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Meeting: Nature in Neighborhoods Capital Grants Pilot Program Design and Review 
Committee Meeting #7 

Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 
Time: 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. 
Place: Zoom 
Purpose: Guidebook development 
Outcome(s): Develop the program Guidebook: Community Vote and Program Evaluation 

4:30 p.m. Welcome (JLA) 

4:40 p.m. Bring back/Finalize Community Vote Goals and Principles (PBO) 

5:20 p.m. Break 

5:30 p.m. Discuss and outline Program Evaluation (PBO) 
• Establish procedures and metrics for program evaluation

6:20 p.m. Next Steps (JLA) 

6:30 p.m. Meeting adjourned 

Meeting Video:  https://vimeo.com/manage/videos/694550211/a91d41df9f

https://vimeo.com/manage/videos/694550211/a91d41df9f


 

 

 

Date: Thu. March 16, 2022 

To: Nature in Neighborhoods Capital Grants Pilot – Program Design and Review Committee 

From: Capital Grants Pilot team 

Subject: Evaluation of Participatory Budgeting Process 

Memo Purpose 

This memo provides background and things to think about for the Program Design and Review 

Committee (Committee), in the context of EVALUATING the Participatory Budgeting process of the 

Nature in Neighborhoods Capital Grants Pilot (Pilot). 

 

At the March 29, 2022 Committee meeting (7th meeting), the Committee will share their 

experiences with evaluation; hear a little about the evaluation processes in this memo; and choose 

the questions to ask, qualities, characteristics, and specific metrics they would like to see in an 

evaluation process. 

Background and Context 

The committee will help decide how the Participatory Budgeting pilot will be evaluated. 

 

This evaluation will be public, and it will used by lots of different folks: members of the public, 

Metro staff and elected officials, and by other jurisdictions looking to run their own Participatory 

Budgeting processes. 

 

While we don’t know exactly what form this evaluation will take, what we DO know is that some of 

those evaluation criteria will come directly from the Committee at the March 29 meeting. Some of 

them come from a list the Committee will choose from; some will come from a result of 

brainstorming. 

 

There is a separate evaluation process for the Parks and Nature Bond (Bond) that this pilot is 

funded by. Ideally, the Committee will BOTH shape the evaluation of the Participatory Budgeting 

portion of the pilot, AND consider how that evaluation aligns with the larger Bond evaluation 

criteria. 

 

There are also some legal requirements that will inform how the Participatory Budgeting process 

will be evaluated. 

 

With all this in mind, this memo has background about the evaluation criteria for the Parks and 

Nature Bond, as well as examples of other evaluations processes.  

 

  



Evaluation Criteria: Bond, Pilot, and Projects 
This is for the committee to consider. These do not have to be a part of the evaluation criteria. 

 

The Bond outlined Purposes, Principles, Criteria, and Requirements to which the Pilot must legally 

adhere. Understanding these are useful for thinking about how the Participatory Budgeting process 

should be evaluated, but they do not have to be a part of the evaluation criteria. 

 

Provided below is a condensed summary. If you want more information about any portion of these 

sections, or for the full text of the Bond, please contact Crista Gardner 

(Crista.Gardner@oregonmetro.gov) or Gabrielle Brown (Gabrielle.Brown@oregonmetro.gov). 

 

GUIDING PURPOSES: PILOT 

 The Bond will allow the region to continue efforts protecting water quality and wildlife habitat 

for generations to come. This program will fund community-led projects, with an emphasis on 

benefitting historically marginalized communities. 

 These projects will protect and improve water quality and fish and wildlife habitat, support 

climate resiliency and/or increase people’s experience of nature at the community scale. 

 All projects must satisfy required bond program community engagement, racial equity and 

climate resilience criteria. 

 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND CRITERIA: PILOT 

All of the following must guide the Pilot; not just one or two. While this does not mean the 

evaluation criteria must account for all of these, it’s critical and necessary to keep these in mind, 

both while the program is being designed and while it’s evaluated. 

 

 Serve communities through inclusive engagement, transparency and accountability 

 Advance racial equity through bond investments 

 Protect clean water for people, fish and wildlife 

 Protect and restore culturally significant native plant communities 

 Protect, connect and improve habitat for native fish and wildlife 

 Take care of what we have (maintain, update and reinvest in regional and local destinations) 

 Make parks and natural areas more accessible and inclusive 

 Connect more people to the land and rivers of our region 

 Invest in trails for biking and walking 

 Support community-led parks and nature projects 

 Make communities more resilient to climate change 

 Meaningfully engage with communities of color, Indigenous communities, people with low 

incomes, and other historically marginalized communities in planning, development and 

selection of projects 

 Prioritize projects and needs identified by communities of color, Indigenous communities, low-

income and other historically marginalized groups 
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 Demonstrate accountability for tracking outcomes and reporting impacts, particularly as they 

relate to communities of color, Indigenous communities, people with low incomes, and other 

historically marginalized communities 

 Improve the accessibility and inclusiveness of developed parks 

 Include strategies to prevent or mitigate displacement and/or gentrification resulting from 

bond investments 

 Set aspirational goals for workforce diversity and use of COBID contractors and work to reduce 

barriers to achieving these goals; demonstrate accountability by tracking outcomes and 

reporting impacts 

 

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS: PROJECTS FUNDED BY PILOT 

The following are minimum requirements of the projects that get funded by the pilot. Same as 

above; while this does not mean the evaluation criteria must account for all of these, it’s critical and 

necessary to keep these in mind, both while the program is being designed and while it’s evaluated. 

 

 Projects must demonstrate strong partnerships between community-based organizations and 

public (non-federal) agencies 

 Projects must be within the Urban Growth Boundary and/or the Metro jurisdictional boundary, 

or as approved by the Metro Council 

 Projects must be clearly achievable given the knowledge, skills, and resources available among 

project partners 

 Expenses must be associated with capital projects only; not for general operating expenses 

 Projects that involve the acquisition of properties or easements must be negotiated with willing 

sellers 

 Grantees will be required to evaluate their projects (i.e. progress reports) 

 

Evaluation Criteria: Pilot 
These MUST be chosen by the Committee. We will ask you to rank these at the March 29 
meeting. 

 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT: CLIMATE RESILIENCE CRITERIA 

The Committee must identify at least one climate resilience criterion that the Pilot will satisfy from 

among the following to include in the guidebook. The Committee will choose one or more of these 

at the March 29 meeting. 

 

 Protect, connect and restore habitat to support strong populations of native plants, fish and 

wildlife that can adapt to a changing climate 

 Protect and restore floodplains, headwaters, streams and wetlands to increase their capacity to 

handle stormwater to protect vulnerable communities from flooding 

 Increase tree canopy in developed areas to reduce heat island effects 

 Use low-impact development practices and green infrastructure in project design and 

development 



 Invest in segments of the regional trail system to expand active transportation opportunities for 

commuting, recreation and other travel 

 

MINIMUM REQUIREMENT: PROGRAM CRITERIA 

The Committee must identify at least one program criterion that the Pilot will satisfy from among 

the following to include in the guidebook. The Committee will choose one or more of these at the 

March 29 meeting. 

 

 Improve human mental and physical health, particularly in communities of color, Indigenous 

communities, low-income communities, and other historically marginalized communities 

 Build wealth in communities of color, Indigenous communities, low-income, and other 

historically marginalized communities through contracting and jobs 

 Demonstrate that people of color influenced the project identification, selection, design, and 

implementation 

 Nurture a relationship with land and create educational opportunities (including Science, 

Technology, Engineering, Art and Math [STEAM] opportunities), and promote careers in the 

environmental and agricultural sector, especially for people and youth of color 

 Partner with and empower Indigenous people 

 Ensure accessibility for people experiencing disabilities 

 Create easy access to nature from transit and for people walking or biking 

 Consider and approach the issue of houselessness in a sensitive and humanizing way 

 

Evaluation Examples 
This is for the committee to consider. These do not have to be a part of the evaluation criteria. 

 
The following are some of the qualities, characteristics, and specific metrics used to evaluate other 

programs. There are of course many ways programs can be evaluated, and this is not an exhaustive 

list. However, the examples below shared by Participatory Budgeting Oregon staff and Metro staff 

give a brief overview of the ways capital grants and/or Participatory Budgeting projects have been 

evaluated in the past. 

 

These will be discussed in more detail at our March 29, 2022 Committee meeting. If you want more 

information about these, or to ask for more examples, please contact Amanda Hudson with 

Participatory Budgeting Oregon (ahudson@pboregon.org) or Crista Gardner with Metro 

(Crista.Gardner@oregonmetro.gov). 

 

EVALUATION EXAMPLE: GREENSBORO PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING 

Public Agenda and the Participatory Budgeting Project created a toolkit for evaluators and 

implementers of Participatory Budgeting. A link to the toolkit can be found by clicking here. 

 

What follows are a few intended impacts, and suggestions on how to measure them. 
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Intended Impact: Engage residents who don’t participate in the mainstream political process. 

 How it can be measured: 

o Number and percentage of Participatory Budgeting voters who are eligible to vote but 

did not vote in the most recent local election. 

 

Intended Impact: engage people who are excluded from standard forms of political participation 

due to age, immigration status, or other reasons. 

 How it can be measured: 

o Number and percentage of PB voters who are ineligible to vote in local elections 

 

Intended Impact: Increase access during the idea collection phase, the project development phase 

and the voting phase 

 How it can be measured: 

o Accessibility indicators for idea collection phase, project development phase and voting 

o Idea Collection Participant and Voter Surveys, i.e. “How did you first hear about today’s 

event? Check all that apply…” 

 

EVALUATION EXAMPLE: GREENSBORO PARTICIPATORY BUDGETING 

The City of Greensboro, North Carolina led a Participatory Budgeting process in 2015-2016.  

A link to their full research and Evaluation Report can be found by clicking here. 

 

What follows are three intended impacts, and the data used to measure them. 

 

Intended Impact: Successfully include people of color and low-income residents in the process 

 How it was measured:  

o Demographic data suggested that participants reflected the city’s population in 

ethnicity, income and gender.  

 

Intended Impact: Increase participation in government budget processes 

 How it was measured:  

o 85% of PB participants were new to the city’s budgeting process.  

o 2,000 people were involved in the Participatory Budgeting process, while involvement 

in information-only budget meetings in the previous five years only involved 298 

people. 

 

Intended Impact: Motivate residents to want to do more in their city 

 How it was measured: 

o Budget delegates overwhelmingly reported that after participating in PB they would be 

more likely to attend other community meetings.  

o Many, if not most, also indicated wanting to be involved in the next PB cycle to take on 

greater responsibilities. 

https://www.greensboro-nc.gov/home/showdocument?id=34620


 

EVALUATION EXAMPLE: DIALOGUES IN ACTION  

Dialogues in Action led a series of discussions and workshops with Metro staff about possible 

impacts and metrics for the bond. 

 

Their approach involved defining intended impacts, then asking participants to offer suggestions 

around four questions:  

 What are we doing? 

 How are we doing it? 

 What changes for people if it’s done? 

 How people are impacted if it’s done? 

 

With the impacts defined and the answers from these four questions, the group developed possible 

metrics for each intended impact. What follows are a sample of two intended impacts, and some of 

the possible metrics used to measure each impact: 

 

Intended Impact: Community members exercise voice, agency, and involvement in public 

decision-making for natural areas. 

 Possible Key Metrics: 

o The final process and product reflects input from community members 

o Plan to participate more in the future 

o Broad sense of community ownership over outcomes 

o Perception about institutional trust 

o Community partners develop skills and best practices to introduce participatory 

budgeting processes in other projects to engage with the community 

  

Intended Impact: Community members in park-deficient neighborhoods experience increased 

access to nearby natural areas. 

 Possible Key Metrics: 

o Reduced distance of parks to homes  

o Similar quality/asset value between places frequented by BIPOC v. white residents 

o Individuals with disabilities are able to access parks 

o Comparable use between members of Black, Indigenous, and other communities of color 

and white residents 

o Number of spaces/assets that are specifically created to meet the needs of historically 

marginalized communities 

 

EVALUATION EXAMPLE: 2015 CAPITAL GRANTS PROGRAM EVALUATION 

A 2006 voter-approved natural areas bond measure established the $15 million Nature in 

Neighborhoods Capital Grants Program, and it was evaluated in 2015. 

 

What follows are a sample of three intended impacts, and some of the ways each impact was 

measured: 



 

Intended impact: The capital grants program complements and supports the work of local 

agencies and communities in bringing nature in to the developed areas of the Metro region 

 What was measured: 

o Local planning efforts were supported on multiple levels from funding shovel-ready 

projects managed by agencies to initiating efforts to implement community-driven 

projects responding to local plans.  

o Grantees reported that Metro’s capital grant program is fulfilling an important funding 

niche in urban conservation. 

o Grantees reported that Metro’s willingness to be “first to the table” to commit financial 

resources added credibility and encouraged the participation of other funders. 

 

Intended impact: The program emphasized public-private partnerships on projects 

 What was measured: 

o Community-driven projects were successful at creating meaningful partnerships that 

influenced how the project was designed and used. 

o Grantees from community-based organizations are geographically focused and projects 

are important to local residents.   

o Agency-driven projects engaged non-profit organizations that work at a regional level 

such as SOLVE or Friends of Trees, particularly when there was no pre-existing 

relationship with a local group. 

 

Intended Impact: The outcomes are worthwhile for nature 

 What was measured 

o All of the projects helped boost the region’s biodiversity – a cornerstone objective of the 

Regional Conservation Strategy.  

o Restoration projects increased habitat quality and passage for the region’s endangered 

fish, affecting local ecology as well as the health of the watershed as a whole. 

o Additional water quality benefits were achieved through the use of low-impact 

development approaches such as porous pavement, rain gardens, bioswales, and other 

stormwater facilities. 

Conclusion 

There are lots of ways to evaluate a program. Your role as a Committee member is critical in making 

sure this Participatory Budgeting process does what it’s intended to do, as defined by the 

requirements of the Bond, as guided by Participatory Budgeting best practices, and as decided by 

you. 

 

While the March 29, 2022 meeting won’t be the only opportunity to discuss what and how to 

evaluate this program, it’s an important first step. We hope this brief background will help spur 

some innovative thinking and support (or challenge) your own judgment and experience on how 

government programs ought to be held accountable.  

 
























	Memo - CapitalGrantsPilot_PB Evaluation_2022_03_22 FINAL
	NIN CG Mural board community vote 03292022
	NIN CG feedback jam board 3292022

