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What we’ll cover today 

• Online survey results 
• Roundtable discussion findings: key 

themes, differences by region 
• Next steps 

 
 
 

 



Outreach to date 

• Web-based survey: housing needs, 
barriers, Metro role   

• 5 roundtable discussions with jurisdiction 
staff/partners 

• Non-scientific snapshot of regional 
opinion, primarily among jurisdiction staff 
and nonprofits 

• Follow-up survey of jurisdictions to 
confirm usage of specific tools 

•   
 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Follow up survey will update the 2014 matrix we did – will be provided along with other findings in summary report.




n=76 

32% 

8% 

9% 17% 

20% 

3% 12% Local jurisdiction staff 
(city or county) 
Other public agency staff 

For-profit housing 
developer 
Nonprofit housing 
developer 
Other nonprofit 
organization 
Funder/lender 

Other 

Online survey respondents (n=76) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

76 respondents, primarily public staff and nonprofits, including both developers and others
“Other” included “advocate,” “real estate broker,” “planning consultant”



45% 

61% 
55% 

13% 

Clackamas Multnomah Washington Clark 

In which county or counties is your 
organization active? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
While respondents self-selected, ended up with fairly good representation across the region



0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

Student housing 
Condos 

Manufactured (Mobile) Home Parks 
Family-sized condos (3+ bedrooms) 

Co-housing  
Micro-apartments/nontraditional approaches 

Single Room Occupancy units (SROs) 
Housing for people in recovery 

Transitional housing 
Group homes for people with disabilities 

Single-family homes 
ADUs or other “tiny house” approaches 

Permanent supportive housing 
Housing for people with disabilities 

Senior housing 
Permanently affordable single-family homes (land … 

Affordable apartments 
Family-sized apartments (3+ bedrooms) 

Mixed-income housing 

Need versus support 

Political support Need 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Perceived need way exceeds perceived political support – particularly for more challenging populations

Top mentions - over 50% say there is need in their community:
Mixed income housing
Family sized apts
Affordable apts
Affordable single family homes
Senior housing

Question wording: Looking at the list of housing types below, please indicate where you see a need in your community; then indicate where there is political support. Check all that apply, and leave blank if you are unsure.




0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 

Lack of infrastructure (roads, sewers, etc.) 
Older/obsolete housing stock 

Long permitting process  
Lack of capacity among developers 

Lack of jurisdictional capacity/staff at local level 
Lack of understanding re: fair housing requirements 

Restrictive development & design standards 
Regulatory barriers (zoning or building codes) 

Regulatory barriers (permit fees or SDCs) 

Market forces/consumer preferences 
Neighborhood/community resistance to higher … 

Legislative pre-emptions   
Jurisdictions do not recognize need to do more 

Lack of political will 
Inadequate household purchasing power 

Land availability 

Barriers to Equitable Housing Development/Preservation  
(other than lack of funding) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Land, lack of household purchasing power, lack of political will cited as top barriers 

Question wording: There is general agreement that our region faces multiple barriers to equitable housing development/preservation…. We are assuming that lack of funding is a universal issue. Putting aside funding challenges for the moment, we’d like to understand the relative impact of other barriers to equitable housing development/preservation in the community you serve. Please select the top 3 items from the list below that you consider to be the greatest barriers in your community.



34% 

24% 

21% 

12% 

4% 
3% 3% 

Most significant funding gap 

Permanent funding 

Land purchase 

Other  

Construction financing 

Pre-development 

Preservation of 
housing subsidy 
Acquisition and 
rehabilitation 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Question wording: Where do you see the most significant funding gap that is preventing affordable projects/homes from being built or preserved in your community?

Permanent funding, land purchase are top mentions

“Other” mentions – several mention gap funding. 
Also:  
“Funding isn't necessarily the issue.  There's not enough affordable land for this type of product!  We need more space to grow.  The land deals available work for more expensive building models.” (private developer)

“ [I] challenge the notion of funding gaps, [the issue is] a lack of political and market will for prioritization of stable homes for everyone free of discrimination, habitability issues, and affordability for varied incomes.”



0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 

Change design review process 

Reform state laws re: SDCs 

Streamline regulatory/development req'mts 

Overturn ban on rent control 

Increase capacity of CDCs 

Establish a revolving loan fund 

Support innovative/alternative housing types 

Provide incentives to developers 

Funding/strategy for land acquisition 

Impact fees to help fund affordable housing 

Overturn state ban on inclusionary zoning 

New long-term revenue source  

Action Strategies – Top Priorities 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

New revenue, overturning ban on IZ top mentions for action strategies

Question wording: Longer-term, what would you prioritize in terms of action strategies to increase equitable housing development/preservation? Please select the top 3 strategies that you believe should be prioritized.





“Magic wand” for policy change 

• Inclusionary Zoning (20 mentions) 
• Other mentions: 

• Reduce regulatory barriers (7) 
• Waive SDCs (6) 
• Dedicated new funding source (6) 
• Rent control (4) 
• 1st time homebuyer program (3) 
• Expand UGB (2) 
 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Open-ended question: If you had a magic wand, what is one local policy change that you would make to support equitable housing development/preservation?




Metro TA grant suggestions 

• Open-ended question – varied 
responses fall into several categories: 
• Advocate/educate (electeds & public) 
• Help provide funding 
• Analysis/planning re: various tools 
• Support development of various types 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Question wording: As part of this initiative, Metro may provide technical assistance grants to jurisdictions to support equitable housing strategies. If the jurisdiction you are active in had one of these grants, what would you (or should they) use it for?

Full list of suggestions will be in report




What would be helpful role(s) for Metro? 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 

Partner with developers on site planning 

Provide online “clearinghouse” of housing tools/policies 

Provide online housing tools/ data for public use 

Provide any other type of assistance 

Identify housing to target for preservation 

Provide fair housing TA 

Provide development data and research 

Convene funders to develop a revolving loan fund 

Identify market-rate housing that could be converted  

Convene lenders - strategies to overcome financing barriers 

Help establish a regional land bank 

Develop/evaluate tools to incentivize private development 

Advocate for state/federal policy changes 

Identify land for affordable housing development 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Top responses: identify land; advocate for state/federal policy changes, develop tools to incentivize private development; Help establish regional land bank. 

Question: Thinking specifically of how Metro can help support equitable housing opportunities, please indicate which of the following you think would be a helpful role for Metro in eliminating barriers or creating incentives for equitable housing development/preservation. Check all that apply.  Would it be helpful for Metro to…



Roundtable discussions  
Date  Location  Jurisdictions Covered Number of 

Participants 
Group Makeup 

6/26 Hillsboro Washington County 15 12 jurisdiction staff and 3 
nonprofit partners 

6/30  Portland  Multnomah County 11 8 jurisdiction staff and 3 
nonprofit partners 

7/9 Tigard Washington County  5 2 jurisdiction staff, 2 
citizen advocates, 1 
nonprofit partner 

7/13 Gresham  East Multnomah 
County  

20 12 jurisdiction staff, 6 
nonprofits, 1 realtor, 1 
city councilor 

8/11 Oregon 
City 

Clackamas County 28 22 jurisdiction staff, 4 
nonprofits, 1 citizen, 1 
county commissioner 





Roundtable discussions 

• Space for stakeholders to have candid 
conversation 

• Local context, barriers, tool usage and 
feasibility, and ways in which Metro could 
help further equitable housing  

• Many common themes, with some 
differences by area, as expected 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Survey main themes/comments – consistent with focus groups. Some overlap with focus group attendees – about a dozen people did both.



Common themes  
• Urgent need (homeless to workforce) 
• Lack of funding 
• Lack of land 
• Need for better coordination, alignment 
• Need for political will/leadership 
• Eliminate statewide preemptions 
• Interest in new/alternative housing types 
• Metro should play a role 

 



All participants see urgent need across 
continuum 
o “There just aren’t enough apartments…if a 

place does open up, it’s gone in two hours” 
o “At Home Forward we have a waitlist of over 

20,000 people needing a Section 8 voucher” 
o “I don’t see how we will meet the housing 

needs for our forecasted growth in jobs and 
population” 
 

 
 

Common themes: Need for housing 



NIMBYism remains a challenge, particularly 
in suburbs; but housing stability is of broad 
concern 
o “Affordability is becoming a middle class 

problem: it is no longer the very low-income who 
are concerned about their own housing 
stability…this growing acceptance should 
be…treated as a window of opportunity”  

o “People working in our community cannot afford 
to live there – that’s a huge problem for traffic 
congestion, climate change, you name it” 

 
 

Common themes: Need for housing  



• Many consider this the biggest problem 
• Jurisdictions don’t have revenue to spare  
o “Don’t give us a toolkit with no money to go with 

it” 
o “Whatever flows from HUD is meager” 
o “We don’t have any way of making up the cost of 

incentives like SDC waivers” 
• New source of revenue: strongest interest 

in Portland; seen as longshot elsewhere 
 

Common themes: Lack of funding 



• Rising prices, scarcity are major barriers 
• A few call for expanding UGB; most 

suggest coordinated effort to identify & 
secure available land 

o “We know how to build great projects and we can 
find the money–we just need the land to build on” 

o “If Metro would expand the UGB there would be 
more land available to build affordable housing” 

o “There is land available within the UGB – but 
cities need to prioritize it for affordable housing” 

 
 
 

Common themes: Lack of land 



• Develop regional focus and alignment, 
overarching goals and strategies 

• Share/analyze data and best practices 
• Partner with private sector/business 

community – build alliances around 
shared concerns and needs 

• Make connections between equitable 
housing choice and prosperity, 
jobs/workforce, climate, transit, traffic 
 

Common themes: Need for regional 
coordination, alignment 
 



• “We need leadership on policy higher 
than the local level. . .with better 
statewide policies and tools” 

• [Our city] will not be the flag-bearer… not 
because council members do not believe 
in it, but it is a complex issue” 

• “We need more than political will, we 
need true heroes” 

 
 
 
 

Common themes: Need for political will 
and leadership 



• Every jurisdiction expressed interest in 
exploring/expanding use of innovative 
housing approaches, including: 
• ADUs – bringing to scale, ensuring 

affordability 
• Micro/cottage clusters – potentially as 

part of rehabbed/co-op mobile home 
parks 

• Incentive-based inclusionary models 
 
 
 

Common themes: Interest in alternative 
housing types 



• Nonprofits in particular are interested in 
lifting statewide bans on tools such as 
inclusionary zoning and rent control 

• Seen as significant barrier to housing 
opportunity 

• Interest in Metro advocating for changes 
 
 

Common themes: Lift pre-emptions 



While stressing need for local control and 
flexibility, nearly all encouraged Metro to 
take a leadership role:  
• Coordinate among jurisdictions, partners 
• Provide data analysis, planning expertise 
• Convene interested parties to share 

info/best practices, build momentum  
• Advocate for state policy changes 

 
 

Common themes: Metro can play a role 



• Need for better coordination, cooperation 
across multiple jurisdictions, sectors 

• Include the business community 
• General willingness to consider most 

tools, as long as local flexibility retained 
• Strong interest in Metro helping with land 

inventory &/or banking 
• Tigard: Triangle site has potential, but 

tools/political momentum are lacking 
 
 

 

Washington County perspectives 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
While generally similar feedback  across groups, there were definitely differences/nuances in the concerns and perspectives in different locations



• “We need an economic development 
strategy that focuses on housing and 
education” 

• Concern about meeting needs of middle 
class: 
• “Affordable housing once was a side 

conversation, but it’s not just a low-
income problem anymore” 

 

Washington County perspectives 



 
 
Gresham/East County Perspectives 
• Major concern in Gresham: 

“unintentional” affordability & substandard 
housing, concentration of poverty 

• Perception of inequitable $ allocation 
• “There’s a clear divide in terms of 

opportunities and resource allocation past 
82nd Avenue”  



 
 
Gresham/East County Perspectives 
• “Workforce” housing seen as most viable, 

feasible approach; focus on jobs/transit 
• Worried about ability to handle housing 

needs of projected growth  
• Open to Metro assisting with data, 

convening, but want more than “just a 
toolkit” 



• Most attendees were County staff – need 
additional info from cities 

• NIMBYism a “real problem” 
• “Everyone seems to think that affordable 

housing is public housing, and that public 
housing is the projects in Chicago and 
Philadelphia” 
 
 
 
 
 

Clackamas perspectives 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
County Commissioner in attendance stressed need for Metro to expand UGB, open up land
 




• Unique challenges – infrastructure/roads, 
transit, access to services 

• Interest in Metro helping with land 
acquisition, veterans housing, 
manufactured home park rehab, etc. 

• “If you don’t require it, it won’t happen 
because of pushback”  

• “We need Metro on our side”  
 

 
 
 

Clackamas perspectives 



• Need for dedicated resources – shared 
priority to pursue locally 

• NIMBYism has shifted more toward anti-
density 

• Strong interest in regional approach, 
reaching out to “unexpected allies” in 
business, other sectors to build support  
 
 

Portland perspectives 



Next steps for Oregon ON’s engagement 

• Compile written summary of surveys and 
focus group results – September 

• Equity lens review – September 
• Continue to refine tool matrix – Fall 
• Outreach to private developers, elected 

officials – Fall 
• Prepare for February Housing Summit 

 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
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