What We Heard from the Economic Development Policy Expert Group
On the Working Draft Part 1 of the Comprehensive Plan Update

Draft May 10, 2013

The Economic Development Policy Expert Group (EDPEG) discussed draft goal and policy
concepts for the Economic Development chapter of the Comprehensive Plan Update at their
first four meetings from June through September 2012. Their input was incorporated into
Economic Development Chapter 3 of Working Draft Part 1.

At their meeting on March 20, 2013, the EDPEG provided over
Draft, focusing discussion on Chapters 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8. PE
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economic development. The purpose of the discussi ut to staff, not
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= It should be easier to do business in Portland. Small business should be more
explicitly supported. Issues of communication and fees were cited. Immigrants
were specifically called out and several members highlighted the importance of
diversity awareness in policy implementation.

2. Economic equity

The Portland Plan called for more attention to inclusive economic development that
increases the share of the population with self-sufficient incomes, reduces disparities, and



aims to check the widening income gap in long-term economic trends. In turn, EDPEG
discussions explored different ways of applying an equity lens more deliberately in policy
development and asking who benefits. The EDPEG’s November 2012 meeting focused on
equity (see summary notes). Examples of concerns: the concentration of brownfields in
East Portland; more consideration for who benefits and who is burdened by major
development projects; and the link between industrial land supply and creating more
family-wage jobs that don't require advanced education.

Some recommendations on the Working Draft:

= "“Job growth” should be called out more explicitly in the chap troduction.

= Add public health to the list of public program targets cit
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3. Policy reconciliation among chapters
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= “Sofa i e all things to all people.”
= Several me s like the idea of a summary or consolidation chapter.

= In general, members argued for simplicity, succinctness, and clarity.

4. Linking policies to market feasibility

EDPEG members have expressed repeated support for linking policies more closely to a
sound understanding of market dynamics, especially in supplying employment land. Their
concern is partly in support for “nimble” City processes and development review responsive
to evolving market demand and innovation. A related concern is for market realism in



policies and implementation measures, such as public investments to overcome land-
development cost gaps. EDPEG members suggested that land must be used, not just
available. This requires financial tools for maximizing land supply and a proactive approach
to developing land to create local jobs.

Some recommendations on the Working Draft:

= “The Comp Plan is used to test development proposals. It must adapt to changing
market demands.”

= The 80 percent target in the Policy 3.10 on brownfield r opment seems to be
aspirational. This is fine, but in addition to the “strive e, the Plan should
also have a “count-on” goal. We must be clear abo
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= Concern was expressed about the use of the words “outside of the city” in Policy
4.12 (impact mitigation), when jurisdictional boundaries do not always match other
system boundaries or definitions. Replacing “require” with “prioritize” was
suggested, to provide more flexibility and discretion.

= The issue of language disparity between Chapters 3 and 4 was raised. Strong verbs
were pointed out in both chapters 3 and 4 that are not reconciled.



= One member noted that a lot of discretion in the implementation of environmental
policies will create more risk for development. Another member pointed out the
conundrum between reducing risk and allowing flexibility.

= The reference in Policy 8.2 to “tight Urban Growth Boundary” is not as helpful as a
discussion of “compact urban form.” The group discussed the impacts of the Urban
Growth Boundary and how it should be addressed in the Plan. Members agreed that
UGB has huge impacts, and not just economic.
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transpormion policies — Chapter 7
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and acknowledg special needs of business districts serving the whole region.

Some recommendations on the Working Draft:

= Several members expressed serious concerns about Policy 7.6: Green and active
transportation hierarchy. One size does not fit all. Each street is different and must
be considered on its own characteristics.

= Several members supported the suggestion that the whole chapter needs to be
reframed in the context of the Transportation System Plan. “Transportation should
serve land use, not the opposite.” This orientation is reflected in Policy 7.29: District
Policies.



