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PORTLAND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
All Funds Budget Summary

Adopted
FY 2014-15

Request Base
FY 2015-16

Decision Pkgs
FY 2015-16

Request Total
FY 2015-16

Percent
Change

Resources
General Fund Discretionary
Total Resources

$5,425,654
$5,425,654

$5,294,110
$5,294,110

$1,750,000
$1,750,000

$7,044,110
$7,044,110

29.8%
29.8%

Expenditures
External Materials and Services
Total Requirements

$5,425,564
$5,425,564

$5,294,110
$5,294,110

$1,750,000
$1,750,000

$7,044,110
$7,044,110

29.8%
29.8%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0%

Total Bureau FTE

Percent Change is the change from FY 2014-15 Adopted Budget to FY 2015-16 Total Requested Budget.

Key Issues
Key Performance Measures
The Portland Development Commission (PDC) identified a set of key performance measures (KPMs) as
part of its effort to demonstrate the impact of neighborhood economic development programs and
traded sector initiatives. Even though the KPMs presented at this time concentrate on programs primarily
funded through General Fund resources, efforts are underway to ensure that the final cohort of measures
reflect PDC’s Strategic Plan. PDC’s Strategic Plan1 is under development and pending additional Council
feedback. It is expected that PDC will undoubtedly hone in on KPMs which are valuable to bureau
operations; above all, KPMs by design are intended to be those most useful to Council decision-making.
These key performance measures (KPMs) have been put forth in PDCs Requested Budget:
 Net new numbers of businesses in Neighborhood Prosperity Initiative (NPI) and Main Street Areas
 Percent of businesses receiving technical assistance that are business owners of color
 Rating of overall client satisfaction with business technical assistance
 Number of adult and youth receiving workforce development services and percent that are people
of color
 Outside capital attracted by startups participating in PDC supported entrepreneurship programs
 Number of unique traded sector businesses supported by direct or refer technical assistance
This initial focus on a select set of measures from those currently reported in the budget document will
make it easier for Council and stakeholders to more quickly assess the overall efficiency and effectiveness
of PDC programs.
CBO recommends that PDC and Council consider the following as KPMs are finalized. Business growth is
considered an intermediate outcome along the causal pathway to job growth.2 Measuring job growth is
just as important as measuring business growth as job growth is an ultimate measure of impact for the
PDC neighborhood economic development and traded sector programs. For example, the December 2012
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audit report3 on PDC urban renewal areas impact established a validated measure for job growth in the
URAs as measured by total private sector jobs and average annual job wage. Additionally, through the City
Budget Mapping initiative, PDC has established a measure for job growth citywide, and this measure is
presented geospatially by neighborhood coalition.4 It should also be noted that PDC’s annual reports
highlight estimated jobs created and retained as a result of the following PDC programs: Business Finance,
Enterprise Zone, Storefront, Green Features Grant, Redevelopment Loan Fund, Portland Seed Fund, and
Clean Energy Works.
In the graph below, there is detail on job growth within URAs and citywide. Although this data has not
been reported in the budget document, it is an example of a measure that may be of interest to Council
for making budget decisions.
Graph 1. City of Portland Job Growth

As a means to capture the outcomes of economic development, CBO recommends that the Counciladopted KPMs include measures of job growth to reflect the impact of PDC programs across all PDC
revenue streams. These measures of job growth might include: annual percentage change in private
sector jobs in URAs (including NPIs) and annual percentage change in private sector jobs citywide.
Cost-Efficiency and Program Effectiveness of Workforce Development Programs
The “number of adult and youth receiving workforce development services and percent that are people of
color” is another KPM of interest. This KPM focuses on workforce development services supported by
$1.2 million in City General Fund discretionary in the Requested Budget; these resources account for 23%
of the PDC General Fund base budget. PDC collaborates with Worksystems, Inc (WSI) to co-fund and
administer the workforce development program. In addition to City General Fund discretionary resources,
PDC funds workforce development through $57,844 from Multnomah County, $1.7 million from
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) resources passed through the Housing bureau, and
$127,000 from foundation resources.
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As currently reported, the KPM provides workload data with racial demographic context to comply with
CDBG funding requirements. To qualify for the measure, “serve” means a youth completed an online
application, met with staff to review to determine eligibility, and then engage with a service provider. As
such, by definition the KPM for number receiving workforce development services does not mean that
participants accessed the full range of services in their workforce development plan (i.e. service plan goals
not fully achieved). At best, this measure is a proxy for program output yet does not fully leverage the
data tracking capacity of I-Trac, the WSI information management system. Most notably, participant
attendance is not reported. Attendance, as a measure of retention rate of those who initiate services, is a
reflection of the program value to participants.5 The lack of this data makes it difficult to objectively
evaluate if the success of participants is likely a result of self-selection of motivated individuals or
alternatively the effects of the programs. Furthermore, building off this retention data WSI and the other
providers could report measures of efficiency such as the hours of participant engagement per dollar of
program expenses. Hours of participant engagement per dollar would help to provide insight on the
efficiency of passing dollars from the Housing bureau to PDC to sub recipients to sub-subrecipients.
Graph 2. Program Delivery vs. Administrative Cost (City CDBG and General Fund Resources)
PDC reports 80% program delivery costs
to 20% administrative costs. PDC rolls
sub-subrecipient administrative costs
into program delivery costs. CBO
analyzed the 80% program cost and
determined that within this allocation
are sub-subrecipient administrative and
indirect costs.
Notwithstanding different
methodologies to determine program
versus administrative costs, there is
nonetheless an opportunity to (1)
explore improved efficiencies in the
funding process and (2) fully understand
the value add to performance outcomes.
Additionally (as earlier referenced), the
performance measures reported
narrowly focus on requirements to comply with CDBG. Notwithstanding, the workforce training program
delivered by the PDC sub-recipient (WSI) mirrors programs supported by Workforce Investment Acts
(WIA) dollars through the federal Department of Labor (DOL). DOL aims to report outcomes on
employment.6 For adults, common measures are employment entry, employment retention, and average
earnings; and for youth, common measures are employment/education, attainment of a degree or
certificate, literacy and numeracy gains. WSI also receives DOL-WIA funds which positions it to report
these data for PDC supported programming. PDC and WSI collect similar measures and other outcomes
data. Recognizing that the Workforce Development EOI program has historically represented about onePortland Development Commission
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fourth of PDC General Fund (in addition to federal and private resources), CBO recommends that PDC
report to Council adult and youth workforce development outcomes that most closely align to the DOL
performance standards.
TIF Revenues and Potential to Increase Increment
From FY 2009-13, budget to actual expenditures vary across PDC program areas. The variances may (in
part) reflect capacity to spend down available resources (i.e. either City staff capacity and/or stakeholder
capacity to make use of available resources drives the expenditure of budgeted resources). It is important
to highlight that a portion of the budget is opportunity in nature (e.g. Commercial Property
Redevelopment Lending programs), or was on hold at various times for certain commitments to move
forward. Such commitments include: Centennial Mills, Post Office, 10th and Yamhill, Union Station, Central
Eastside Community Center, Multnomah County Department of Health headquarters, and Housing setaside in various districts. For program areas in Graph 2 below, budgeted projects that have not be spent
down include: (1) Property Redevelopment projects such as Veterans Memorial Coliseum, Convention
Center hotel, Eco District, and Lents Town Center redevelopment; (2) Infrastructure projects in Gateway,
Interstate, River District, and Lents URAs; and (3) Housing development in the Oregon Convention Center
and Downtown Waterfront URAs.
Graph 2. TIF Expenditures by PDC Program Area*

*Footnote: Annual appropriations for some projects have been rolled-over from year to year as noted in the paragraph above
causing a portion of budget to actual variances. (Source: Portland Development Commission)

CBO recommends that Council explore a shift of available resources toward program areas which
historically have spent down available resources. PDC’s budget sub-committee raised this issue of utilizing
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unallocated contingency available to PDC during the budget process. This shift may hasten the timeliness
of generating increment to fully leverage the financial capacity of URAs. For example, the scheduled last
dates to issue debt for the Lents and Gateway URAs are 2020 and 2022, respectively. Timelier spending of
available resources on projects has the potential to generate incremental assessed value sooner, thereby
increasing a URA’s bonding capacity and its ability to reach maximum indebtedness. This is true if TIF
contingency is made available for projects that generate tax increment revenues, but not for projects that
will not be assessed property taxes (e.g. non-profit activities).

Decision Package Analysis & Recommendations
Community Development Fund, ZD_01, $1,000,000
Through this request of $1 million General Fund one-time, PDC aims to establish a new revolving loan
fund to support development projects in or around Neighborhood Prosperity Initiative (NPI) districts. In
the PDC base budget, there is an existing Commercial Property Redevelopment (CPRL) Loan Fund which
most closely matches the uses in this initiative. PDC reports that NPI districts have identified publicbenefit projects that exceed resources available from tax-increment revenue generated by those NPIs.
This initiative aims to target large-scale projects adjacent to the boundaries of the NPI Districts as well
within NPI districts. For FY 2013-14, NPIs spent 21% of TIR budgeted resources; of the $239,487 in
budgeted resources, TIR expenses were limited to two of six NPIs ($25,000 in Cully Boulevard Alliance and
$25,000 in 42nd Ave). The FY 2015-16 PDC Requested Budget for NPI districts includes up to $1.3 million in
resources that could partially fund this initiative; specifically, in the PDC budget request there are
$837,962 in resources from tax increment revenue (TIR) plus a portion of the $458,770 in General Fund
resources for NPI and Main Street commercial corridor activities.
Since the inception of the NPI districts in 2012, PDC reports that the capacity of both NPI district
management and stakeholder businesses has grown, and the districts are positioned to manage
community-driven projects. To date, there is only baseline data for NPIs which began full operations in FY
2013-14; as such, year-to-year growth in capacity cannot be measured until compared with FY 2014-15
and future year data.
PDC’s outreach on for this initiative is just starting. PDC anticipates it could secure matching capital dollars
for the Community Development Fund by January 2016 from foundations and private investors. With
regards to providing loan funds for revitalization and community development opportunities, information
for all the NPIs is unknown. Yet, PDC has noted that under and un-developed land within some of the
districts (e.g. Cully Boulevard Alliance) can be considered as potential opportunities for property
development.
Although the project financing timeline extends into June 2020, the decision package is fittingly
categorized as one-time as it seeks to seed a new loan program. CBO recommends against this package at
this time due to incomplete details on the following:

Portland Development Commission

5 of 8

March 9, 2015

1. Budget projections which estimate the extent to which cost for large-scale projects might exceed
existing and forecasted resources and
2. Input provided by stakeholders on the types of NPI-specific public-benefit projects needing gap
financing.
If additional details are provided, CBO will re-evaluate this decision package.
CBO Recommendation: $0
Inclusive Startup Fund, ZD_02, $750,000
PDC requests $750,000 General fund one-time to initiate the Inclusive Startup Fund (ISF) aimed at
providing mentorship and early-stage capital for Portland-based firms with founding teams from
underrepresented communities. PDC cites national data that affirms racial and gender inequities in
startup capital investment. It is reasonable to deduce that Portland experiences corresponding inequities,
especially considering the smaller populations of communities of color. At this point in time, PDC cites
anecdotal testimony from under-represented startup founders in Portland on the difficulty of accessing
startup capital; perceptions on the reason for these difficulties are unreported at this time. In the absence
of data, it is unclear in what manner inequities are an effect of barriers to access. For example, to what
extent has anecdote confirmed that lack of mentoring opportunities is a barrier to success and/or a
service specifically desired by these underrepresented communities?
As proposed, ISF is an early-stage fund targeting women and racial minorities. The Portland Seed Fund
(PSF) is an early-state startup accelerator launched in 2011. PDC acknowledges that the Portland Seed
Fund supplied capital to startups whose founders are predominantly white and male. Of the 56
participant companies to date, 17 out of 56 have female founders (30%); founder race/ethnicity is not
formally tracked. Details on the makeup of the applicant pool is unknown as well as what outreach efforts
were undertaken to encourage diversity. The number of candidates is a function of outreach.
The expected results for the Inclusive Startup Fund (ISF) are less ambitious than the Portland Seed Fund
(PSF) with $1.5 million investment. For example, PDC reports that the PSF created more than 350 jobs in
three years; the ISF anticipates creating more than 200 jobs in 5-7 years. Furthermore, the ISF is
anticipated to generate $7.5 million in outside capital in 5-7 years compared to $40 million in outside
sources attracted through the PSF in 3 years. Conservative estimates project that outcomes for the ISF are
expected to underachieve relative to the actual outcomes for the PSF.
The proposed intervention is well-intentioned and aims to address a clear problem. Nonetheless, specific
data have not been presented to verify the challenges faced in Portland for which a specific targeted
intervention would be designed to address. In the interim, expanded outreach within current PDC
resources for entrepreneurship support can lead to more inclusive early-stage investments. To support
the City’s equity goals, CBO recommends the realignment of existing resources to hasten the inclusion of
Portland firms with founding members from underrepresented communities. If PDC were to provide
detailed data on the measured success of programs from which the ISF is modeled after, then the level of
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confidence of potential impact due to ISF would be strengthened. With this additional data, CBO would
re-evaluate this decision package.
CBO Recommendation: $0
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City of Portland
Decision Package Recommendations
(Includes Contingency and Ending Balance)
Bureau Requested
Bureau
Priority

FTE

Gen Fund
Ongoing

Gen Fund
1-Time

CBO Analyst Recommendations

Other
Revenues

Total
Expenses

FTE

Gen Fund
Ongoing

Gen Fund
1-Time

Other
Revenues

Total
Expenses

Portland Development Commission
Adds
ZD_02 - Inclusive Startup Fund

01

0.00

0

750,000

0

750,000

0.00

0

0

0

0

ZD_01 - Community Development Fund
Total Adds

02

0.00

0

1,000,000

0

1,000,000

0.00

0

0

0

0

0.00

0

1,750,000

0

1,750,000

0.00

0

0

0

0

0.00

0

1,750,000

0

1,750,000

0.00

0

0

0

0

Total Portland Development Commission
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