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March�8,�2015�

TO:� Planning�and�Sustainability�Commission�
� Bureau�of�Planning�and�Sustainability�Comprehensive�Plan�Update�Team�
�
RE:� 2035�Comprehensive�Plan�Proposed�Draft�

There�is�a�tremendous�amount�of�good�work�apparent�in�the�2035�Comprehensive�Plan�Draft.��I�won’t�
comment�on�all�aspects�of�the�Plan,�but�I�do�think�that�all�in�all,�it�is�an�excellent�document�and�roadmap�
for�the�future.��I�especially�like�the�focus�on�creating�complete�neighborhoods,�and�the�concept�of�using�
an�“equity�lens”�when�making�infrastructure�decisions.���

My�focus�will�be�on�the�Regulated�Affordable�Housing�section�of�the�plan�that�you�will�be�discussing�in�
your�work�session�on�March�10.��I�was�the�project�manager�for�the�current�Comprehensive�Plan�Housing�
Policy�(adopted�1998),�and�may�be�able�to�offer�some�insights�on�what�we�were�thinking�then,�
particularly�regarding�the�current�Policy�4.7,�Balanced�Communities:�“Strive�for�livable�mixed�income�
neighborhoods�throughout�Portland�that�collectively�reflect�the�diversity�of�housing�types,�tenures�
(rental�and�ownership)�and�income�levels�of�the�region.”�And�Objective�A.:�“Achieve�a�distribution�of�
household�incomes�found�citywide,�in�the�Central�City,�Gateway�Regional�Center,�in�town�centers,�and�in�
large�redevelopment�projects.��I�have�also�attached�the�commentary�section�for�the�Balanced�
Communities�Policy�4.7�so�that�you�can�get�a�more�in�depth�view�of�what�went�into�development�of�that�
policy,�what�we�were�thinking.��In�fact,�the�four�boards�and�commissions�that�were�involved�in�housing�
at�the�time:�Planning,�Portland�Development�Commission,�Housing�Authority�Board,�and�Housing�and�
Community�Development�Commission�(defunct),�met�jointly�and�were�all�engaged�in�the�review�and�
development�of�the�current�housing�policy,�the�first�time�that�there�was�that�level�of�engagement�across�
housing�silos.�

At�the�time�the�current�housing�policy�was�developed�there�were�major�redevelopments�in�the�planning�
stages,�notably�in�the�River�District,�and�later�the�South�Waterfront�(North�Macadam)�URA.��There�was�
very�strong�sentiment�from�advocates�and�residents�that�the�City’s�investment�in�redevelopment�of�
former�industrial�areas�should�serve�all�the�people;�and�that�the�City�should�not�be�financing�
infrastructure�and�amenities�(e.g.�parks,�trolleys,�trams)�in�enclaves�for�high�income�households.��The�
City�and�PDC,�in�conjunction�with�housing�advocates�and�others,�developed�a�housing�investment�
strategy�in�the�River�District�aimed�at�reflecting�the�city’s�income�profile,�with�specific�goals�by�income�
level,�and�with�annual�monitoring.�As�a�result�of�these�efforts,�the�City�has�been�somewhat�successful�in�
carrying�it�out.��In�the�River�District,�and�particularly�the�Pearl�District,�there�are�a�few�buildings�that�
serve�households�below�60%�of�median�income,�and�one�notably�for�very�low�income�households�below�
30%�MFI�at�a�prime�location�across�from�Jamison�Square.���

The�same�approach,�striving�to�achieve�the�city’s�income�profile�that�was�used�in�the�River�District,�was�
used�in�the�planning�phase�of�the�North�Macadam�Plan.��The�North�Macadam�steering�committee�
adopted�a�constrained�goal�that�did�not�match�the�city’s�income�profile�for�low�income�housing,�but�still�
set�a�respectable�goal�for�the�early�stage�of�development.��Because�of�the�constrained�goal,�the�
Committee�also�set�a�goal�that�once�3000�housing�units�had�been�built�in�the�area,�and�created�the�
necessary�increment,�that�the�City�would�work�to�match�the�city’s�income�profile.�

PDC�and�the�City�have�not�followed�through�on�their�commitments�to�meet�even�the�constrained�goal�in�
North�Macadam,�even�while�exceeding�the�target�for�market�rate�housing.��Only�one�project�has�been�
completed,�Gray’s�Landing,�with�about�207�units�of�housing,�including�over�40�units�for�formerly�
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homeless�veterans.��This�despite�the�fact�that�at�the�outset�of�the�North�Macadam�redevelopment,�PDC�
identified�potential�affordable�housing�sites,�and�purchased�options�for�later�development.��It�appears�
that�most�of�those�opportunities�are�now�lost;�PDC�has�identified�only�one�additional�Parcel�for�
development�of�affordable�housing.��The�other�properties�owned�by�PDC�were�sold�for�market�rate�
housing,�hotels,�OHSU,�and�other�uses.��The�fate�of�affordable�housing�in�North�Macadam�is�still�under�
discussion.���

The�current�housing�policy�set�a�target�of�achieving�a�distribution�of�household�incomes�similar�to�the�
distribution�found�citywide�in�the�Central�City,�the�Gateway�Regional�Center,�town�centers,�and�large�
redevelopment�projects,�not�in�every�neighborhood.��These�areas�are�not�unlike�the�proposed�
Comprehensive�Plan’s�“opportunity�areas”.��If�you�read�the�commentary�attached�for�Policy�4.7.A,�you�
will�see�that�the�focus�of�the�Balanced�Communities�Policy�Objective�4.7.A.�was�on�areas�with�greater�
development�potential�rather�than�on�retrofitting�existing�neighborhoods.���

I�reviewed�the�February�25,�2015�memo�from�the�Bureau�of�Planning�and�Sustainability�staff,�and�while�I�
have�great�respect�for�staff�and�the�excellent�work�they�have�done�on�the�Housing�Policy,�I�disagree�with�
their�recommendation�to�use�“access�to�high�opportunity�areas”�and�the�housing�location�policies�(5.19,�
5.20,�5.21.�5.26,�and�5.27)�that�call�for�a�diversity�of�housing�types,�higher�density,�access�to�
opportunities,�and�development�in�opportunity�areas)�to�replace�the�specific�income�profile�target.��I�
think�all�of�the�proposed�policies�that�staff�cited�are�good�policies,�I�just�don’t�think�they�achieve�the�
same�result�as�setting�a�more�specific�numeric�target.�

As�I�understand�it,�the�only�income�targets�in�play�(West�Quadrant�Plan,�but�possibly�expanded�to�
Central�City?)�are�for�30%�of�housing�in�the�Central�City�to�be�affordable�to�low�income�households�
between�0�and�80%�MFI.��This�is�a�very�weak�target.��According�to�the�staff�report,�currently�30%�of�
Portland�households�have�incomes�below�50%�MFI,�which�is�considered�“very�low�income.”��A�proposed�
target�of�30%�of�households�at�or�below�80%�MFI�in�the�Central�City,�the�area�targeted�for�most�of�the�
projected�growth�over�the�next�20�years,�leaves�a�lot�of�room�for�gentrification�and�displacement�of�low�
income�households�while�staying�within�the�target.��It�also�does�not�speak�to�the�issue�of�economic�
integration�of�housing�for�extremely�low�income�households,�those�below�30%�of�MFI�for�example,�into�
these�opportunity�areas,�which�by�their�nature�are�close�to�the�transportation�and�services�that�they�
need.���

What�is�relevant�for�you�to�consider�is�that�the�currently�Comprehensive�Plan�Housing�Policy�for�
Balanced�Communities�has�been�the�policy�foundation�and�the�measuring�stick�against�which�we�
measure�our�success�in�achieving�what�the�proposed�Comp�Plan�might�call�“complete�communities.”��
We�didn’t�have�the�concept�of�“equity�lens”�in�1998,�I�wish�we�had,�because�it�is�a�great�idea.��But�we�
were�striving�for�equity�and�used�the�income�profile�target�as�a�way�to�get�there.�

What�is�very�clear�today�is�that�for�all�the�City’s�good�intentions�and�sometimes�impassioned�rhetoric�
about�the�need�for�affordable�housing,��good�intentions�without�targets�get�us�nowhere.��We�need�to�
have�specific�goals,�a�commitment�to�resource�development,�and�policies�that�require�economic�
integration�and�inclusionary�housing.��While�we�have�not�yet�been�successful�yet�in�North�Macadam,�
without�the�Comprehensive�Plan�policy�that�calls�for�Balanced�Communities,�we�would�not�have�a�strong�
policy�foundation�to�even�engage�in�this�difficult�conversation.��And�we�have�not�given�up.�

�I�ask�that�the�Planning�and�Sustainability�Commission�add�a�more�specific�policy�target�for�housing�
affordable�to�low�income�households.��

Cathey�Briggs�|�1502�SE�Bybee�Blvd�|�Portland,�OR��97202�










