Summary Meeting Notes
Infrastructure Equity Policy Expert Group 

Meeting Date: August 7, 2013

Time: 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon

PEG Attendees:  Susan Aldrich, Roger Anthony, Roger Averbeck, Alex Deley, Justin Dollard, Karyn Hanson, Jeff Leighton, Karen Meyer, Midge Purcell, Steph Routh, Joe VanderVeer.
Other Attendees:  Patricia Neighbor & Sara Schooley (PBOT); Michele Crim, Joan Frederiksen, Michelle Kunec-North & Chris Scarzello (BPS). 

PEG Lead: Bob Glascock

Facilitator:  Andrée Tremoulet, Commonworks Consulting

View the original agenda, including materials, for this meeting.

Welcome and Introductions

· Andree Tremoulet (facilitator) welcomed everyone and reviewed the purpose of the meeting: 1) To test an interactive map exercise to explore infrastructure needs and investments within the context of infrastructure equity; and 2) To conclude work of the Infrastructure Equity PEG, and prepare for public engagement for Part 2 of the Comprehensive Plan Update.

Interactive Map Exercise

· Michelle Kunec-North (Bureau of Planning and Sustainability) gave an overview of the working maps application. She reviewed the various map layers called “concept layers” as well as the “background layers.” The maps are in a beta version and are currently being refined and tested by staff, with a public launch date in about a month.

· There are several demographic layers in the “background layers” including median age, youth population, median income, communities of color, population density, and vulnerable populations (which identify area where communities have lower incomes, lower educational attainment, higher rentership and higher communities of color compared to the citywide average).
· The PEG members broke into two groups (Southwest and East) to view the map tool. BPS District Liaison planners facilitated each group. Another data tool was mentioned in the East Portland discussion. Portland communities data from 2009 – 2010 (prior to the 2010 US Census) is posted with the Portland Plan, here:  http://www.portlandonline.com/portlandplan/index.cfm?c=51565.
· The discussions focused on:

· Complete Communities – Is this area already a “complete community” meaning, it has a range of housing, services and access to parks, transit and other amenities? If not, how might it impact vulnerable and/or underserved communities? Are there certain areas that may be a priority for “complete community” improvements? 

· Growth and Services – Would potential centers or civic corridors, which are intended to focus growth and investment to provide better access to jobs, transit, services, and other daily needs, help address any complete community gaps? If so, are there any that the group considers high priority? If not, where are the gaps? How might potential Centers or Civic Corridors impact vulnerable and/or underserved populations?

· Transportation and Transit – What are the existing gaps? How might these gaps impact vulnerable and underserved populations? What might it mean to provide “basic” transportation and transit services in this area? What are some priorities for investment in this area? Are there additional investments necessary that are not shown on the map? Are there other solutions?

· Parks – What are the existing gaps? How might these gaps impact vulnerable and underserved populations? What might it mean to provide “basic” park and recreation services in this area? What are some priorities for investment in this area? Are there additional investments necessary that are not shown on the map?

· Highlights from the discussion included:

· The maps reveal stark differences between outer East and the rest of the city in terms of services. 

· As you move closer to the central city there are more services, and there are large gaps that are really dictated by the development of the neighborhood (single-family).

· There is a tension between looking at the bigger picture issues and zooming down to an individual site or geography. This will likely come up as the maps go out to the public.

· There are a lot of other issues that don’t seem to be included in the map layers that would be helpful to inform the discussion.

· The maps are great – they are visual which is a good thing. While there are some improvements to be made – the maps are really coming along.

· They’d like to be able to overlay some of the background layers, particularly the demographic layers. Can this be improved?

· It was very useful to see things that are being proposed (e.g. proposed industrial areas).

· It was also useful to see the absence of economic opportunity in some of the areas of East Portland, even when the zoning is there. 

· It would be nice to see Level of Service Maps – to see where there is the risk of not meeting the LOS. So – it is really important to know if there is a vulnerable community in proximity to lack of services…and how that relates to proposed projects.

· Maps need way-finding guides (city boundary, street names, landmarks).

· The maps really helped to further conversations.

· For the complete neighborhoods maps – what do those areas show? Maybe show key features like grocery stores, schools, etc. Applied knowledge of what is seen on the ground and what is shown in the maps doesn’t always seem to match up. This leads the viewer to question what is being considered or factored into the analysis. Sometimes, lack of a sidewalk doesn’t mean that the area isn’t a complete community – those assumptions, factors, could be revisited for certain neighborhoods. 

· The final version of the application will include a public comment feature where viewers can leave comments. Would it be possible to enable an ability to attach a snapshot? This could be a tool to help crowd-source community knowledge that could inform the maps and planning processes.

· There are unresolved questions about definitions of corridors and how that would sync with proposed projects. Connectivity to the centers didn’t seem to be matching with the corridors. 

· How will the map tool go out to the public? There are a few different ways. These maps are a tool – they do not represent the only avenue for public engagement. It can be a tool to help with a facilitated discussion. The bureau is also working on developing higher level summaries of the layers and the big questions. The public would be able to engage with the materials in multiple ways.

· The map layers do no clearly distinguish between existing conditions and staff proposals (aspirational). 

· Thinking to the future – telecommunication infrastructure is missing from the maps and may be key for future economic development efforts.

· When the maps are released, there should be a clear link to other tools and resources that can help forward the conversation – such as the Regional Equity Atlas and the Metro/Tri-Met pedestrian network analysis. Those links are:
· Regional Equity Atlas 2.0/CLF at http://clfuture.org/programs/regional-equity-atlas/equity-atlas-20-mapping-tool
· Regional Pedestrian Network Analysis/ Metro/Tri-Met, at http://library.oregonmetro.gov/files/pedestrian_flow_analysis_4_30_13.pdf and http://www.trimet.org/projects/pednetwork/index.htm#report
· Is the City’s plan to keep this map tool living beyond the CPU process – to allow tracking of progress over time? It could be part of our implementation and evaluation toolbox. Add new layers periodically as needed, etc.

Public Comment

· None.

Concluding Reflections

· Michele Crim and Bob Glascock provided some concluding remarks regarding the progress the group has made to deepen the understanding of infrastructure equity that lays the foundation for work to continue both through the CPU project, as well as the other infrastructure work going on in BPS and the City’s infrastructure bureaus. Bob highlighted a few of the findings from the PEG’s recommendations from the memo that have been particularly useful to guide this work.

· Other reflections from the group included:

· At the first orientation session there was a question about if community members would be given equal footing as staff. The answer was yes. In general, that happened, but at times community members are still at a disadvantage because community members aren’t paid to do this work.

· The summary memo was appreciated because it showed that a lot of feedback and information was being captured.

· There are still a lot of concerns about if SW Portland will ever receive basic level of services, especially in light of the new focus on providing basic services to communities of color.

· There is great interest in seeing this work continue. In particular, there is a desire to make sure that the recommendations of the memo don’t get watered down.

· The memo has been shared with other groups and bureaus across the city – and can influence processes and policies beyond infrastructure work.

· The group was diverse both ethnically and perspectives and backgrounds. Questions about social justice will continue to be a struggle, especially in a city that is predominantly white. A perspective focused on populations and historical issues around inequities that is outcomes-based can help forward the conversation.

· Implementation and decision-making remains an issue. It needs to be transparent, and criteria need to be clear. Outcomes need to be clearly defined as well. These really important concepts and best practices need to move forward in a meaningful way.
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