s Site Acquisition Program will work with the C2P2 program to implement the 
strategies most appropriate to advance regional construction diversity goals in the context of affordable housing development such as 
setting workforce diversity goals, tracking and reporting on workforce diversity, supporting positive worksite culture, requesting 
workforce diversity plans from contractors and building partnerships with workforce development providers that serve communities of 
color. 

 
(See p. 16) 

  2c. Strategies and/or 

policies, such as goals or 

competitive criteria related 

to diversity in contracting 

or hiring practices, to 

increase economic 

opportunities for people of 

color; 

 MWESB Contracting - Metro will encourage the use of minority-owned businesses, woman-owned businesses, and businesses owned 
by service disabled veterans and emerging small businesses, as defined under State law in ORS in Chapter 200 and as certified by the 
Certification Office of Business Inclusion and Diversity (COBID).  Projects developed on properties purchased through the Site 
Acquisition Program will have an aspirational goal of twenty percent of hard construction costs for subcontract utilization of COBID firms 
on projects. Development teams will be requested to propose their approach to reaching this goal based on applicable project costs and 
will be required to assist Metro in reporting and monitoring on progress towards the goal during construction.  

(See p. 16) 
 

  Workforce and Apprenticeship Participation - Greater Portland is growing and to help meet the demand for skilled construction 
workers, the region needs to improve construction career pathways for women and people of color.   Metro’s Construction Career 
Pathways Project (C2P2) has worked with stakeholders throughout the region to learn about this problem and identify strategies to 
provide reliable career pathways for women and people of color into this industry. Metro’s Site Acquisition Program will work with the 
C2P2 program to implement the strategies most appropriate to advance regional construction diversity goals in the context of 
affordable housing development such as setting workforce diversity goals, tracking and reporting on workforce diversity, supporting 
positive worksite culture, requesting workforce diversity plans from contractors and building partnerships with workforce development 
providers that serve communities of color.  

 
(See p. 16) 
 

 

  2d. Requirements or 

competitive criteria for 

projects to align culturally 

specific programming and 

supportive services to meet 

the needs of tenants. 

Advancing Racial Equity through Project Implementation 
Metro and partner jurisdictions will evaluate development teams based on their proposed approach to eliminating barriers in accessing housing 
for communities of color and providing necessary culturally specific programming and supportive services. 
(See p. 16) 
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 3. Engagement report 

summarizing 

engagement activities, 

participation and 

outcomes, including: 

 

  3a. Engagement activities 

focused on reaching 

communities of color and 

other historically 

marginalized communities, 

including people with low 

incomes, seniors and people 

with disabilities, people 

with limited English 

proficiency, immigrants and 

refugees, and people who 

have experienced or are 

experiencing housing 

instability; 

Overview 
 
Community outreach for the creation of Metro’s Site Acquisition Program occurred during the months of March, April and May 2019. The 
process was developed in collaboration with community-based organizations and Metro’s jurisdictional partners and guided by emerging best 
practices in public engagement. There were two parts to the community outreach conducted during this period. The first was an online housing 
survey completed by 486 individuals.  The second was a series of discussion groups, interviews and forums (events) hosted by Metro and 
community-based organizations working in partnership with Metro.  Those organizations included the Native American Youth and Family Center 
(NAYA), the Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon (APANO), Centro Cultural of Washington County, the Coalition of Communities of Color 
and Unite Oregon. Approximately 140 people attended one of seven in-person activities. Both parts of this outreach are outlined in detail in the 
appendix to this report. 
 
Metro staff co-hosted two of the seven events and invitations were made to community-based organizations, advocacy groups and culturally 
specific organizations that had been involved with Metro’s potential transportation funding measure planning, parks and nature bond planning 
or past Metro housing bond meetings. Over 150 people were invited to the Metro hosted events. In addition, Metro asked participants in their 
in-person events to share a link to the online survey with the people they work with. The other five events or interviews were hosted by one of 
the community-based organizations working with Metro. They each conducted their own outreach activities to solicit participation. 
 
(See p. 18) 
 
Participation 
Demographic information was collected through the online survey and at all in-person events. Providing this information was always voluntary. 
98 percent of survey participants and 77 percent of event participants provided some demographic information so we can make estimates 
about the people who provided feedback. Participants were from around the Metro area, including each of the three counties (Washington, 
Multnomah and Clackamas).  A total of 72 unique zip codes were reported from participants in this process. 65 different zip codes were 
represented in the online survey and 33 were reporter from participants at in-person events. 
 
The in-person events focused on engaging people from communities of color and other historically marginalized groups and participation in 
those events reflected that. The majority of participants (86 percent) were Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin or Native American or Alaska 
Native. Ten percent reported as White and a small percentage preferred not to answer. The online survey was not as diverse, but more closely 
reflected the racial demographics of the region. 76 percent of survey respondents reported as White, seven percent Hispanic, Latino or Spanish 
origin, four percent Asian or Asian American, three percent Black or African American and three percent American Indian/Native American or 
Alaska Native. Household annual incomes were varied for both event and survey participants. There was participation from people who are at or 
below median household income for the Portland Metro region. About 62 percent of participants reported annual household incomes below 
$75,000 (slightly higher than the area median income for a household of three people). About 26 percent of participants reported incomes 
below 40% of the area median income for a family of three ($29,320/year).  The average household size of participants was between 2 and 3 
people. 
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People with limited English proficiency participated in the outreach events and the online survey. In-person events were held in English, Spanish, 
and Vietnamese. Six people participated in the online survey in Spanish and approximately fifteen to twenty people participated in Spanish at an 
in-person event. Eighteen people participated in a Vietnamese focus group and although a survey was available in Vietnamese, there was no 
participation online.  
Unite Oregon, Centro Cultural and APANO all engaged immigrants and refugees to participate in their in-person events. While information was 
not collected about citizenship status or time spent in the United States, based on information from these organizations, a high number of 
participants are immigrants and refugees. 
The discussion at the co-sponsored events revealed several personal stories of housing instability.  These included stories from people who 
reported being without a home currently or in the past. This provides antidotal evidence of involvement by people who have experienced 
housing instability.  There was also engagement with people currently living in subsidized affordable housing through the online survey. When 
asked whether they currently live in income-restricted housing, 13 percent of survey participants said yes. 
 
(See pp. 18-19) 
 

  3b. Summary of key 

community engagement 

themes related to local 

housing needs and priority 

outcomes for new 

affordable housing 

investments, approach to 

geographic distribution and 

location strategies, 

acknowledgement of 

historic/current inequitable 

access to affordable housing 

and opportunities for 

stakeholders to identify 

specific barriers to access, 

and opportunities to 

advance racial equity 

through new investments; 

Summary of outreach event themes 
 
The six most sited resources that people felt should be near new affordable housing were: 

1. Bus stop / MAX station (public transit) 
2. Affordable grocery store 
3. School / college / daycare 
4. Jobs 
5. Local park, open space or trail 
6. Near where they live today (in their community) 

Participants discussed the importance of having access to services and amenities near affordable housing or being near existing community and 
family networks. This was true across all of the events and survey results. 
 
(See p. 20) 

 

  3c. Summary of how the 

above themes are reflected 

in the Local Implementation 

Strategy. 

Participants in Metro’s community outreach process identified transit proximity as their number one priority and will be a program focus.  Also 
reflecting comments from the outreach process, Metro will prioritize sites with convenient access to full service and culturally specific grocery 
stores, particularly those that offer affordable prices for food.  Some local farmer’s markets may also offer access to affordable produce, but 
may not operate year round. For projects with family size units, the program will make efforts to secure sites with access to schools, parks, and 
daycare. 
 
(See p. 12) 
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 4. Plan to ensure ongoing 

community engagement 

to inform project 

implementation, 

including: 

 

  4a. Strategies for ensuring 

that ongoing engagement 

around project 

implementation reaches 

communities of color and 

other historically 

marginalized community 

members, including: people 

with low incomes, seniors 

and people with disabilities, 

people with limited English 

proficiency, immigrants and 

refugees, existing tenants in 

acquired buildings, and 

people who have 

experienced or are 

experiencing housing 

instability; and 

Metro intends to provide updates about implementation of the bond with the community.  Currently, Metro maintains an email list of over 900 
addresses.  This provides a way for Metro to share periodic updates about the program and the implementation process. Metro will also use its 
Metro News stories and social media platforms to share updates with the community.  To ensure engagement of communities of color and 
other historically marginalized groups, Metro will coordinate with other programs inside of the organization to attend planned events and 
meetings that target those communities.  This should occur once or twice each year to provide updates about new projects in planning and 
development. 
  
(See p. 17) 

   

  4b. Strategy for ensuring 

community engagement to 

shape project outcomes to 

support the success of 

future residents. 

Ongoing Community Engagement 
 
Metro’s site acquisition program is unique because there are fewer opportunities for community involvement during real estate transactions. 
Metro will work with partner jurisdictions and development teams early in the design process to determine how Metro staff expertise and 
resources can contribute to ensure that meaningful engagement occurs with communities of color and other historically marginalized 
community members, including: people with low incomes, seniors and people with disabilities, people with limited English proficiency, 
immigrants and refugees and people who have experienced or are experiencing housing instability.  Specifically, this will involve a meeting or 
series of meetings with jurisdictional staff and/or development teams to develop an effective engagement plan which identifies the 
communities to work with, the roles and responsibilities of staff and the activities that will ensure project outcomes are affected by community 
involvement. This plan will be guided by the local jurisdiction’s Local Implementation Strategy. 
 
(See p.17) 
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INTRODUCTION 
Housing is a critical piece of regional infrastructure.  Where individuals live affects their ability to access 

jobs, education, community, and nature.  Of the region’s nearly 700,000 housing units only 37,000 or 

five percent are regulated and reserved for low-income households.  Metro is choosing to address this 

historic housing crisis affecting thousands of families and individuals through the Metro Affordable 

Housing Bond. The Bond will lead to the investment of over $652 million dollars into the region’s built 

environment and will have a significant impact on future growth.  Metro’s Site Acquisition Program will 

help ensure that new affordable housing investments support the regional growth policies and values 

the region has worked to establish over the previous decades.     

As Metro plans for the decades ahead, this is an opportunity to invest in Metro’s commitment to 

collaboratively build communities where everyone has stable housing and a sense of belonging.  The Site 

Acquisition Program will not only reaffirm the region’s commitment to compact development that 

contributes to a healthy economy, a balanced transportation system and the protection of the region’s 

natural resources, but it will also be rooted in the understanding that inequities have prevented many 

communities from fully enjoying these benefits.   

Across the region, communities of color struggle disproportionately with unaffordable housing costs, 

displacement and homelessness.  This history of housing in America and greater Portland is marked with 

systemic, ongoing racism and discrimination. Metro’s racial equity strategy explicitly includes stable and 

affordable housing in its definition of racial equity: “Our region is stronger when all individuals and 

communities benefit from quality jobs, living wages, a strong economy, stable and affordable housing, 

safe and reliable transportation, clean air and water, a healthy environment, and sustainable resources 

that enhance our quality of life.” To advance racial equity, the Site Acquisition Program will follow the 

principles of the Metro Affordable Housing Bond Framework and make site investments that will create 

homes in places where communities of color live today to prevent further displacement and in 

neighborhoods historically not accessible to these communities. 

METRO’S ROLE IN HOUSING 
Metro has long supported a robust and diverse regional housing supply through its growth management 

and transportation plans, research, grant funding, and development of properties along the region’s 

transit network. This precedent of work is the foundation of the principles and expertise upon which 

Metro’s Site Acquisition Program will draw. 

Regional Policy and the 2040 Growth Concept 
In Oregon, urban growth boundaries (UGBs) are used to encourage efficient use of land. In Greater 

Portland, the Metro Council is charged with managing the UGB, which can only be expanded when there 

is a demonstrable regional need in order to accommodate the next 20 years of household growth. 

Regional policies such as the 2040 Growth Concept reflect an intent to incorporate population growth in 

existing urban areas as much as possible in order to protect important natural resources outside of the 

UGB.  Explicit in the 2040 Growth Concept is the understanding that compact development focused in 

urban centers is ultimately more sustainable, livable, and fiscally responsible than urban sprawl. Metro 

works with jurisdictions, communities, advocates, and the private sector to direct growth into areas that 

can support a range of housing options that are well-connected to transportation and jobs.   
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Regional Transportation Plan 
Affordability is intimately linked to the 

transportation system people use every 

day to get to work and other destinations.  

If housing is affordable but the cost of 

commuting is too high, people can still 

struggle to get by.  A core part of the 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the 

20-year blueprint for a safe, reliable, and 

efficient system of roads, transit, and 

pedestrian facilities is to integrate the 

transportation system with the region’s 

2040 Growth Concept and vision.  The 

RTP framework supports the production 

and preservation of affordable housing in 

the region by investing in transportation 

infrastructure that connects communities.  

The RTP’s first objective is to support the 

implementation of the 2040 Growth 

Concept by focusing transportation 

investments in 2040 growth areas that 

include the Portland central city, regional and town centers, corridors, main streets, and employment 

areas (RTP Objective 1.1).    

In addition to supporting the 2040 Growth Concept goal of focusing investment in regional growth 

areas, the RTP also directly supports transportation and housing equity throughout its framework.  The 

plan calls for the increase in the number of regulated affordable housing units within walking distance to 

current and planned frequent transit service (RTP Objective 1.3) and establishes seven additional 

policies related to eliminating disparities and barriers to transportation in communities of color, areas 

with people of lower income, and communities with English language learners (RTP Chapter 3.1.2.4, 

Transportation Equity Policies).  Through these policies regional transportation investments will actively 

work to anticipate and minimize the effects of displacement on historically marginalized communities, 

prioritize investments that eliminate transportation barriers for these communities, and use an inclusive 

decision-making process that provides meaningful opportunities to participate.  Metro’s Site Acquisition 

Strategy will complement these transportation policies to ensure housing and transportation 

investments support Metro’s already established regional goals for the transportation system.  
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High Capacity Transit Planning 
Metro’s Investment Areas program plays a lead role in planning the region’s light rail and other rapid 

transit lines to serve a broad range of residential, commercial, and employment centers.  Past 

experience has shown that these major transit investments can have a big impact on housing costs.  By 

working to better understand the impact transportation investments can have on housing costs, Metro 

and its partners can maximize opportunities to plan transit investments while also addressing housing 

stability and affordability.   

For example, Metro’s plan for the Division Transit Project, a major investment that will improve travel 

between Downtown Portland, East Portland, and Gresham, exposed several opportunity sites with 

potential to expand the supply of affordable housing along the future transit corridor.  Coordination 

between Metro’s Investment Areas and Transit-Oriented Development program allowed Metro to 

acquire one of these sites and ultimately facilitate the development of the Orchards at 82nd, a 48 unit 

affordable housing project and new headquarters for the Asian Pacific American Network of Oregon 

(APANO).  By leading the Southwest Corridor Equitable Development Strategy (SWEDS), Metro is 

continuing this work while planning the Southwest Corridor MAX line.  SWEDS is leveraging a federal 

transit-oriented development grant to work closely with housing advocates to create proactive 

strategies to preserve and develop affordable housing while connecting lower-income residents to living 

wage jobs through high-quality transit service. Metro’s Site Acquisition Program will continue this close 
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coordination with regional high-capacity transit plans to better complement large scale investments in 

transportation with housing.  

Transit-Oriented Development 
Metro’s Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) program acquires land and provides gap funding for 

nonprofit and for-profit private developers to support the construction of higher density buildings in 

areas served by frequent service bus, streetcar, or light rail.  This program is supported by federal 

transportation funds and catalyzes development of new TOD projects that increase transit ridership 

above and beyond what a market based project would generate. Since 1998 the program has helped 

create more than 3,600 housing units, including 1,600 regulated affordable housing units, and over a 

half million square feet of commercial space throughout the region.  Staff updated the TOD program’s 

procedures in 2016 to better reflect the higher propensity of lower income residents to use transit.  The 

program also adjusted the legal agreements used to create partnerships with developers to make it 

easier to contribute TOD funding to affordable housing projects.  As a result, these changes helped 

develop 825 new affordable units in the past three years in addition to the 729 already completed.   

The program has also purchased over 21 acres throughout the region and has worked closely with local 

jurisdictional partners and developers to plan and/or construct 1,100 units on sites purchased by Metro. 

Metro has significant experience and capacity in mitigating property of environmental hazards, 

coordinating with adjacent transportation infrastructure, negotiating public-private partnerships, and 

structuring competitive bids for qualified developers.  Metro’s experience acquiring sites and funding 

housing projects through the TOD program provides the foundation to ensure the successful 

implementation of the Site Acquisition Program.    

Equitable Housing Initiative 
Metro created the Equitable Housing Initiative (EHI) in 2015 to better coordinate efforts already 

underway and find shared understanding of needs, opportunities and best practices in affordable 

housing.  The initiative supports local jurisdictions, housing developers, and advocates to put those best 

practices to work and to build their own capacity to conduct research and develop policies and 

resources.  EHI kicked off its work by creating a partnership with Oregon Opportunity Network and a 

technical work group with diverse expertise on housing issues.  In 2016, Metro and these partners 

convened a regional housing summit to dig deeper into the affordable housing emergency, eventually 

creating an affordable housing framework offering five strategies on how to respond to the crisis, 

including increasing and aligning funding/incentives for affordable housing, increasing and diversifying 

all types of housing development, ensuring that affordable housing is incorporated into market rate 

housing development, mitigating displacement of renters, and expanding access to homeownership. In 

addition to the framework, the Equitable Housing Initiative funded seven jurisdiction-led projects 

designed to identify and implement strategies to increase the supply of affordable housing.  These 

included identifying and eliminating barriers to developing different types of housing choices, evaluating 

funding and incentive tools for supporting affordable housing development and preservation, and 

planning for affordable housing development on specific sites. The Equitable Housing Initiative also 

helped Metro’s research staff develop an ongoing basis database of the region’s affordable housing 

inventory which could help target locations for future investment. Through the work of Metro’s 

Equitable Housing Initiative, it became clear that tackling the region’s shortage of affordable housing 

would require new dedicated revenue tools and coordinated investment strategies.  The partners and 
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coalitions created through this initiative became the foundation that eventually would create the Metro 

Affordable Housing Bond that was passed by voters in 2018.  

Metro Regional Affordable Housing Bond 
On November 6th, 2018, voters approved a $652.8 million general obligation bond to create affordable 

housing for approximately 12,000 people in the greater Portland region.  Metro worked with partners 

and community members to create a set a goal to create at least 3,900 new affordable homes of which: 

 At least 1,600 homes will be affordable to households making 30 percent of area median income 

(AMI) or below; 

 At least 1,950 homes will be sized for families, with two or more bedrooms; and  

 No more than ten percent of homes will be provided for households earning 61-80 percent of 

AMI. 

In its efforts to achieve these unit production targets, Metro is guided by four principles that were 

derived from existing Metro policies and conversations with key stakeholders who participated in a six 

month public process convened prior to the referral of the Bond Measure. Those Guiding Principles are: 

1. Lead with racial equity. Ensure that racial equity considerations guide and are integrated 

throughout all aspects of Program implementation, including community engagement, project 

location prioritization, tenant screening and marketing, resident and/or supportive services, and 

inclusive workforce strategies. 

2. Create opportunity for those in need. Ensure that Program investments serve people currently 

left behind in the region’s housing market, especially: communities of color, families with 

children and multiple generations, people living with disabilities, seniors, veterans, households 

experiencing or at risk of homelessness, and households at risk of displacement.  Incorporate 

commitments for tracking and reporting on Program outcomes for people of color and other 

historically marginalized groups.   

3. Create opportunity throughout the region. Ensure that Program investments are distributed 

across the region to (a) expand affordable housing options in neighborhoods that have not 

historically included sufficient supply of affordable homes, (b) increase access to transportation, 

employment, education, nutrition, parks and natural areas, and (c) help prevent displacement in 

changing neighborhoods where communities of color live today.   

4. Ensure long-term benefits and good use of public dollars.  Provide for community oversight to 

ensure transparency and accountability in Program activities and outcomes.  Ensure financially 

sound investments in affordable, high quality homes.  Allow flexibility and efficiency to respond 

to local needs and opportunities, and to create immediate affordable housing opportunities for 

those in need.   

Counties, public housing authorities and cities with populations over 50,000 that receive and administer 

their own federal Community Development Block Grant funding are eligible to become Local 

Implementation Partners and receive Metro Bond Measure funds.  Local implementation Partners that 

receive Bond funding must adopt a Local Implementation Strategy, informed by community engagement 

that includes a plan to achieve the unit production targets and address the Bond’s Guiding Principles.   

Metro will also adopt a Local Implementation Strategy for its Regional Site Acquisition Program.  This 

Site Acquisition Program is supported with $62 million, or 10 percent of the total bond funds and will 
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support Local Implementation Partners in achieving overall unit production targets for the acquisition of 

regionally significant sites. 
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REGIONAL SITE ACQUISITION PROGRAM 
The regional site acquisition program will support and build upon Metro’s community outreach effort 

and the policy frameworks established by the Regional Growth Concept, the Regional Transportation 

Plan, and the Equitable Housing Initiative, and the Metro Housing Bond Work Plan by acquiring land and 

supporting development of regulated affordable housing that will advance racial equity, prevent 

displacement and provide the greatest access to affordable transportation, employment opportunities, 

services, and nature.   

The following section describes the location criteria Metro will review when prioritizing land purchases 

made through the Site Acquisition Program.   Land availability is cyclical, market dependent, and 

opportunistic.  The price and supply of properties will fluctuate throughout the period when Metro and 

its partner jurisdictions intend to spend the bond proceeds. Land negotiations can be complex and 

opinions of value can vary significantly among the parties involved.  Given the Metro Housing Bond’s 

time constraints and the limited number of properties throughout the region that may meet all the 

criteria discussed in this section, the following criteria do not represent a threshold requirement for all 

properties Metro may purchase through the Site Acquisition Program. However, Metro will prioritize 

properties that address community priorities identified during Metro’s outreach process  and 

demonstrate regional significance through advancing racial equity by addressing segregation, 

stabilizing communities at risk of displacement and supporting Metro’s regional policies related to 

growth management, climate action, and transportation. 

Advancing Racial Equity  
The Metro Regional Affordable Housing Bond offers greater Portland the opportunity to advance racial 

equity in multiple ways.  Housing barriers affect all communities but have most deeply impacted 

communities of color. This is why a core value of the Affordable Housing Bond and Metro’s Site 

Acquisition Program is to lead with racial equity to ensure access to affordable housing opportunities for 

people of color and historically marginalized communities.  For the Site Acquisition Program’s location 

criteria, this means prioritizing the purchase of properties that address segregation, create fair housing 

opportunities, and help to stabilize communities at risk of displacement. In addition, the feedback 

received during community engagement pointed out the importance of building new affordable housing 

in the communities and neighborhoods where people already live and have developed social and family 

networks. 

Metro can help address segregation through the Site Acquisition Program by prioritizing sites in areas 

lacking historical investments in affordable housing. Addressing segregation means acknowledging 

historic barriers to housing throughout the region and the inequitable distribution of affordable housing 

investments.  Often affordable and income-restricted homes are constructed in areas where land values 

are lowest and where properties can support limited rental revenue.  Unfortunately, these areas also 
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often coincide with parts of the region with limited access to jobs, 

services, and other amenities like parks and nature. The same 

principles reduce the availability of affordable housing in areas with 

high amenities and higher land values, which exacerbates divisions 

and puts some people further from resources, jobs, and 

opportunities more readily available in Metro’s growth areas that 

are more walkable and transit served.     

The inequitable distribution of affordable housing resources 

throughout the region also makes communities without a supply of 

income-restricted homes more vulnerable to displacement. This is 

linked to the disproportionate displacement of communities of 

color and a shift in the region’s racial geography over the last 

decade.  People of color, English language learners, and low income 

households are the most susceptible to displacement.  As 

opportunities to access homeownership have been historically 

withheld from communities of color, these households have been 

most impacted by increasing housing costs. Without an adequate 

supply of income-restricted affordable homes in these areas, residents are more likely to have to leave 

not just their homes, but also their neighborhoods. 

It’s important to acknowledge that regional investments in transit accessibility and public amenities can 

also carry the risk of contributing to the displacement of historically marginalized communities.  Analysis 

between 1990 and 2010 shows historic disinvestment and low land prices followed by the funding and 

construction of the MAX Yellow Line among other investments contributed to the displacement of 

African American families in North Portland. Public infrastructure improvements can bring significant 

value to adjacent properties and without anti-displacement policies in place, the benefits of that 

infrastructure may not be realized by the residents.  Metro’s Site Acquisition Program can help prevent 

displacement by prioritizing investments in areas where communities of color live, in neighborhoods 

where displacement is occurring or has occurred, and in areas where future investments are planned.   

Strategies Metro can leverage through the Site Acquisition Program to advance racial equity do not end 

at location criteria.  Projects eventually developed on Metro-owned property will have workforce, 

contracting, and tenanting goals designed to increase opportunities and reduce housing barriers for 

historically marginalized communities.  More information on these requirements can be found in the 

Site Acquisition and Development Process section of this strategy.  

 

Home Ownership Rate 
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Metro Regional Policy 
The greater Metro region (7-county MSA) is expected to grow by over 500,000 people between 2019 

and 2038.  To protect farms and forests, Oregon law encourages the efficient use of land within the 

region’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). State law and Metro’s regional growth policies guide the 

expansion of the UGB and how future development will occur within it.  The 2040 Growth Concept 

establishes the core regional growth strategy of promoting quality infill and redevelopment within 

downtowns, urban centers, main streets, and along key transportation corridors.  This growth 

management strategy is an effective way to accommodate growth within the region’s existing 

communities and is how redevelopment and infill has accounted for 76 percent of new housing units 

within the UGB were between 2007 and 2016.   
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Integrating new development with existing and future transportation investments is key to improving air 

quality and limiting congestion and the impact of climate change. Metro’s Regional Transportation Plan 

(RTP) acknowledges this and is a key Metro policy that is closely coordinated with Metro’s growth 

management work.  The RTP is a blueprint that will guide future transportation investments over the 

next 25 years and its very first objective is to focus new transportation investments within Metro’s 

future growth areas.  These areas include the Portland central city, regional and town centers, corridors, 

and main streets.   

The RTP also calls for investing transportation resources in a way that increases accessibility of those 

new investments to regulated affordable housing units.  Transportation is often the second highest 

expense within a household and by linking these investments, Metro can do its part and help reduce 

transportation’s share of households’ overall cost burden.  While transportation investments in general 

may include improvements to roadways, sidewalks, and bike lanes, transit service is particularly 

important to lower-income households.  Proximity to transit service is one of the top factors that 

households expressed desire for during Metro’s community outreach process.  Transit is also a cost-

efficient way to access jobs and services throughout the region without having to support the cost of an 

automobile.   

In addition to the cost impact of transportation, closely linking investment in new affordable homes with 

transit service will help reduce the impact of single occupancy vehicle emissions of greenhouse gas 
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emissions, a key component of Metro’s Climate Smart Strategy to help mitigate climate change. 

Adopted in 2014, Metro’s Climate Smart Strategy for the Portland metropolitan region identifies 

implementing the regional land use plan and investing in transit as two of the most impactful strategies 

we can take to reduce per capita greenhouse gas emissions. Focusing Site Acquisition Program funds 

into these areas will not only ensure that residents’ access to transit but helping support the climate 

future for the next generation of Portland metro residents.  

Metro will not only leverage its transportation planning work to help better locate housing investments, 

but also its efforts to plan and invest in parks and nature.  Metro’s Parks and Nature Department brings 

people closer to nature and protects regional habitat through habitat restoration, park improvements, 

nature education, land acquisition, and other community investments.  With access to parks being a key 

community priority of where housing should be located, the Site Acquisition Program will coordinate 

with future parks investments, existing local parks and nature projects, and community projects that 

could provide value to affordable housing residents.   

Regional Site Acquisition Program Criteria 
The Site Acquisition Program will support Metro’s policies to advance racial equity by working to address 

segregation, prevent displacement, and stabilize communities while reinforcing already established 

polices related to growth management, climate action, and transportation.  The program will prioritize 

sites purchases: 

 In areas where there are existing marginalized communities including communities of color, 

English language learners, and low-income households.  

 In areas lacking investments in affordable housing 

 In neighborhoods where displacement is occurring or has occurred. 

 Within designated 2040 Growth Areas that support Metro’s regional growth management 

policies.  These include areas the 2040 Growth Concept identifies as the central city, town 

centers, main streets, regional centers, and corridors. 

 Along established bus and rail transit routes or areas where future transit, parks and nature 

investments are planned. 

 Near amenities identified as priorities in Metro’s community outreach process. 

 

Participants in Metro’s community outreach process identified transit proximity as their number one 

priority and will be a program focus.  Also reflecting comments from the outreach process, Metro will 

prioritize sites with convenient access to full service and culturally specific grocery stores, particularly 

those that offer affordable prices for food.  Some local farmer’s markets may also offer access to 

affordable produce, but may not operate year round. For projects with family size units, the program 

will make efforts to secure sites with access to schools and daycare. 

Technical Site Criteria 
Metro will need to ensure that properties acquired through the Site Acquisition Program can be 

developed functionally and efficiently into future affordable homes by a qualified developer.  The 

highest priority properties will be able to address the following characteristics:  
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 Alignment with Local Implementation Strategy 
Metro will coordinate with local implementation partners to identify sites that align with the 

approved local implementation strategy.   

 Property size and zoning 
Priority sites should be large enough and appropriately zoned to allow for multifamily housing 

development.  

 Land and site preparation cost  
Land and site preparation costs should support the achievement of housing production targets 

in each jurisdiction’s Local Implementation Strategy and should be reasonable to allow the 

production of the targeted number of units. Site preparation costs include but are not limited to 

environmental remediation, grading, and infrastructure improvements associated with the 

project.   

 Maximize other funding sources 
The Site Acquisition Program will prioritize site purchases in areas throughout the region that 

are able to utilize additional funding sources outside of the Metro bond for affordable housing 

development.  Coordinating development within Qualified Census Tracts (QCT), Difficult to 

Develop Areas (DDA), and parts of jurisdictions that are able to leverage Tax Increment 

Financing (TIF), tax exemptions, system development charge financing, and other local programs 

will be a vital strategy that will help the Metro Housing Bond meet its housing production goals.   
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The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) allows projects developed within QCTs and 

DDAs to generate an additional 30 percent “basis boost” on the amount of Low Income Housing Tax 

Credits they may qualify for.  QCTs are census tracts where 50 percent of households earn below 60 

percent of AMI or have a poverty rate of 25 percent or more.  DDAs have disproportionally high costs 

when compared to AMI.  HUD analyzes US Census data and publishes a map of QCT and DDAs annually. 

Sites developed within these areas will be able to earn additional equity in the form of tax credits and 

reduce the overall burden on regional bond funds to cover development costs.   

Ideally local, federal, and Metro funding sources can be leveraged to maximize the affordability of 

homes developed through the Site Acquisition Program.  Local jurisdictions’ ability to contribute 

location-based local funding sources like TIF for additional gap funding or supportive infrastructure 

improvements can help reduce project costs and increase affordability.  Local policies that help reduce 

the impact of system development charges or property taxes on affordable housing developments can 

also help boost overall affordability.  Local requirements that allow for reduced parking or increased 

density for affordable projects can also help the region meet the bond’s production goals.   
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SITE ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
The Site Acquisition Program includes $62,016,000 of program funds to be used for site acquisition and 

project development throughout the region.  Metro intends to invest these regional funds 

proportionately in implementing jurisdictions based on the share of regional assessed value. Projects 

developed on Metro-acquired properties will contribute to each jurisdiction’s existing unit targets. In 

most cases, projects developed on Metro-acquired properties will require additional funding assistance 

from each implementing jurisdiction’s bond allocation.  The following table shows unit targets, eligible 

share of bond funding available, the Metro Site Acquisition Program acquisition funds, and the 

estimated number of property acquisitions Metro currently anticipates in each jurisdiction. 

 

Gap Funding 
The estimated acquisition estimates shown in the table above assume Metro will use its funds for a mix 

of land purchases and gap funding on Metro owned properties. Metro may use its regional funds to 

provide additional gap funding for bond-funded affordable housing projects developed on any Metro-

owned property, if Metro and the local jurisdiction agree that developing the property would support 

the community’s Local Implementation Strategy.  If Metro acquires a property in an implementing 

jurisdiction for less than that jurisdiction’s targeted allocation of Site Acquisition Program funds, the 

remainder may be used to supplement the funding necessary to develop a feasible project on the 

property that supports the Local Implementation Strategy.   

Acquisition Due Diligence and Approval 
Metro staff is committed to work with partners to coordinate acquisitions that meet Metro’s site criteria 

and support the Local Implementation Strategies.  Prior to submitting inquiries or letters of intent for a 

property eligible for site acquisition, Metro will confer with local jurisdiction staff to determine if 

developing the property will support the Local Implementation Strategy.  Metro will manage property 

searches and will communicate and collaborate with jurisdiction staff throughout this process.  

Developer Selection 
Metro anticipates creating developer solicitation processes for acquired properties jointly with 

implementing jurisdictions.  Solicitations should be conducted competitively and in a manner that 

Proposed Metro Site Acquisition Program Regional Investment Distribution

Total 30% AMI

Family-

Sized

Local Eligible 

Share

Metro Regional  

Site Acquisition 

Funds

Estimated 

Acquisitions

Beaverton 218     89          109        $31,140,595 $3,460,066 1

Clackamas County 812     333        406        $116,188,094 $12,909,788 1-2

Gresham 187     77          93          $26,756,995 $2,972,999 1

Hillsboro 284     117        142        $40,657,081 $4,517,453 1

Home Forward* 111     46          55          $15,879,123 $1,764,347 1

Portland 1,475  605        737        $211,056,579 $23,450,731 2-3

Washington County* 814     334        407        $116,465,532 $12,940,615 1-2

Total 3,900  1,600     1,950    $558,144,000 $62,016,000 8-11

* Balance of County

Unit Targets
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provides transparency and open access to qualified developers. Metro is committed to working with 

local jurisdictions to define individual project goals in a manner that meet Housing Bond and Local 

Implementation Strategy goals.  

Advancing Racial Equity through Project Implementation 
Similar to requirements for all Local Implementation Strategies, Metro expects to work with 

implementing jurisdictions and development teams on strategies for advancing racial equity throughout 

project implementation.  In addition to the racial equity criteria described in the location criteria section 

of this strategy, development partners for Metro properties offered through the Site Acquisition 

Program will need to propose policies they will use to eliminate barriers and increase economic 

opportunities for communities of color and other historically marginalized communities, English 

language learners, and low-income households.  Metro anticipates working with development partners 

and jurisdictions to achieve these goals in the following ways: 

 Fair Housing Strategies 
Metro and partner jurisdictions will evaluate development teams based on their proposed 

approach to eliminating barriers in accessing housing for communities of color and providing 

necessary culturally specific programming and supportive services.  Metro will coordinate with 

implementing jurisdictions and their Local Implementation Strategies to guide these evaluation 

criteria.     

 Diversity in Contracting  
Metro will encourage the use of minority-owned businesses, woman-owned businesses, and 

businesses owned by service disabled veterans and emerging small businesses, as defined under 

State law in ORS in Chapter 200 and as certified by the Certification Office of Business Inclusion 

and Diversity (COBID).  Projects developed on properties purchased through the Site Acquisition 

Program will have an aspirational goal of twenty percent of hard construction costs for 

subcontract utilization of COBID firms on projects. Development teams will be requested to 

propose their approach to reaching this goal based on applicable project costs and will be 

required to assist Metro in reporting and monitoring on progress towards the goal during 

construction.  

 Workforce Development 
Greater Portland is growing and to help meet the demand for skilled construction workers, the 

region needs to improve construction career pathways for women and people of color.   Metro’s 

Construction Career Pathways Project (C2P2) has worked with stakeholders throughout the 

region to learn about this problem and identify strategies to provide reliable career pathways 

for women and people of color into this industry. Metro’s Site Acquisition Program will work 

with the C2P2 program to implement the strategies most appropriate to advance regional 

construction diversity goals in the context of affordable housing development such as setting 

workforce diversity goals, tracking and reporting on workforce diversity, supporting positive 

worksite culture, requesting workforce diversity plans from contractors and building 

partnerships with workforce development providers that serve communities of color. 
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Ongoing Community Engagement 
Metro’s site acquisition program is unique because there are fewer opportunities for community 

involvement during real estate transactions. Once sites are acquired, Metro will work with partner 

jurisdictions and development teams early in the project design process to determine how Metro staff 

expertise and resources can contribute to meaningful engagement with communities of color and other 

historically marginalized community members, including: people with low incomes, seniors and people 

with disabilities, people with limited English proficiency, immigrants and refugees and people who have 

experienced or are experiencing housing instability.  Specifically, this will involve a meeting or series of 

meetings with jurisdictional staff and/or development teams to develop an effective engagement plan 

which identifies the communities to work with, the roles and responsibilities of staff and the activities 

that will ensure project outcomes are affected by community involvement. This plan will be guided by 

the local jurisdiction’s Local Implementation Strategy. 

Additionally, Metro intends to provide updates about implementation of the bond with the community.  

Currently, Metro maintains an email list of over 900 addresses.  This provides a way for Metro to share 

periodic updates about the program and the implementation process. Metro will also use its Metro 

News stories and social media platforms to share updates with the community.  To ensure engagement 

of communities of color and other historically marginalized groups, Metro will coordinate with other 

programs inside of the organization to attend planned events and meetings that target those 

communities.  This should occur once or twice each year to provide updates about new projects in 

planning and development. 

Anticipated Timeline for Acquisition  
Metro’s goal is to acquire approximately 8-11 sites through the life of the Site Acquisition Program, 

averaging approximately two to three sites per year that meet the program’s priority location criteria 

and can support regional distribution targets.  Solicitations for site development will be released in 

conjunction with local jurisdictions on a rolling basis.  Final acquisitions are anticipated to be made in 

approximately the fifth year of the Housing Bond Program, with development of those sites completed 

within the following two to three years.   
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COMMUNITY OUTREACH 
Community outreach for the creation of Metro’s Site Acquisition Program occurred during the months 

of March, April and May 2019. The process was developed in collaboration with community-based 

organizations and Metro’s jurisdictional partners and guided by emerging best practices in public 

engagement. 

There were two parts to the community outreach conducted during this period. The first was an online 

housing survey completed by 486 individuals.  The second was a series of discussion groups, interviews 

and forums (events) hosted by Metro and community-based organizations working in partnership with 

Metro.  Those organizations included the Native American Youth and Family Center (NAYA), the Asian 

Pacific American Network of Oregon (APANO), Centro Cultural of Washington County, the Coalition of 

Communities of Color and Unite Oregon. Approximately 140 people attended one of seven in-person 

activities. Both parts of this outreach are outlined in detail in the appendix to this report. 

Metro staff co-hosted two of the seven events and invitations were made to community-based 

organizations, advocacy groups and culturally specific organizations that had been involved with Metro’s 

potential transportation funding measure planning, parks and nature bond planning or past Metro 

housing bond meetings. Over 150 people were invited to the Metro hosted events. In addition, Metro 

asked participants in their in-person events to share a link to the online survey with the people they 

work with. The other five events or interviews were hosted by one of the community-based 

organizations working with Metro. The CBO’s each conducted their own outreach activities to solicit 

participation. 

Participation 
Demographic information was collected through the online survey and at all in-person events. Providing 

this information was always voluntary. 98 percent of survey participants and 77 percent of event 

participants provided some demographic information so we can make estimates about the people who 

provided feedback. More detailed information about participation is available in the appendix. 

Participants were from around the Metro area, including each of the three counties (Washington, 

Multnomah and Clackamas).  A total of 72 unique zip codes were reported from participants in this 

process. 65 different zip codes were represented in the online survey and 33 were reported from 

participants at in-person events. 

The in-person events focused on engaging people from communities of color and other historically 

marginalized groups and participation in those events reflected that goal. The majority of participants 

(86 percent) were Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin, Asian or Asian American, Black or African American, 

Pacific Islander, or Native American or Alaska Native. Ten percent reported as White and a small 

percentage preferred not to answer. The online survey was not as diverse, but more closely reflected 

the racial demographics of the region. 76 percent of survey respondents reported as White, seven 

percent Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin, four percent Asian or Asian American, three percent Black or 

African American and three percent American Indian/Native American or Alaska Native. 

Household annual incomes were varied for both event and survey participants. There was participation 

from people who are at or below median household income for the Portland Metro region. About 62 

percent of participants reported annual household incomes below $75,000 (slightly higher than the area 
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median income for a household of three people). About 26 percent of participants reported incomes 

below 40% of the area median income for a family of three ($29,320/year).  The average household size 

of participants was between 2 and 3 people. 

People with limited English proficiency participated in the outreach events and the online survey. In-

person events were held in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese. Six people participated in the online 

survey in Spanish and approximately fifteen to twenty people participated in Spanish at an in-person 

event. Eighteen people participated in a Vietnamese focus group and although a survey was available in 

Vietnamese, there was no participation online.  

Unite Oregon, Centro Cultural and APANO all engaged immigrants and refugees to participate in their in-

person events. While information was not collected about citizenship status or time spent in the United 

States, based on information from these organizations, a high number of participants are immigrants 

and refugees. 

The discussion at the co-sponsored events revealed several personal stories of housing instability.  These 

included stories from people who reported being without a home currently or in the past. This provides 

anecdotal evidence of involvement by people who have experienced housing instability.  There was also 

engagement with people currently living in subsidized affordable housing through the online survey. 

When asked whether they currently live in income-restricted housing, 13 percent of survey participants 

said yes. 

The demographic questions asked did not include a question about age or disability and that makes it 

difficult to understand how well these two groups were engaged.  More effort should be placed on 

engagement of seniors and people with disabilities with future efforts. Metro can partner with 

organizations that work with these groups to ensure better participation in the future. Organizations like 

AARP could be asked to share links to online surveys, senior centers or senior housing complexes could 

co-host events with Metro.  Questions about age and disability should be asked with future 

demographic questions to gauge the success of these efforts.   

Questions 
The in-person events and the online survey asked participants the same set of five questions.  Staff co-

created these questions with Metro’s jurisdictional partners in housing and the community-based 

organizational partners that hosted discussions and events. The questions are as follows: 

1. Imagine the entire greater Portland area (Washington, Multnomah and Clackamas counties and 

all the cities and neighborhoods inside). Think of a place where you would put new affordable 

housing if you could. Look around the area in your mind, and think about what you see nearby. 

Why did you pick that location? 

2. What do you think are the biggest challenges people face when trying to find a place to live? 

3. How do people find available housing? 

4. What types of services, programs, and/or support are needed to overcome these challenges? 

5. What other advice do you have for housing providers to make sure the people who most need 

affordable homes can be successful? 
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The first question was specifically crafted to solicit input for this implementation strategy and the results 

are presented the section which follows.  The other questions provided information that Metro shared 

with its jurisdictional partners. All feedback is summarized in the appendix to this strategy. 

Outcomes 
The six most sited resources that people felt should be near new affordable housing were: 

1. Bus stop / MAX station (public transit) 

2. Affordable grocery store 

3. School / college / daycare 

4. Jobs 

5. Local park, open space or trail 

6. Near where they live today (in their community) 

Participants discussed the importance of having access to services and amenities near affordable 

housing or being near existing community and family networks. This was true across all of the events 

and survey results. More details about what was heard during discussions with community on this topic 

can be found the appendix.
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APPENDIX A: COMMUNITY OUTREACH SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 
There were two parts to the community outreach conducted for the development of this strategy. The 

first was an online housing survey completed by 486 individuals.  The second was a series of discussion 

groups, interviews and forums (events) hosted by Metro and community-based organizations working in 

partnership with Metro.  Both are summarized in detail in this appendix. 

Summary of feedback received during Metro affordable housing forums, discussion 

groups and interviews 

Process 
In April 2019, Metro collaborated with its community partners to host five forums and conduct 

interviews during which Metro shared information and received input about three of the agency’s major 

focus areas: 1) the proposed parks and nature bond; 2) implementation of the Metro Regional 

Affordable Housing; and 3) priorities for the potential transportation funding measure in 2020. Key 

themes from the input received at the forums is compiled and summarized in this document. 

These forums and interviews were developed in collaboration with five community-based organizations: 

NAYA, APANO, Centro Cultural, Coalition of Communities of Color and Unite Oregon. These 

organizations met with Metro staff to identify the method for engagement, they jointly developed 

discussion questions with Metro staff and entered into contracts with Metro to host discussion groups 

and conduct interviews to collect feedback with community members. The Coalition of Communities of 

Color was a co-sponsor with Metro of a Community Leaders Forum held at the Oregon Zoo. Nearly 140 

people were engaged in this manner. A majority of participants were Metro residents from communities 

of color. For detailed demographic information, see the evaluation form results. 

Forums included: 

 April 15 at NAYA: 24 participants 

 April 16 at Clackamas Community College, Harmony Campus: 25 participants  

 April 17th - April 24: Interviews conducted through APANO Communities United Fund: 8 

participants 

 April 19th APANO discussion group at APANO office in East Portland; 15 participants 

 April 20 at Centro Cultural: 18 participants1 

 April 25 at Unite Oregon: 16 participants 

 April 26 at the Oregon Zoo (Community Leaders Forum): 33 participants 

Questions 
Forum attendees and interviewees participated in facilitated discussions about housing that were 

guided by the following questions: if you could build new affordable housing anywhere, where would it 

be; what are challenges to accessing affordable housing; what are challenges to keeping affordable 

housing; and how do people in your community find affordable housing. The discussions are 

summarized on the following pages. These lists highlight the most predominate and repeated points of 

discussion throughout the seven community forums.  
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Housing location 
Participants were asked to imagine a good location for affordable housing and then explain what made 

that locational ideal. The following is a summary of what was shared. 

Participants discussed the importance of having access to services and amenities near affordable 

housing or proximity to existing community and family networks. The most frequently mentioned 

include: 

 Near public transit  

 Near grocery stores and affordable food options 

 Near good public schools and childcare options 

 Near parks, green space, recreation and natural areas 

 Within people’s existing communities, where they know people and have connection to the land 

and community – friends, family, social and cultural circles 

 Other locational factors mentioned most frequently include: 

 In safe and quiet neighborhoods 

 Near cultural hubs such as Jade District 

 Near culturally-specific amenities and locations, i.e., grocery stores, hair dressers, community 

centers, retailers, restaurants, etc. – places where people can access products, retail and 

engagement specific to their culture 

 Access to pedestrian and bicycle networks 

 Access to healthcare/medical and mental 

health services 

 Access to transportation options (general) 

 Access to community resources 

 Near community centers and/or public 

spaces 

 Walkability (20 minute neighborhoods) 

 Within mixed income neighborhoods 

(affordable housing shouldn’t be isolated, 

equal access to services and amenities, and 

regional distribution of affordable housing) 

 Housing that reinforces diversity in neighborhoods 

 Near jobs and employment/commerce centers 

 Near services (general) 

 Access to recreational activities 

 Near shopping and shopping centers 

 Ability to patronize local businesses 

 Access to spiritual locations and places of worship 

 Sense of community identity 

 Access to laundry services (laundromat, in unit or in complex laundry) 

 Connections to or proximity to major (safe) arterials 
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 Ease of access to the airport 

 Any place that meets children's needs, an area that also suits families, young professionals and 

couples with no kids 

 Quality schools, opportunities for after school activities, recreational centers, mixed use and 

also single family homes, places to volunteer, stores for all income levels, diverse housing 

 Access to libraries, places to gather and celebrate events—festivals and markets 

 Developments such as Orenco station – transit oriented development sites 

 Near parks with amenities such as barbecues, picnic tables, public fountains, play structures, etc. 

 Support long-term stability and sustainability of existing communities to support community 

cohesion and livability. Affordable housing should not only focus on new construction it should 

also support people staying in their communities. Several specific areas were mentioned where 

there are good services, transit and cultural centers, but there is a need for more affordable 

housing.  

 SE Portland (82nd and Powell) 

 Cully 

 Cornelius and downtown Forest Grove 

 Washington County – because there isn’t enough there today, and there are nice parks 

 Manufactured Home Parks were discussed as existing affordable housing, which if preserved, 

will remain affordable.  
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Housing forums, discussion groups and interviews 

Summary of evaluation forums and demographic information 

Overview 
Evaluation forms were provided at five different events during the spring engagement period.  

Participants at the events were encouraged to complete an evaluation form.  The form was provided in 

both English and Spanish, and contained questions about the event and demographic questions.  

A total of 91 forms were collected at the event or after the event through an online survey. That 

represents 77 percent of the people who attended one of the events. Feedback was generally positive 

about the meetings, the locations and the food. The participants who completed forms came from a 

variety of zip codes, racial and income groups. 

EVENT FORMS COMPLETED PARTICIPATION 

NAYA (4/15) 23 24 

Community forum (4/16) at Clackamas Community 
College 

21 25 

Community forum (4/20) at Centro Cultural 12 18 

Unite Oregon dialogue (4/25) in Gresham 10 16 

Community Leaders forum (4/26) at the Oregon Zoo 25 33 

APANO one-in-one interviews (4/17-24) in Washington 
County* 

0 8 

APANO discussion group (4/19) at APANO office* 0 15 
* Participants at these two events did not complete evaluation forms, but estimated participant information was 

used in the demographic summary for race and geographic location. 

Meeting evaluation questions 
Overall, people who responded indicated that they were either agreed (score of 4) or strongly agreed 

(score of 5) that the meeting was worthwhile and they indicated that their input was encouraged / they 

felt heard.  Participants at the NAYA event agreed less strongly that the meeting was worthwhile 

(average score of 4.2 out of 5), while participants at the April 20 community forum at Centro Cultural 

strongly agreed that the meeting was worthwhile (average score of 4.8 out of 5).  When asked about the 

friendliness of staff, the average score was very high. The quality of the meeting space and the food 

provided were also positive. Participants at the Unite Oregon dialogue on April 25th were less satisfied 

with the level of comfort in the meeting space (average score of 3.6 out of 5) and the quality of the food 

(3.4 out of 5). 

QUESTION AVERAGE SCORE 

Overall, I believe the meeting was worthwhile 4.5 

I felt the meeting encouraged my input and I felt heard 4.6 

Meeting space: Friendly staff 4.7 

Meeting space: Comfortable space 4.5 

Meeting space: Quality of the food 4.4 

SCORE 1-5; 5 = BEST AND 1 = WORST 
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Demographic questions 
The participants who completed evaluation forms were diverse in race, income and geographic location. 

These questions were voluntary, but most answered these questions (over 85% participation on all 

questions).  

There were 33 different zip codes represented by the people who completed the forms. The five zip 

codes that had the most people were 97266 (East Portland), 97218 (NE Portland), 97113 (Cornelius), 

97203 (North Portland) and 97216 (Montavilla). This total includes evaluation form responses plus 

estimates from the two APANO events.  

Zip code map 
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Incomes were varied, but all under $149,999 annually. There were more people in very low income 

categories ($29,999 and below) than the metro area income distribution as measured in the American 

Community Survey in 2014. Nearly 70 percent reported household annual incomes below $75,000/year 

which is just above the area median income for a household of three people. 23 percent reported 

household annual incomes below $30,000, which is 40% of the area median income for a family of three 

people ($29,320/YEAR). 86% of participants answered this question. 

 

ZIP CODE

Zip code 97303 97304 97045 97060 97080 97113

97116 97201 97202 97203 97204 97206 97211

97212 97214 97215 97216 97217 97218 97220

97222 97223 97224 97227 97229 97230 97231

97233 97266 97236 97703 98660 98663 Blank

0
2
4
6
8

10
12
14

INCOME



27 
 

Participants who participated in the evaluation were from several different racial groups, ten percent 

identified as White and 86 percent identified as something other than white, and 5 percent indented 

another category not listed. The majority were Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin or Native American or 

Alaska Native. 97% of participants answered this question. 

The average number of people living at home was 3.5 people (92% of participants answered this 

question), and ten percent of those who answered said that they currently live in income restricted 

housing. This total includes evaluation form responses plus information from the two APANO events.  

 

 

American 
Indian/Native 
American or 

Alaska Native
22%

Asian or Asian 
American 30%

Black or African 
American 10%

Hispanic, Latino 
or Spanish 
origin 20%

Pacific Islander 2%

White 10%

Other 5%

RACE
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Additional comments 
The evaluation forum included an area where participants could leave additional information. Those 

comments are included below. 

4/15 NAYA meeting  

I encourage early engagement with the indigenous community but also other under heard communities 
- sometimes we don't have a seat at the table and organizations don't meet us where we are - thank 
you! 

Shiloh was great. Hire her again <3 

Circle seating arrangement, a remote microphone would help as well. 

Chilly 

Transportation issues only 

Transportation issues only 

3 separate sessions for the 3 separate subjects 

Also selected: $10,000 to $19,999 

Facilitated discussions at tables/small groups 

- cold - 

Got too cold for elders, not enough food! 

Meet @ casino. Give out a free RT ticket. 

Depends on action taken with feedback. How to support Native Businesses. 
Also selected: $50,000 to $74,999 

Warmer room 
1 paycheck away from losing my house. $2000 month rent paycheck is $2,400 :( 

4/16 Community Forum 

Que siga igual (That remains the same) 

Language compatible 

Include young people 18-25 specifically 

More clearly explain the possibilities/limitations of what Metro does and how Metro can influence 
other jurisdictions. Especially necessary for transportation and housing which didn't have much 
background info. 

Display boards - some examples. There were a few that sounded the same.  
There were a lot of great ideas but maybe not enough time to discuss. Look at timing of activities? I 
enjoyed hearing from others and feel like this might have been rushed. 

More often :) you were great 

4/20 Community Forum 

Agenda with designed outcomes and facilitation process intended to be used to engage and gain 
feedback. 

More meeting locations and dates, would love this in east Portland. 

Didn’t eat 
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- near public transit 
- more discussions - in community spaces (API) 
- more interactive 

More heating 
More discussion time 
Larger group discussion? 

4/25 Unite Oregon 

A bigger space 

Que pueramos mas personas (that we can have more people) 

A bigger room, microphone for people in the back, better food 

ADA accessibility, a food truck, larger space, note pads and scratch paper 

Sea un poco mas espacio y mas personal (have a little more space and more people) 

4/26 Community Leaders Forum 

Go to community spaces 

We noticed that all the Metro speakers were white. I was sitting at a table of POC community leaders 
and it would have been nice to see POC Metro staff given a role as speakers 

Let's do this whole thing outdoors next time! Also, every speaker in the big group was white, even 
though plenty of POC staff were here. Please encourage more diverse facilitation. 

The noise got high once the kids arrived. Thank you for closing the doors. It felt distractive.  

More time 

Signage down to the area was not good and I felt lost trying to get there.  

Talk about housing, that's the center 
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Metro housing online survey results summary 
A total of 486 people completed the online survey. About 450 are summarized below.  Some responses 

were received after the survey closed.  The following is a summary of the questions and the answers 

provided by participants. Feedback from open ended questions has been summarized to group the 

answers provided most frequently.  An effort was made to include comments that were received only 

once. 

Why did you pick that location? It is close to (mark your top 3) 

Answer Choices Responses 

Bus stop/ MAX station 65.27% 295 

Affordable grocery store 48.67% 220 

Job 25.00% 113 

Local park/open space/ trail 22.12% 100 

Daycare/School 21.24% 96 

Where I live now (in my 
community) 

20.35% 92 

Hospital/medical office 10.84% 49 

Community center 9.51% 43 

Food bank, social service 
agency, other service 

18.58% 84 

My family or friends 12.39% 56 

Place of worship 3.10% 14 

College/university 4.42% 20 

Cultural, civic, club or 
organization 

3.10% 14 

Restaurants/shops/bars 8.85% 40 

Other (please specify) 9.07% 41 

   

Other things about the area (listed by frequency) 

 Accessible, centrally located 

 Safe area, low-crime 

 Mix of people (racial diversity and income diversity) 

 Places where there has been gentrification 

 Places at risk for gentrification 

 Strong community feeling 

 Currently high-income area or where little affordable housing exists 

 Walkable/bikable 

 High low-income population  

 Mix of housing types  

 Distributed/everywhere  

 Where land is available  

 Not isolated 
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 Quality schools  

 Transportation – main road and highway access  

 No contamination/good air quality  

 Job training  

 Near social services 

 Near cultural centers or cultural businesses  

 Where land is affordable 

 Where land is easy to develop 

 Library  

 Gym  

 Movie theater 

 Fire station 

 No downtown 

 Where displacement is occurring 

 Zoned high density 

 Where none exists today  

 Low crime rate  

 Land for manufactured homes or other affordable home ownership 

 Specific location: 

o Tualatin town center (where a building burned down) 

o Hillsboro (land from the “grand bargain") 

o 3 buildings at NE Broadway and 33rd that are empty 

o Multnomah area 

o Cully neighborhood 

o South of Powell, east of SE 39th and west of SE 52nd 

o East Portland 

o Albina/Alberta 

o Empty parking lots along Highway 10 

o outer Gresham area 

o Clackamas county 

 

 

 

 

What do you think are the biggest challenges people face when trying to find 
a place to live? 

Answer Choices Responses 

Rent is too expensive 90.29% 400 

Distance from job, school, friends, family, school, etc. 45.37% 201 
Application or screening criteria too strict (income 
requirements, criminal and credit reports, rental history, 
etc.) 56.88% 252 

Move-in costs are too expensive 60.27% 267 



32 
 

Lack of social services 14.67% 65 

Doesn’t accept pets 22.57% 100 

Lack of accessibility for people with disabilities 17.38% 77 

Not enough space for a family 31.15% 138 

Other (please specify) 14.00% 62 

 Answered 443 

 Skipped 3 

 
 
How do people find available housing? 

Answer Choices Responses 

Social service provider 43.78% 190 

Friends/Family 60.83% 264 

Craigslist 65.67% 285 

Social media 30.18% 131 

HotPads 6.91% 30 

OneApp Oregon 6.68% 29 

211 19.35% 84 

Newspaper 10.83% 47 

Zillow 27.19% 118 

Trulia 12.44% 54 

Other (please specify) 19.35% 84 

 Answered 434 

 Skipped 12 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What do you think are the biggest challenges that make it difficult for people to stay 
in affordable housing? 

Answer Choices Responses 

They can’t afford to pay the rent 79.50% 349 

The apartment isn’t big enough for a family 33.26% 146 

The apartment isn’t located where they want to live 39.18% 172 

The apartment isn’t safe or habitable 43.28% 190 
The staff at the apartment aren’t able to provide enough support to the 
person/family 21.64% 95 
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Lack of good transportation options 49.43% 217 

Other (please specify) 17.54% 77 

 Answered 439 

 Skipped 7 

Other: 

 Involve social service providers in planning and implementation 

 Hire tenants 

 De-escalation training for staff 

 Rental control 

 Enforcement of tenant’s rights 

o Landlord education 

 Trauma-informed care training 

o Tenant education 

o Inspections for health and safety violations 

 Cottage courts or pocket neighborhoods 

 Allow kids to stay in existing schools 

 Avoid NIMBY by not announcing plans or noticing neighbors 

 Social services only for those who need it—not everyone 

 Congestion pricing 

 Investment in maintenance for lasting affordable housing 

 Probationary periods 

 Make it easier to have pets and service animals 

 More transparency about how rental rates are set and what renters are paying for 

 Incentives for keeping the apartments/ area clean, free from vandalism, and safe 

 Involve people who will live in affordable housing in planning new buildings 

 Screening criteria and move in costs are enormous barriers 

 Incentives for keeping the apartments/ area clean, free from vandalism, and safety concerns 

 Reconfigure the federal Homestead Exemption so that $20 billion can be used to address 

homelessness in cities that need it 

 Easier permitting processes for affordable housing 

 Don’t let neighborhood associations oppose affordable housing developments 

 Family-size units 

 Mixed-come developments 

 Make an incentive program for landlords to be rewarded for renting to section 8 participants 

who have a criminal history 

 Build new unit with universal design principles 

 Don’t deny housing based on criminal history 

 Consider mixed citizenship status households 

 All the homeless to work on the prevailing wage jobs to give them a livable successful wage and 

it allows then to put on sweat equity into their new homes 

 Universal basic income/ living-wage jobs 

 Provide better wages for case workers 



34 
 

 More permanently affordable homes; shorter waitlists 

 Consider ways to prioritize residents who have lived in an area over 10 years 

 More shared or small housing 

 Respect and compassion for people 

 Try to lift some of the stigmas about "affordable" housing 

 Easy to find list of available for rent places    

 Financial support for landlords with little capital to invest, but a great deal of deferred 

maintenance 

 Applications designed for mobile devices 

 Ask the people being served, and respond to what they describe as their needs and priorities 

 Help moving in and furnishing apartment 

 LGBT sensitivity training is needed at places that provide social services, particularly around 

trans issues 

 Encourage the residents to form a residential council with a charter and goals to meet as a 

community 

 Don’t require a social security number in rental application 

 

What types of services, programs, and/or support are needed to overcome these challenges? 

 Social services 

o Childcare 

o Mental health services 

o Financial education 

o Rentwell classes 

o Job training 

o Partnerships with employers and training 

o Life skills 

o Maternal and infant health services 

o Health counseling 

o GED classes 

o Community policing 

o Mentors 

o Addiction treatment 

o Culturally specific 

o Dispute resolution services 

o Electric and water assistance programs 

o Community art programs 

o AA/NA meetings on site 

o Good relationships with partnership agencies 

 Improved transportation options 

o Better public transit 

o More bus lines 

o Free / reduced fares 
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o Shuttle services 

o Provide activities on site to remove transportation barriers.   

 Transitional services 

 Application assistance 

 Community-building activities for residents 

 More language services 

 Clearly explain rules to tenants 

 Support for working parents 

 Install more high efficiency equipment 

 Help learning about affordable options 

 Home ownership options 

 Training for on-site managers (compassion and understanding is needed) 

o recognize their needs and can connect them with the service providers who can help 

 More help for people “in the middle” (not very low income; not high) 

 Ease rental violation penalties 

 People may need support to fill out rental/income assistance paperwork 

 More options for residents to have guests 

 Financial support 

o Allow bi-monthly rent payments 

o Waive deposits 

o Emergency funds 

o Lower move-in fees 

Zip codes 

A total of 65 different zip codes were represented by participants in the online survey. They are 

distributed through the Metro area, in all three counties. 

  



36 
 

Participant zip code map 

 

Ten or more people participated from following zip codes. These areas are predominately in Multnomah 

and Clackamas County. 

Zip code No.  of participants 

97222 37 

97206 24 

97045 23 

97217 23 

97213 22 

97062 21 

97211 19 

97212 17 

97203 16 

97214 16 

97202 15 

97267 13 

97266 11 

97215 10 

 

Demographic information about participants 

The following shares information about participants in the survey. Approximately 97 percent of 
participants answered these demographic questions. 
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Survey participants were primarily white (76 percent). The next highest levels if participation were 
Hispanic, Latino or of Spanish origin (6 percent), followed by Asian or Asian American, Black or African 
American or American Indian/Native American or Alaska Native (4 and 3 percent). About 12 percent of 
those who participated in this question preferred not to answer or provided a written description of 
their racial or ethnic identify. 
 

When asked about your racial or ethnic identity, how do you 
identify? 
Answer Choices Responses 
American Indian/Native American or Alaska Native 3.43% 15 
Asian or Asian American 4.35% 19 
Black or African American 3.66% 16 
Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin 7.01% 31 
Pacific Islander 0.69% 3 
White 76.43% 334 
prefer not to answer 7.09% 31 
other (please describe) 4.81% 21 

 Answered 442 
 Skipped 9 

 

The majority of respondents reported living in 1 or 2-person households (62 percent). 

 

When asked about annual household income, participants gave answered in nearly all income levels.  Of 

the 442 people who answered this question, 57 percent reported annual household incomes below 

$75,000 (slightly higher than the area median income for a household of three people) and 34 percent 

reported incomes above area median income. A total of 29 percent of respondents said their annual 

household income was less than $30,000, which corresponds with 40% area median income for a family 

of three ($29,320/year). 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 or
more
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10.00%

15.00%
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How many people live in your house 
(including yourself)
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The majority of survey respondents do not live in income-restricted affordable housing, but over 15 

percent reported that they do. 
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Materials after this page were distributed at the meeting. 



            
         

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

August 6, 2019  
 
To:  Metro President Lynn Peterson and the Metro Council 

Metro Housing Bond Community Oversight Committee 
 

From:  Partners for Affordable Homeownership (PAH)  
Ernesto Fonseca, Hacienda 
Diane Linn, Proud Ground 
Paul Lumley, Native American Youth and Family Center  
Peg Malloy, Portland Housing Center  
Steve Messinetti, Habitat Portland Metro  
Nathan Teske, Bienestar Oregon 

 
Dear Metro President Lynn Peterson, Metro Councilors, and members of the Metro Housing 
Bond Community Oversight Committee — 
 
As you review jurisdictions’ Local Implementation Strategies for the Metro Affordable Housing 
Bond Program, we want to ensure that the strategies make it clear that affordable 
homeownership is not just an allowable use of the regional bond dollars, but a priority for our 
region.  
 
Please see the attached document outlining the many benefits of building affordable 
homeownership into the bond program—with less subsidy required per-unit, it will make bond 
dollars go further, and is arguably the best strategy for fulfilling the bond program’s principal of 
leading with equity. For too long in our communities, people of color have been largely shut out 
of ownership opportunities and the long-term stability and security they bring. Our 
homeownership programs serve a broad range of AMI households, reaching as low as 35% AMI, 
and are an opportunity to build generational wealth. 
 
The bond is an opportunity to change that—but the LIS documents must be explicit in seeking 
to achieve these outcomes, and should not use language that deprioritizes affordable 
homeownership.  
 
In recent weeks, we have provided specific feedback to jurisdictions on their draft LIS language, 
including using words like “resident” or “occupant” instead of tenant, and stating clearly that 
the program is “expected to provide rental housing and affordable homeownership 



 

 

opportunities supported with bond resources.” In sections related to leveraging additional 
housing resources, owner mortgages should be reflected as an additional private resource. 
These suggested edits are attached.  
 
We hope many of those edits are incorporated into the versions that are sent to Metro, or will 
be accommodated before Metro signs off on the strategies.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Partners for Affordable Homeownership 
 
 
  



 

 

Affordable homeownership suggested LIS edits sent to local jurisdictions: 
 
• Under the section Available Resources and Framework Targets, edit the last line in the first 

paragraph to say: “Units are expected to provide rental housing and affordable 
homeownership opportunities supported with bond resources.” 

• Under Leveraging Other Affordable Housing Resources, it is important to note the additional 
resources brought to the table for affordable homeownership opportunities—for example, 
the owners’ mortgages. This would fit well under the subheading "Maximize Use of Private 
Resources." 

• In most instances of the word “tenant,” use more inclusive language of “resident,” 
“occupant” or “tenant/owner.” For example, instead of only referencing lease-ups for 
culturally specific outreach, this language could be inclusive of affordable homeownership 
by saying “resident qualification.” 

 
Specific to Clackamas County LIS: 
 
• Under Project Selection Criteria and Metro Framework, the Draft LIS says “HACC will focus 

its Bond financed affordable housing on new construction multi-family rental projects and 
may also consider multi-family acquisition/rehabilitation projects. Additionally, HACC is 
considering investing Bond resources in homeownership strategies should the right location 
and opportunity arise.” This section should be clarified; Affordable homeownership projects 
are often multifamily projects, and the language should reflect this. 

• Under Furthering Clackamas County’s Affordable Housing Goals, update the second bullet 
to say "Focusing its Bond financed affordable housing on new construction of multi-family 
projects that provide rental housing and affordable homeownership opportunities.” 

• Under Racial Equity, it is noted that HACC will "prioritize projects addressing the historical 
racial disparity and lack of housing access experienced by communities of color.” This 
should be updated to include projects that address the lack of opportunity to build equity 
and generational wealth through affordable homeownership. 

 
Specific to Hillsboro LIS: 
 
• Under Project Selection Criteria, the Draft LIS says “The City also anticipates that all projects 

will include some units with rents at or below 30% AMI.” Clarify this section to note that it 
applies to all rental projects. Affordable homeownership projects can serve families at 31% 
MFI and above, often requiring less subsidy per-unit. 

• Under Furthering Hillsboro’s Affordable Housing Goals, update the first bullet to say "Will 
focus its Bond-financed affordable housing on new construction of affordable rental or 



 

 

homeownership projects especially in neighborhoods that do not currently have significant 
amounts of regulated affordable housing.” 

• The third bullet under Furthering Hillsboro’s Affordable Housing Goals separates out 
consideration of affordable homeownership projects. The current language seems to treat 
potential affordable homeownership projects as secondary to rental projects, when all 
investments of bond resources should be made "with consideration given to how the 
proposed project adheres to this LIS and contributes to the accomplishment of the unit 
production targets of the Metro Bond Framework.” 

• Under Racial Equity, it is noted that Hillsboro will "prioritize projects addressing the 
historical racial disparity and lack of housing access experienced by communities of color.” 
This should be updated to include "projects that address the lack of opportunity to build 
equity and generational wealth through affordable homeownership." 

 
 
Washington County incorporated these suggested edits into the LIS the Oversight Committee 
reviewed in July.  
 
The Draft Portland & Gresham LIS have not been released for review.  



Building Equity through
Homeownership

Now is the time to invest in affordable homeownership if we want to keep 
our region liveable for working families, especially for communities of color. 

Investing Regional Bond Funds to Create Homeownership Opportunities



Homeownership brings tangible 
results to our region. 

Offers a permanent solution. 
Homeownership subsidy has the highest 
chance of permanently solving a family’s 
housing struggles from one, directly and 
efficiently assigned subsidy transaction.

Generates revenue. When low income 
families own a home, they begin paying 
into the tax base. Habitat homeowners 
pay more than $600,000 in taxes every 
year. 

Frees up rental units. There are 
hundreds of renters that are one subsidy 
check away from becoming a successful 
homeowner. Instead, they are living in 
hundreds of subsidized rentals because 
they don’t have the down-payment to 
get out of that rental and into a home 
they own.

Reduces involuntary displacement 
due to gentrification. The moment 
a neighborhood starts to change, that 
change comes fast and furious. For 
the 35-80% AMI segment of renters, 
the opportunity to buy a home in their 
neighborhood is often the first door to 
close.

Levels the playing field by helping 
families build assets. This is absolutely 
vital to promoting prosperity in the lives 
of low and moderate income households 
and communities of color. When a low-
to-moderate income family has equity 
in a home, they are no longer financially 
fragile, but instead can handle an 
unexpected medical expense or other 
immediate need.

We cannot simply hope for a better 
region— we must build it.

Improves 
graduation rates Decreases crime

Strengthens 
neighborhoods

Decreases need for 
government assistance

Meet Victor, Itzayana & Adrian. 
For years, rising rents forced Victor and 
Itzayana to move from apartment to 
apartment. When Itzayana became 
pregnant, they were determined to end 
their instability for their son. They moved 
back into their parents’ home to save 
money, with the goal of purchasing their 
own home to raise a family. 

Initially, the price of owning a home and 
the required down payment amounts 
were intimidating. But when Habitat for 
Humanity Portland/Metro East referred 
Victor and Itzayana to Proud Ground’s 
Homeownership Program it was only a 
matter of weeks before they were able 
to secure a Down Payment Grant and 
become homeowners.

Improves mental 
& physical health

Homeownership works.



Savings on homeownership units 
may help our local jurisdictions 
meet Metro bond targets.
With less per-unit bond subsidy than rental, nonprofit developers can build 2, 3 ,4 
bedroom units for buyers at or below 60% AMI. Homeownership could be a missing 
piece of the puzzle to achieve targets at every level of affordability.

Of 3,900 unit target 30% 19%
Of 1950 family-sized unit target 60% 38%
Regional bond subsidy/unit $100,000 $159,000

Equity Target
Monthly cost to a family $928 $928
Family equity after 10 years $70,000 $0

For Sale For Rent

20% of Regional Bond Funds 
Invested in Homeownership Vs. Rental in the region



Understanding the Problem

emergency or 
unsheltered

transitional or 
doubled up

rental
home 

ownership

The equity gap in the region’s 
homeownership
People of color are most effected by 
disparities in rates of homeownership in the 
Metro area.

69%

White

41%

Latinx

42%

Black

Source: Oregon 
Housing & 
Community 
Services, 2017

“We find that many of the long 
time residents in our subsidized 
rental buildings are ready for that 
next step to homeownership and 
just need a little help to make that 
happen.”

— Ernesto Fonseca

CEO at Hacienda 
Community 
Development

Homeownership is out of reach in our region. You need to earn 
approximately $94,872 yearly to buy a median-priced home with a price tag of 
$395,900 in the Metro region The average renter in our region only makes $43,939 
yearly. The volatile rental market makes it so that people are caught in an endless 
cycle that keeps them from homeownership.

We must fund the whole continuum to fix our housing crisis. The best 
way to free up an affordable rental unit is to lift families into an ownership opportunity. 
Unfortunately, this isn’t happening in the Metro region. This prevents those with true 
need from accessing an affordable rental unit. 

Breaking the cycle
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